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| . BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Christine Craig slipped and fell in a puddle
of soda while wal king with her daughter-in-law, Kristina Craig,
through the mall at Franklin MIIls, allegedly sustaining serious
injuries as a result. Christine and her husband, Janes Crai g,
brought suit in the Phil adel phia Court of Conmon Pl eas for
negl i gence and | oss of consortium agai nst Defendants, Franklin
MIls Associates L.P. (“MI1s”), the conpany that owned and
operated the mall, and Control Building Services, Inc.
(“Control”), the janitorial conpany that cleaned the nal
pursuant to its contract with MIls.? The case was renoved to

this Court on Decenber 16, 2006.

! Anot her Defendant naned in the conplaint, The MIIs
Corp., was dism ssed by stipulation of the parties (doc. no. 59).



Presently before the Court are Defendants Control and
MIls notions for summary judgnment.? For the reasons that

follow, the notions wll be granted.

1. DI SCUSSI ON

A Legal Standard

A court must grant sunmmary judgnment when “the
pl eadi ngs, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and
adm ssions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that
the noving party is entitled to judgnent as a matter of |aw.”
Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c). Afact is “material” if its existence or

non-exi stence would affect the outcone of the suit under

governing law. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242,

248 (1986). An issue of fact is “genuine” when there is
sufficient evidence fromwhich a reasonable jury could find in
favor of the non-noving party regarding the existence of that
fact. 1d. at 248-49. *“In considering the evidence, the court
shoul d draw all reasonabl e inferences against the noving party.”

El v. Se. Pa. Transp. Auth., 479 F.3d 232, 238 (3d Gr. 2007).

2 On Novenber 13, 2007, Control filed a notion for
summary judgnent (doc. no. 32). On the sane day, MIls filed a
notion joining Control’s notion (doc. no. 33). MIIls has
asserted a cross-claimagainst Control, which is not pertinent to
the i ssues before the Court.



B. Negl i gence and Premises Liability

Under Pennsylvania law,® a claimfor negligence
requi res proof of four elenents:

(1) a duty or obligation recognized by the |aw,
requiring the actor to conformto a certain standard of
conduct for the protection of others against
unreasonable risks; (2) a failure to conformto the
standard required; (3) a causal connection between the
conduct and the resulting injury; and (4) actual |oss
or damage resulting in harmto the interests of

anot her.

Nw. Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Babayan, 430 F.3d 121, 139 (3d GCr

2005) (applying Pennsylvania law). The sole issue at this stage
of the proceedings is whether, and to what extent, Defendants

owed a duty to Christine Craig.

1. Duty of care: possessor of |and

MIlls, as owner and operator of the mall at Franklin
MIlls, was the possessor of the |Iand on which Christine Craig
al l egedly sustained injuries. Pennsylvania courts have adopted
t he Second Restat enent approach to determ ning the duty owed by a

possessor of land to a person on his land. See Kirschbaum v.

WRGSB Assocs., 243 F.3d 145, 152 (3d Cr. 2001) (citing Carrender

v. Fitterer, 469 A 2d 120, 123 (1983)). Under this approach,

“[t]he standard of care a possessor of |and owes to one who

enters upon the | and depends upon whether the person entering is

3 Pennsyl vania | aw applies in this diversity action.
Erie RR Co. v. Tonpkins, 304 U S. 64, 80 (1938).
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a trespassor, licensee, or invitee.” Carrender, 469 A 2d at 123.
During the tine that Christine Craig was shopping in

the Franklin MIls Mall, she was an “invitee.” See Restatenent

(Second) of Torts 8§ 332 (defining an “invitee” to include “a

person who is invited to enter or remain on |land for a purpose
directly or indirectly connected with business dealings with the
possessor of the land”). “Possessors of land owe a duty to
protect invitees fromforeseeable harm” Carrender, 469 A 2d at
123. The Restatenment clarifies that a duty is owed only when the
possessor “knows or by the exercise of reasonable care woul d

di scover the condition, and should realize that it involves an

unreasonabl e risk of harmto such invitee.” Restatenent (Second)

of Torts 8 343. In other words, the possessor of the | and nust
have “‘actual or constructive notice’” of the dangerous

condition. Estate of Swift v. Ne. Hosp., 690 A 2d 719, 723 (Pa.

