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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Alexandria Division
RAEDAHAMRA,

)
Plaintiff,

v.

)

)

)

)

MIDDLEEASTBROADCASTINGNETWORKS,
INC.,
)
Defendant.

)

) C a s e No. 1:20-cv-485
)
H o n . Liam O'Grady
)

)
ORDER

Before the Court is Defendant's Motion to Dismiss. Dkt. 6. The motion has been fully
briefed and the Court dispensed with oral argument because it would not aid in the decisional
process.
Having reviewed the Complaint, pleadings, and exhibits, the Court agrees with Defendant
that Plaintiff failed to exhaust administrative remedies in regard to her hostile work environment
claim. Accordingly, Count II is hereby DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.
Yet the EEOC charge raised, both, a claim for discriminatory failure to promote (Count I)
and a claim for retaliation (Count III). Counts I and III are therefore exhausted.
Even so, a retaliation claim requires an adverse employment action. See Guessous v.
Fairview Property Investments, LLC, 828 F.3d 208, 217 (4th Cir. 2016). Plaintiff asserts she
was subjected to retaliation when her employer "leak[ed] her complaint and call[ed] her a
`troublemaker.'" Compl. ¶ 324. But merely referring to an employee as a trouble maker does
not constitute a materially adverse employment action sufficient to sustain a retaliation action.
Spencer v. Va. State Univ., 224 F. Supp. 3d 449, 460-61 (E.D. Va. 2016) (Hudson, J.). And no
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well-pleaded facts support the inference that Plaintiffs complaint was leaked. See Compl.
277-28L Accordingly, the Complaint does not plead a plausible retaliation claim, and Count II
is hereby DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.
Finally, Count I asserts a discriminatory failure to promote. To prevail on a
discriminatory failure to promote claim, a plaintiff must show membership in a protected group,
application to a position, qualification for that position, and rejection under circumstances giving
rise to an inference of discrimination. Williams v. Giant Food, Inc., 370 F.3d 423, 430 (4th Cir.
2004). Taking all the well-pleaded facts as true, and drawing all reasonable inferences in favor
of Plaintiff, the Court concludes that the Complaint sets forth a plausible claim.
Accordingly, for the reasons stated above, Defendant's motion, Dkt. 6, is hereby
GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART. The motion is denied as to Count I and
granted as to Count II and Count III. Plaintiff shall have thirty (30) days to file an Amended
Complaint if she can do so within the constraints of Fed. R. Civ. P. 11.
It is SO ORDERED.
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