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Consolidated Opinion of the North Carolina Court of Appeals
Affirming Dismissal (June 17, 2026; Record No. COA 25-948)




An unpublished opinion of the North Carolina Court of Appeals does not constitute
controlling legal authority. Citation is disfavored but may be permitted in accordance with
the provisions of Rule 30(e)(3) of the North Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure.

"IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF NORTH CAROLINA
No. COA25-948

Filed 17 June 2026

Wake County, No. 24CV025204-910
DEBBIE M. BOOKER-KING, Plaintiff,

V.

WMI CAPITAL FLATS & MAGNOLIA SQUARE, AND RALEIGH RESCUE
MISSION, Defendants.

Appeal by plaintiff from order entered 12 November 2024 by Judge Paul C.
Ridgeway in Wake County Superior Court and from order entered 10 January 2025
by Judge Clayton D. Somers in Wake County Superior Court. Heard in the Court of

Appeals 2 June 2026.

Debbie M. Booker-King, plaintiff-appellant, Pro Se.
Cranfill Sumner LLP, by Steven A. Bader and Aliyah S. Adams; and Michael

Best & Friedrich LLP, by Keith E. Richardson and Destiney Parker-Thompson,
for defendants-appellees.

DILLON, Chief Judge.

Plaintiff Debbie M. Booker-King appeals the trial court’s grant of Defendants
WMI Capital Flats & Magnolia Square (“WMI”) and Raleigh Rescue Mission’s

(“‘RRM”) motions to dismiss for claims arising from Plaintiffs grievances with a WMI
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Opinion of the Court

apartment, WMI's service team, and RRM’s social services. We affirm the trial court’s

grant of Defendants motions to dismiss.

I. * Background

Plaintiff was admitted to RRM’s dormitory for women and children and
enrolled in social services programs provided by RRM. Following her stay with RRM,
Plaintiff moved to WMI. Plaintiff alleged various issues with her stay at both RRM
and WMI and stated various claims against each Defendant. |

Based on various alleged occurrences with RRM and WMI, Plaintiff claimed
$15 million for emotional distress, loss of housing stability, and non-specified
financial losses. Plaintiff sought an additional $25 million in punitive damages. The
trial court dismissed Plaintiff’s claims for failure to state a claim. Plaintiff appeals.

II.  Analysis

Plaintiff first alleges the trial court abused its discretion in denying her request
to continue the hearing on WMI’s motion to dismiss. A motion to continue is reviewed
for an abuse of discretion. Shankle v. Shankle, 289 N.C. 473, 483 (1976). A trial court
abuses its discretion when the decision is “sq arbitrary that it could not have been the
result of a reasoned decision.” N.C. State Bar v. McLaurin, 169 N.C. App. 144, 148
(2005) (citation omitted).

Here, Plaintiff alleged before the trial court the motion to continue should be
granted because the ongoing litigation was draining her finances. The trial coin’t

denied Plaintiff's motion, however, because it was untimely and the court did not find




BOOKER-KING V. WMI CAPITAL FLATS & MAGNOLIA SQUARE

Opinion of the Court

any grounds to continue. While the trial court could have granted Plaintiffs motion
to continue it was not an abuse of &iscretion for its failﬁre to do so. Thus, v;re affirm
the trial court’s denial of Plaintiff’'s motion to cohtinue.

Second, Plaintiff argues the trial court erred in dismissing all her claims for
failure to state a claim. We review a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim de
novo. Bridges v. Parrish, 366 N.C. 539, 541 (2013). A claim should be dismissed
when the complaint lacks law or facts sufficient to support the claim. Mauck v.
Cherry Oil Co., 388 N.C. 325, 332—33 (2025) (citation omitted).

Plaintiff sued Defendants under six legal theories: (1) defamation against
RRM; (2) breach of fiduciary duty against RRM:; (3) negligence and gross negligence
against Defendants; (4) intentional infliction of emotional distress against
Defendants; (5) breach of the implied covenant of quiet enjoyment against WMI; and
(6) intrusion upon seclusion against WMI.

We have reviewed Plaintiff's complaint and for each of Plaintiffs claims she
failed to allege sufficient specific facts supporting the claims or verifiable instances
of what she alleges. Cf. Howell v. Cooper, 388 N.C. 7 1, 73 (2025) (concluding the
plaintiffs’ complaint pleaded facts pursuant to relevant law to support their state
constitutional claims). Instead, Plaintiffs claims against Defendants focus on
unfavorable conduct allegedly happening to her at the hands of Defendants.

For example, Plaintiff alleges WMT’s failure to act when “her ’neighbors to her

' right. and left . . . engaged in cyber-attacks’ and “started sending fumes,
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unidentifiable into her apartment” amounts to a violation of the implied covenant of
quiet enjoymeﬂt. “IA] lease cé.rrieé an implied warrani:y that [a] tenant w111 have
quiet and peaceable possession.” K & S Enterprises v. Ke.nnedy Office Supply Co.,
Inc., 135 N.C. App. 260, 267 (1999). This implied warranty, however, does not apply
“to the acts of trespassers and wrongdoers[.]” Huggins v. Waters, 167 N.C. 197, 198
(1914).

Here, Plaintiffs complaint attributes the cyber-attacks and fumes fo her
apartment neighbors, not WMI. Thus, even assuming it is true Plaintiffs neighbors
sent cyber-attacks and fumes into her apartment, there is no claim for a breach of the
implied covenant of quiet enjoyment because Plaintiffs allegations are not directed
at any action WMI took in violation of Plaintiff's possession of her apartment.

Similar factual and legal omissions occur throughout Plaintiffs complaint for
each of the remaining five claims against Defendants. Thus, the trial court did not
err in granting Defendants’ motions to dismiss.