Super. C. 1997) (quoting Muwultrey v. Geat Atl. & Pac. Tea Co.,

422 A 2d 593, 598 (Pa. 1980)).

2. Duty of care: independent contractor

Pursuant to a contract wwth MIls, Control was
responsi bl e for maintenance of the mall at Franklin MIls. As
such, Control was an independent contractor. The Pennsyl vani a
Suprene Court has adopted section 383 of the Second Restatenent,

whi ch st at es:



One who does an act or carries on an activity upon | and
on behalf of the possessor is subject to the sane
ltability . . . for physical harm caused thereby to

ot hers upon and outside of the Iand as though he were

t he possessor of the | and.

Rest at enment (Second) of Torts 8§ 383; see Felger v. Dugquesne Light

Co., 273 A 2d 738, 741-42 (Pa. 1971) (adopting 8 383 and hol di ng
t hat “because Duquesne Light had an easenent and was required to
mai ntain the pole, it should be held to the same liability as a
possessor in this case”). The commentary to the Restatenent
clarifies that “[o]ne acting on behalf of the possessor may do so

as . . . . an independent contractor.” Restatenent (Second)

Torts 8§ 383 cm. a. Thus, if any duty is owed by MIIs, Contro
will be held to the same standard, because Control acted on
behalf of MIIs as an independent contractor.

In sum both MIIls, as a possessor of |and, and
Control, as an independent contractor acting on behalf of MIIs,
owed a duty of care to Christine Craig, who was a business
invitee on MIIls’ land. However, Defendants only owed such a
duty to Christine, to the extent that they had “actual or

constructive notice” of a dangerous condition on the |and.

3. Notice
In this case, there is no evidence that Defendants
ei ther caused the soda spill or had actual notice of the spill.

Summary judgnent thus turns on the issue of constructive notice.



Courts rely on a multitude of factors to determ ne constructive
notice, including: “the nunber of persons using the prem ses, the
frequency of such use, the nature of the defect, its |ocation on
the prem ses, its probable cause, and the opportunity which

def endant, as a reasonably prudent person, had to renedy it.”

Hagan v. Caldor Dep’'t Stores, Inc., No. 89-7810, 1991 W. 8429, at

*4 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 28, 1991).

“IOne of the nost inportant factors to be taken into
consideration is the tine el apsing between the origin of the
defect or hazardous condition and the accident.” Neve v.
| nsal aco’s, 771 A.2d 786, 791 (Pa. Super. C. 2001). The
duration of the hazard is inportant because if a hazard only
existed for a very short period of tinme before causing any
injury, then the possessor of the |land, even “by the exercise of
reasonabl e care,” would not discover the hazard, and thus would

owe no duty to protect invitees fromsuch a hazard. Restatenent

(Second) of Torts § 343.

Normal |y, the “evaluation of these factors is within
the province of the jury.” [d. However, where the evidence
adduced requires the jury to resort to “conjecture, guess or

suspicion,” the determ nation nust be nade by the Court. Lann

v. Pa. R R Co., 88 A 2d 887, 889 (Pa. 1952).



C. Constructive Notice: Sufficiency of the Evidence

Plaintiffs have pointed to evidence relating to two of
t he above-nentioned factors: the location of the spill and the

duration of the spill.

1. Location of the spil
It is undisputed that the spill occurred in a central
area of the mall. See PIs’ Resp. to Mot. for Summ J., Ex. D

[ hereinafter “lncident Report”], at 2 (stating that spil

occurred in front of a jewelry store in the nmain shopping area).
The central |ocation of the spill indicates that

def endants shoul d have di scovered the spill with reasonable

diligence in a relatively short period of time; in other words,

the duration of the spill required to put Defendants on

constructive notice is nore likely a matter of mnutes than a

matter of hours.

