UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Rubio v. Credence Management Solutions, LL.C

Rubio - No. Civil Action No. 25-1784 (RBW) - Decided April 30, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia considers Credence Management
Solutions, LLC's Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss Franklin Osvaldo Rubio's claims for Title VII
discrimination and retaliation, DCHRA wrongful termination, and common-law defamation. The court
concludes that the Title VII and DCHRA claims are time-barred and that equitable tolling does not

apply. It also concludes that the defamation allegations are insufficiently pleaded.
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dismissed

Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the amended complaint asserting Title VII discrimination,
hostile-work-environment, and retaliation claims; a DCHRA

wrongful-termination claim; and common-law defamation.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and determines whether the complaint contains
sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief. Legal
conclusions and conclusory allegations are not accepted as true. An
affirmative defense may be resolved on a motion to dismiss when the

facts establishing it are clear from the face of the complaint.

Published memorandum opinion; no reporter citation appears in the

source text.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Rubio's Title VII discrimination, hostile-work-environment, and retaliation claims were time-
barred because he did not file an EEOC charge within 300 days of the alleged employment-related acts.

2. Whether Rubio's DCHRA wrongful-termination claim was time-barred under the applicable one-year

limitations period, including the effect of tolling during administrative proceedings.
3. Whether equitable tolling applied to Rubio's Title VII or DCHRA claims.

4. Whether Rubio adequately pleaded a District of Columbia common-law defamation claim based on

statements to an associate and an unidentified prospective employer.

5. Whether Rubio's bare request for leave to amend in his opposition constituted a proper Rule 15(a)(2)

motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The Title VII claims were time-barred because Rubio filed his EEOC charge 354 days after his May 3,
2024 termination, beyond the applicable 300-day filing period.
2. The DCHRA wrongful-termination claim was time-barred because Rubio waited 385 days from his

termination to file suit, even accounting for tolling during the administrative proceeding.

3. Equitable tolling did not apply because Rubio failed to show that he diligently pursued his rights or that
extraordinary circumstances prevented timely filing.

4. Rubio failed to state a defamation claim because the allegation concerning an unidentified prospective
employer lacked sufficient factual detail, and the allegation concerning the associate did not plausibly

establish that the statement about performance-related termination was false.

5. Rubio's bare request for leave to amend in his opposition did not constitute a motion under Rule 15(a)
(2), so the court denied the request.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss [under Rule 12(b)(6)], a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter,
accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.”” (5)

“Without more, the Court cannot reasonably infer that Ms. Smith’s comment was false, especially in light of
the factual allegations contained in the Amended Complaint that appear to contradict his conclusory
statements regarding the quality of his performance.” (15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Rubio alleged that Credence employed him as a system administrator from November 27, 2023, until
terminating him on May 3, 2024, after placing him on a performance-improvement plan. He claimed that he was
held to stricter standards than other system administrators and that he experienced unfair treatment related to
performance criticism, absences, and workplace conduct. He also alleged that Credence later told an associate

and an unidentified prospective employer that he had been terminated or had performed poorly.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rubio filed an EEOC charge on April 22, 2025, received a right-to-sue notice on May 6, 2025, and filed this
action on June 6, 2025. The court granted the defendant's motion for a more definite statement and directed
Rubio to amend his complaint. After the amended complaint was filed, Credence moved to dismiss, and the

court granted the motion, dismissing all claims.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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