UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
NORTH CAROLINA, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Reketta L. Montgomery v. Acquisition Experts, LL.C

Montgomery v. Acquisition Experts, LLC, No. 7:25-CV-726-BO-RN (E.D.N.C. Jan. 2026) - No. 7:25-CV-726-
BO-RN - Decided January 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina granted Acquisition
Experts, LL.C's Rule 12(b)(6) motion and dismissed Reketta L.. Montgomery's employment-
discrimination complaint in its entirety. The court held that several claims were unexhausted and that
the remaining Title VII and ADA claims were not plausibly pleaded, including claims based on
disability, race, adverse employment action, hostile work environment, and constructive discharge.
The court also denied Montgomery's motion to amend her opposition and directed the clerk to close

the case.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina,

Southern Division

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina,

Southern Division

DECIDED January 13, 2026

DOCKET 7:25-CV-726-BO-RN

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court considered defendant's Rule 12(b)(6) motion to

dismiss the complaint and plaintiff's motion for leave to amend her

opposition to that motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true and views them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, but a
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a facially
plausible claim. The court may consider documents attached to or
incorporated into the complaint without converting the motion to one

for summary judgment.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order with no reporter citation
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff should be permitted to file a third memorandum opposing the motion to dismiss.

2. Whether plaintiff exhausted her Title VII and ADA claims through her EEOC charge.

3. Whether plaintiff plausibly alleged that she was a qualified individual with a disability under the ADA.

4. Whether plaintiff plausibly alleged adverse employment action, constructive discharge, disparate

treatment, wrongful termination, hostile work environment, or failure to accommodate.

5. Whether plaintiff could add factual allegations or new claims through her opposition brief or obtain

leave to amend without filing a separate motion and proposed amended complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The court denied plaintiff's motion to file a third memorandum opposing the motion to dismiss because
she had already filed a timely opposition, had filed an additional opposition without leave, and failed to

establish good cause for another filing.

2. Plaintiff's Title VII sex-discrimination, retaliation, and failure-to-promote claims were procedurally
barred because they were not stated in, or naturally related to, her EEOC charge. Her hostile-work-
environment claim was sufficiently exhausted because the charge mentioned a hostile work environment

and identified the alleged harasser.

3. Plaintiff failed to plausibly allege that she was a qualified individual with a disability, and her ADA
failure-to-accommodate, disparate-treatment, and hostile-work-environment claims were therefore

dismissed.

4, Plaintiff failed to plausibly allege Title VII disparate-treatment and wrongful-termination claims because
she did not adequately allege a qualifying adverse employment action, discriminatory motivation, or

facts supporting the required elements of those claims.

5. Plaintiff failed to plausibly allege a Title VII or ADA hostile-work-environment claim and therefore
could not rely on constructive discharge as the adverse employment action supporting her Title VII

claims.

6. Plaintiff could not add factual allegations or new claims through her opposition brief, and her alternative
request for leave to amend the complaint was denied because she did not file a separate motion or

proposed amended complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A Rule 12(b)(6) motion tests the legal sufficiency of the complaint.” (Discussion)

“A complaint must allege enough facts to state a claim for relief that is facially plausible.” (Discussion)



“Plaintiff's Title VII sex discrimination claims are non-exhausted and thus procedurally barred.” (Discussion)

“A hostile work environment exists where “the workplace is permeated with discriminatory intimidation,

ridicule, and insult that is sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of the victim’s employment

29

and create an abusive working environment[.|”” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was hired by Acquisition Experts, LLC, as a contract specialist supporting the Marine Corps Installation
Command—East at Camp Lejeune and temporarily performed project-manager duties. She alleged that the
employer failed to accommodate medical appointments and symptoms associated with PTSD, anxiety,
migraines, and other conditions, reprimanded and demoted her, subjected her to rude and disrespectful treatment,
and caused her to resign. She asserted that the conduct was based on race, sex, and disability and filed an EEOC

charge on March 4, 2024 identifying race and disability but not sex or retaliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a pro se complaint on May 1, 2025, asserting Title VII and ADA employment-discrimination
claims. Defendant moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6). Plaintiff filed an initial opposition, a second
opposition without leave, and then moved to file a third opposition; she also requested leave to amend her
complaint in the alternative. The court denied the motion to amend the opposition, denied the request to amend
the complaint, granted the motion to dismiss, dismissed the complaint in its entirety, and directed the clerk to

close the case.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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