2. Duration of the spil

Under the facts of this case, the location of the spill
al one does not create a genuine issue of material fact as to
whet her Def endants were on constructive notice. Sufficient
evi dence of the duration of the spill nust also be offered.

Plaintiffs point to three facts to support their

assertion that the soda on which Christine slipped had been



spilled for a duration sufficient to provide Defendants with
constructive notice: 1) Kristina s deposition testinony that the
soda | ooked “thinned out” after Christine had fallen init; 2)
the mall security incident report stating that there was “a trai
of soda around where [Christine] fell”; and 3) Kristina's
deposition testinony that the spilled soda had | ost “carbonation”
and was not “fizzing” imediately after the fall. Plaintiffs
argue that these three facts render this case anal ogous to ot her
cases in which simlar clains have survived summary judgnent.

As may be expected, this issue has received
consi derabl e attention from Pennsyl vania courts. Unfortunately
for Plaintiffs, the case | aw does not inpose a duty on Defendants

under the circunstances of this case.

a. The wilted |l ettuce cases

Plaintiffs rely primarily on two cases, both invol ving
a custoner who slipped and fell on wilted, brown |ettuce that had

been spilled. See Kania v. Sbarro, Inc., No. 97-6863, 1998 W

800320 (E.D. Pa. Nov. 13, 1998); Runsey v. Geat Atl. & Pac. Tea

Co., 408 F.2d 89 (3d Cir. 1969). These cases turned on the issue
of constructive notice; that is, whether the lettuce spill had
existed for a sufficient duration to put the store owners on
notice that a hazard exi sted.

In Kania, the court denied a notion for sunmmary



j udgment and held that a sufficient show ng of constructive
noti ce had been nmade. 1998 W. 800320, at *2. The Court relied
on three pieces of evidence. First, the store nmanager “was
required to inspect the floor every five to ten mnutes,”
suggesting that “the defendant knew of the |ikelihood food woul d
be dropped on its floor.” 1d. Second, the lettuce spil
occurred in a central area of the store, “near the food buffet,”
rather than a renote area, which suggested that the hazard was
not too obscure to be found upon a reasonable inspection. 1d. at
*1. Finally, and nost relevant here, the custoner testified
“that the lettuce was slightly brown in color,” which indicated
that “it had been on the floor for a sufficient period of tinme
t hat defendant reasonably shoul d have di scovered it.” 1d. at *3.
Simlarly, in Runsey, the Third Crcuit found that a
sufficiently strong showi ng of constructive notice had been nade
to allowthe jury to decide the issue. 408 F.2d at 91. As in
Kani a, the spill occurred in an area of the store with a high
anount of traffic, near a display of groceries. |d. at 90. More
inportantly, the plaintiff testified that imrediately after the
fall, she noticed that the |lettuce on which she had slipped was
“brown,” “yellow,” “torn up,” and | ooked “old.” [|d. The court
held that, “fromthe wilting and di scoloration, a reasonable
person could infer that [the |ettuce] had been on the floor for

hours,” and that since “it is very unlikely that one would tear



or break a lettuce leaf into such small pieces before dropping it

[i]t is nore likely that the fragnentation resulted from
exposure to traffic over a period of tinme.” 1d. at 90-91

In both Kania and Runsey, the courts found that, in

addition to location, there was sufficient circunstanti al
evi dence of the duration of the spill, fromwhich a jury could
concl ude that the defendants had constructive notice of the
spill.* Here, in contrast, Plaintiffs have not pointed to
circunstantial evidence of the duration of the spill. Unlike the
“brown” and “torn” lettuce in Kania and Runsey, and as di scussed
bel ow, the evidence offered by Plaintiffs--the thinning of the
soda, the trail of soda, and the | oss of carbonation--does not
suggest that the spill had existed for any particular duration of
time, let alone a duration of tine sufficient to put Defendants

on notice that a hazard exi st ed.

i Thi nned- out soda

Christine fell while she was wal ki ng al ongsi de her

daughter-in-law, Kristina. Kristina testified at her deposition

4 In reaching this conclusion, it appears that the courts
in Kania and Runsey may have relied on the assunption that only
fresh | ettuce would be on display in a store. 1In other words,
the lettuce did not beconme wilted and brown in the display and
then spill onto the floor, because the store would not allow
wlted, brown lettuce to remain in the display. Rather, the jury
could infer fromthe wilting and discoloration of the |ettuce
that the lettuce had been spilled and had been on the floor for a
sufficient duration to becone wilted and brown.
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that imediately after the fall, she noticed that the spilled
[iquid | ooked “thinned out,” “like it had been there a little
whil e just because, you know, it was |ike kind of spread out
towards the bottom” K. Craig Dep. 27:12-17, 39:22-24.

