UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Anthony Gunter v. Alutiiq Advanced Security Solutions, LL.C

Civil No. 1:20-cv-03410-JRR (D. Md. Feb. 27, 2026) - No. 1:20-cv-03410-JRR - Decided February 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland considers Alutiiq Advanced Security

Solutions, LLC’s motion for summary judgment in Anthony Gunter’s employment-discrimination and

whistleblower-retaliation action. The claims arise under the ADEA, MFEPA, the False Claims Act,
and the Defense Contractor Whistleblower Protection Act. The court concludes that no genuine

dispute of material fact requires trial and grants Defendant’s motion for summary judgment on all

claims.
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Defendant moved for summary judgment on all eight employment-
related claims in Plaintiff's Fourth Amended Complaint. The district
court granted the motion and denied Plaintiff's request to reconsider an

earlier denial of his motion for summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court viewed facts and reasonable inferences in the light
most favorable to the nonmovant, but could not weigh evidence or

make credibility determinations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Gunter exhausted his administrative remedies for his ADEA and MFEPA retaliation, physical-

fitness-testing discrimination, and hostile-work-environment claims.

. Whether Gunter presented sufficient evidence to establish ADEA or MFEPA retaliation.

. Whether Gunter presented sufficient evidence of age discrimination based on physical fitness testing or

failure to promote.

. Whether the alleged physical fitness testing and failure to promote constituted an actionable age-based

hostile work environment under the ADEA or MFEPA.

. Whether Gunter presented sufficient evidence to establish retaliation under the False Claims Act.

. Whether Gunter presented sufficient evidence to establish retaliation under the Defense Contractor

Whistleblower Protection Act.

HOLDINGS

1.

Gunter's ADEA and MFEPA retaliation, physical-fitness-testing discrimination, and hostile-work-
environment claims were reasonably related to his EEOC charge and were therefore sufficiently

exhausted.

. Alutiiq was entitled to summary judgment on the ADEA and MFEPA retaliation claims because Gunter

failed to produce evidence establishing a causal nexus between protected activity and the alleged

adverse actions.

. Gunter failed to establish a prima facie case of age discrimination based on physical fitness testing

because he presented no evidence linking the testing to his age or identifying similarly situated

comparators.

. Alutiiq was entitled to summary judgment on Gunter's ADEA and MFEPA failure-to-promote claims

because Gunter did not show that he applied for the position and, in any event, did not show that

Alutiiq's stated reason was pretextual.

. The alleged physical fitness testing and two promotion denials did not constitute an actionable age-based

hostile work environment under the ADEA or MFEPA.

. Gunter failed to establish FCA retaliation because he did not show that Alutiiq knew of protected FCA

activity or took adverse action because of it.

. Gunter failed to establish DCWPA retaliation because he did not show employer knowledge or that the

alleged protected disclosure was a contributing factor in the challenged actions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is

entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”



“Based on the foregoing, there is no genuine dispute of material fact and Defendants are entitled to judgment

as a matter of law on Plaintiff’s hostile work environment claims.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gunter, who was over 40, worked for Alutiiq as an armed security guard at the United States Coast Guard Yard.
He was not selected for two Lead Officer openings, was allegedly required to complete physical fitness tests
after the contractual testing requirement had ended, and claimed that he reported falsified timecards to the
Department of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General. After he stopped reporting to scheduled shifts
and did not respond to repeated communications, Alutiiq processed his separation as a voluntary resignation.
Gunter asserted age discrimination, retaliation, hostile work environment, FCA retaliation, and DCWPA

retaliation claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gunter filed suit in November 2020 and later filed a Fourth Amended Complaint asserting ADEA, MFEPA,
FCA, and DCWPA claims. The court previously dismissed the action as a sanction for spoliation-related
misconduct, but the Fourth Circuit vacated the dismissal and remanded for further proceedings while affirming
monetary sanctions and denial of recusal. After discovery on remand, Alutiiqg moved for summary judgment,
which the court granted on all claims.
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