ITI. Conclusion

We affirm the trial court’s grant of Defendants’ motions to dismiss and denial
of Plaintiff's motion to continue.

AFFIRMED.

Judges ZACHARY and HAMPSON concur.

Report per Rule 30(e).
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| Order of the Supreme Court of North Cafolina Denying Petition
for Discretionary Review (Entered July 6, 2026)




No. 225P26 TENTH DISTRICT

Supreme Court of Porth Carolina

DEBBIE M. BOOKER-KING
v

WMI CAPITAL FLATS & MAGNOLIA SQUARE and RALEIGH RESCUE MISSION

From N.C. Court of Appeals
( 25-948)
From Wake
( 24CV025204-910)

ORDER OF THE COURT

Upon consideration of the petition filed on the 1st day of July 2026 by Plaintiff in this matter for discretionary
review of the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals pursuant to G.S. 7A-31, the following order was
entered and is hereby certified to the North Carolina Court of Appeals: .

Petition denied.
By order of the Court this the 6th day of July 2026.

WITNESS my hand and the seal of the Supreme Court of North Carolina, this the 6th day of July 2026.

Grant E. Buckner
Clerk, Supreme Court of North Carolina

6

Assistant Clerk, Supreme Court Of North Carolina

North Carolina Court of Appeals

Ms. Debbie M. Booker-King, For Booker-King, Debbie M. - (By Email)

Mr. Keith E. Richardson, Attomey at Law, For Raleigh Rescue Mission - (By Emaill)

Ms. Aliyah S. Adams, Attorney at Law, For WMI Capital Fiats & Magnolia Square - (By Email)
Ms. Destiney Parker-Thompson, Attomey at Law, For Raleigh Rescue Mission - (By Email)
Mr. Steven A. Bader, Attomey at Law, For WMI Capital Flats & Magnolia Square - (By Emall)
West Publishing - (By Emaif)

Lexis-Nexis - (By Email)
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Order of the Superior Court of Wake County Dismissing First
Amended Complaint with Prejudice against Defendant Raleigh

Rescue Mission (Paul C. Ridgeway, Presiding) (Entered
November 13, 2024




DATE:November 13, 2024
TIME: 11/13/2024 9:19:25 AM

WAKE COUNTY
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES OFFICE

STATE OF NORTH CAROLATRWod 1\ THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION
COUNTY OF WAKE | 24.CVS-025204-910
DEBBIE M. BOOKER-KING,
Plaintiff,
V.

WMI CAPITAL FLATS & MAGNOLIA
SQUARE and RALEIGH RESCUE
MISSION,

Defendants.

THIS MATTER CAME ON FOR HEARING before the Honorable Paull C.

Ridgeway, Superior Court Judge presiding over the October 30, 2024 Civil Session
of the Superior Court Division of the General Court of Justice for Wake County,
North Carolina upon Defendant Raleigh Rescue Mission’s (“RRM”) Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint. Upon reviewing the record properly
before the Court and hearing arguments from the parties, this Court finds that
Plaintiff has failed to state any claim upon which relief may be granted against
Defendant RRM and concludes that Plaintiff's entire First Amended Complaint,
including whatever claims are alleged therein, is hereby dismissed with Prejudice
only against Defendant RRM.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
Defendant RRM’s Motion to Dismiss is hereby GRANTED and that Plaintiff's First

Amended Complaint is dismissed in its entirety with Prejudice only against

Defendant Raleigh Rescue Mission. All Parties shall bear their own costs.




» C\' So ORDERED this 12th of November, 2024

The Honorable Paul C. Ridgeway &
Presiding Superior Court Sidge 22 1251344

Page 10a
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Order of the Superior Court of Wake County Dismissing First
Amended Complaint with Prejudice against Defendant WMI

Capital Flats & Magnolia Square (Clayton D. Somers,
Presiding) (Entered January 10, 2025 |
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DATE:January 10, 2025
TIME: 01/10/2025 11:48:19 AM

WAKE COUNTY
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES OFFICE

STATE OF NORTH CARBY:fi8malwood Ny THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
SUPERIOR COURT DIVISICN
CCUNTY OF WAKE , 24-CVS-025204-910

DEBBIE M. BOOKER-KING,

Plaintiffs,
v,

NMI CAPVYAL FLATS & MAGNOL1A
 SQUARE,

De‘encant.

~HIS MATTER CAME CN FOR HE/ RING before the Honoratle Clayton D. Somers,
Superior Court Judge presiding over the December 19, 2024 Civil Session of the Superior Court
Sivision of the Generai Court of Justice ior Vake County, Nerth Carolina tpon Defenda:at WMI
Capital Flats & Magnolia Squure’s (“WI”) Motion to Dismiss Plaintifi’s First Amcnded
Compliant. Upon rev_ewing th.e record properly before thie Ccurt and hearing arguments from the
parties, this Court fiads that Plainuff nes failed to state any ~laim upon which relief may be granted
against Defendant WMi and concludes that Plaintiffs entize First Amended Con plaint, including
vhatever claims are alleged therein, is herety dismissed with Prejudice against Defendant WML

IT IS THEREFORF ORGERED, \DJUDGED, AND DECREED that Defendant
WNAII’s Motion to Dismiss is hereby GRA N ‘ED ana that P:aintiff’s First Amended Complaint is
jismissed in its entireiy with Pre{udice against Nefendant WMI Capital Flats & Magnolia
Square, all Parties shall tear their owr costs.

S0 JRDER.:D this h of Jenuaiv, 2025.

Qlouk D, Prr

The Henorabl: Clayton L. Somers
2rzsiding Superior Ceurt Judge
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- Additional material

from this filing is

available in the
Clerk’s Office.