The thinning of the spilled soda, unlike the browning

of the lettuce in Kania and Runsey, is not evidence of the
duration of the spill. It is equally likely that the thinning

and spreading out of the |iquid happened many m nutes before the
fall occurred or nerely several seconds before the fall occurred.
It is also equally probable that the spreading of the liquid was
caused by the inpact of Christine’s fall. Plaintiffs have
pointed to no additional evidence to guide the jury, |eaving them
to “conjecture, guess or suspicion.” Lanni, 88 A 2d at 889; see,

e.d., Saldana v. Kmart Corp., 260 F.3d 228, 235 (3d Gr. 2001)

(post-fall showi ng of dust accunul ation on wax spill insufficient
because plaintiff “offered no evidence of how nuch dust was
found, how long it would have taken for dust to accunul ate, or
whet her the dust was picked up off the floor by the spreadi ng wax

or the force of [the] fall”).

ii. Trail of soda

The incident report witten by mall security states
that “there was a trail of soda all around where [Christine]

fell.” Incident Report at 2. In addition, Kristina opined that

11



t he puddl e | ooked |i ke sonmeone had “wal ked through it,” although
she did not “notice any footprints” or “dirt” in or around the
puddl e, other than two “scuff marks,” which she thought were nade
by Christine’s shoes. K Craig Dep. 39:11-16, 40:1-41:1.
Plaintiff suggests that this evidence shows that the
soda spill existed on the floor for a | ong enough tinme such that
passersby wal ked through it. However, the incident report and
Kristina s testinony are evidence of the condition of the spil
after Christine’s fall, not before it. Therefore, there is no
way for the jury to discern whether the “trail of soda” was
caused by anot her person prior to Christine’s fall or by the

i npact of the fall itself. See Viccharelli v. Hone Depot U S A ,

Inc., No. 06-4890, 2007 W. 4276657, at *3 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 4, 2007)
(“[T] he presence of ‘skid marks’ suggests only that sonething had
been pushed through the wet substance at one point in the past.

It does not suggest, however, that the wet substance had been
present for any length of time, nuch | ess that Hone Depot

per sonnel shoul d have noticed it upon reasonabl e inspection.”).
Kristina’ s testinony that there were no footprints or dirt near
the spill provides no further guidance to the jury, and, if
anyt hi ng, suggests a |l ack of passersby wal ki ng through the spill.

See Kujawski v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., No. 06-4120, 2007 W

2791838, at *4 (E.D. Pa. Sept. 25, 2007) (plaintiff’'s post-fal

recoll ection of one set of “scuff marks” in addition to “slide

12



mar k” made by her when she fell in puddle of baby oil was
insufficient to show constructive notice because there were no
other “footprints or cart tracks through the puddle, there was no

dirt in the puddle, and the puddle was still wet”).

iii. Loss of carbonation

Kristina testified that the Iiquid on which Christine
slipped was “soda,” which Christine confirmed, although she had
sone doubt as to whether it was “soda or coffee.” K Craig Dep
26:22; C. Craig Dep. 38:3-7, June 22, 2007. Kristina further
stated that the spilled soda had | ost its “carbonation” and was

no longer “fizzing.” K Craig Dep. 39:6-10. Plaintiffs argue

that this evidence, |like the browning of the lettuce in Kania and
Runsey, indicates that the spill had existed for sone duration,

arguing that if the soda had been spilled inmediately prior to
the slip and fall, it would have retai ned sone carbonation, which
Kristina woul d have noticed upon viewi ng the puddle i medi ately
after the fall.

