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SUMMARY

The opinion addresses LeafGuard Holdings Inc.’s motion to dismiss LaRecia Hines’s amended
complaint asserting pregnancy, race, and sex discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation
claims under Title VII and the Pregnancy Discrimination Act. The court accepts Hines’s allegation that
she was terminated rather than voluntarily resigned for purposes of the motion. It grants the motion in
part by dismissing the PDA discrimination claim in Count I, while allowing the hostile work
environment and retaliation claims to proceed.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss an amended complaint asserting pregnancy, race, color, and
sex discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation claims
under Title VII and the Pregnancy Discrimination Act.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the plaintiff's favor. The
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible
claim for relief and may not rely on legal conclusions or bare
assertions. The court also treated the alleged termination as true
because resolving whether Hines resigned or was terminated would
require resolving a factual dispute inappropriate at the pleading stage.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court memorandum opinion; precedential
status not otherwise specified.
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged satisfactory job performance at the time of the
adverse employment action to support the PDA discrimination claim.

2. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged Title VII race, color, and sex hostile-work-
environment claims and administratively exhausted those claims through the EEOC charge.

3. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged PDA and Title VII retaliation claims based on
protected activity, an adverse employment action, and causation.

4. Whether the court could resolve the parties' dispute over whether Hines was terminated or voluntarily
resigned on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The court accepted Hines's allegation that LeafGuard terminated her employment because resolving the
parties' conflicting accounts would require resolving a factual dispute outside the proper scope of a Rule
12(b)(6) motion.

2. Hines failed to state a PDA discrimination claim because she did not allege nonconclusory facts showing
that she was meeting LeafGuard's legitimate expectations at the time of the alleged termination.

3. Hines plausibly stated Title VII hostile-work-environment claims based on race, color, and sex, and
sufficiently exhausted those claims through her EEOC charge.

4. Hines plausibly stated retaliation claims under the PDA and Title VII.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“courts do not require a plaintiff to have invoked a hostile work environment claim by name or to use specific
‘magic words’ in order to exhaust it” (Section IV.C)

“a ‘protected activity’ may fall into two categories, opposition and participation.” (Section IV.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

LaRecia Hines, an African American woman, worked for LeafGuard beginning in February 2022 and became a
Production Manager in August 2022. She alleged that her supervisor made racist and sexist comments, including
that women could not perform certain work, expressed disbelief that a Black woman worked in construction, and
called her first name a "black ghetto name." Hines complained about the conduct, notified LeafGuard of her
pregnancy and planned leave, and participated in additional complaints to company representatives. She alleged
that LeafGuard terminated her employment on November 16, 2022, approximately six weeks after those
complaints and pregnancy notice, although LeafGuard contended that she voluntarily resigned.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hines commenced the action on January 30, 2025, and filed an amended complaint on May 12, 2025. LeafGuard
filed a renewed motion to dismiss, which was fully briefed. The court granted the motion in part by dismissing
Count I, the PDA discrimination claim, and denied it as to the Title VII hostile-work-environment claims and the
PDA and Title VII retaliation claims.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. LeafGuard must answer or otherwise respond to the remaining claims by April 19, 2026.
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