
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

Natalie Thomas v. EOTech, LLC
Thomas · No. 25-1094 · Decided March 4, 2026

SUMMARY

The Fourth Circuit held that private parties may not prospectively shorten the time an employee has to
bring otherwise timely Title VII or ADEA claims because doing so would disrupt the statutes’
integrated and uniform remedial schemes. The court affirmed dismissal of the Maryland Fair
Employment Practice Act claims under Maryland law, vacated summary judgment on the federal
claims, and remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether a private agreement may prospectively shorten the statutory period for bringing Title VII or
ADEA claims.

2. Whether the 180-day Limitations Agreement validly shortened the period for bringing Thomas's MFEPA
claims under Maryland law.

3. Whether the district court properly granted summary judgment based on the Limitations Agreement.

HOLDINGS

1. Parties may not prospectively render untimely a lawsuit that would otherwise be timely under Title VII
or the ADEA.

2. The district court did not commit reversible error in concluding that the Limitations Agreement barred
Thomas's MFEPA claims under Maryland law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Joining the Sixth Circuit, we hold the answer is no because judicial enforcement of such agreements would
disrupt the relevant statutes’ carefully integrated and uniform remedial schemes.” (2)

“We agree with the Sixth Circuit that allowing private parties to prospectively shorten the time an employee
has to bring suit under Title VII or the ADEA would “abrogate[] substantive rights and contravene[]
Congress’s uniform nationwide legal regime for Title VII” and ADEA lawsuits.” (7)

“The judgment is thus affirmed in part and vacated in part, and the case is remanded for further proceedings
consistent with this opinion.” (16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Before beginning work for EOTech, Natalie Thomas signed an employer-drafted agreement purporting to limit
to 180 days the time to bring employment-related claims, while tolling the period during the pendency of an
administrative charge. EOTech terminated Thomas on November 9, 2022. She filed administrative
discrimination charges on February 23, 2023, received an EEOC right-to-sue letter on September 7, 2023, and
filed suit on December 6, 2023.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thomas sued EOTech after her termination, alleging violations of Title VII, the ADEA, and MFEPA. The district
court converted EOTech's motion to dismiss into a motion for summary judgment and granted judgment to
EOTech on all claims, concluding that the parties' Limitations Agreement validly shortened the time to sue. The
Fourth Circuit affirmed as to the MFEPA claims, vacated as to the Title VII and ADEA claims, and remanded.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Remand for further proceedings consistent with the opinion on Thomas's Title VII and ADEA claims; the
MFEPA claims remain dismissed as time barred.
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