The parties have cited no Pennsyl vania or federal case
whi ch di scusses whether a | oss of carbonation in spilled soda is
sufficient evidence to permt a jury to decide the question of
constructive notice, and the Court finds none. The closest case
is one discussed by the Third Crcuit in dicta:

Sal dana cites Rhoades v. K-Mart, 863 P.2d 626 (Wo.
1993) for the proposition that whether a slippery

13



substance was on the floor and how long it had been
there are questions for the jury to determ ne. The
Rhoades Court noted, however, that the soda cup lid and
straw found at the scene were dry, which would pernit
an inference that the soda had been on the floor a
sufficient length of tine for constructive notice.

Sal dana, 260 F.3d at 235 n.4 (enphasis added).

This case is distinguishable from Rhoades. Here, the
spill ed soda had not dried, but rather had nerely lost its
carbonation, i.e., gone flat. A jury can infer froma dried
puddl e of soda that a spill has existed for a certain duration
because the soda would not dry inside a bottle or cup, but rather
only after it was spilled. Here, although it is possible that
the soda was spilled and lost its carbonation while sitting on
the floor for many mnutes, it is equally likely that the soda
had | ost its carbonation while sitting in a cup or open bottle,
even before it had spilled, or perhaps seconds after it had
spilled. No additional evidence has been offered to guide the
jury beyond conjecture.?®

A simlar showing was rejected as insufficient by the
Pennsyl vani a Suprene Court in Lanni, 88 A 2d 887. |In that case,
a person had slipped on a grease spot and noticed after falling
that the spot was “covered with dust or dirt.” [d. at 889. The
Court held that the settling of dust or dirt was insufficient

evidence to allow the issue to go to the jury, holding that “it

> The origin of the soda spill is not indicated by any
evi dence in the record.
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could not be determned fromany or all of the circunstances and
at best it would only be a guess whether the grease spot was on
the driveway 10 m nutes, 10 hours or 10 days prior to plaintiff's
accident.” Id.

In sum Kania and Runsey are distinguishable fromthis
case because Plaintiffs have offered no evidence of the duration

of the spill.

b. Prior notice cases

The remaining slip-and-fall cases relied on by
Plaintiffs are also distinguishable. Plaintiffs rely on cases
where a show ng of constructive notice was made through direct
evi dence of the duration of the hazard, such as an eyew tness
testifying to seeing the hazard sonme tine before the fal

occurred. See David by Berkely v. Puebl o Supermarket, 740 F.2d

230, 233, 236 (3d Cir. 1984) (constructive notice shown through
W tness statenent that she had seen the sane spill on which the

plaintiff slipped “about an hour and a half ago”); Katz v. John

Wanamaker Phila., Inc., 112 A 2d 65, 66 (Pa. 1955) (constructive

noti ce shown through statenent that stairs “were very wet and

[had] a ot of nud on themi for “about an hour”). Here, no such

direct evidence of the duration of the spill was presented.
Plaintiffs also rely on cases where a show ng of

constructive notice was nmade by using circunstantial evidence

15



obt ai ned before the fall occurred suggesting that the hazard

exi sted before the tinme of the fall. In Ryan v. Super Fresh Food

Markets, Inc., No. 99-1047, 2000 W. 537402 (E.D. Pa. Apr. 26,

2000), the Court denied a sunmmary judgnent notion based on
plaintiff’s testinony that she neither saw nor heard a spill
during the 15-m nute conversation she had prior to falling in the

sane area. ld. at *2-3; see also Davanti v. Hummell, 185 A 2d

554, 555-56 (Pa. 1962) (constructive notice shown through 45-

m nute bow i ng session imediately prior to fall in bowing | ane
during which no spills occurred). Here, Plaintiffs have offered
no testinony from anyone who had been present in the area of the

spill for any anount of tinme prior to the tine of the fall.

C. Non-transitory hazard cases

Plaintiffs additionally rely on cases where the
enduring nature of the hazardous condition was itself evidence
that the hazard existed for a duration sufficient to put the
prem ses owners on constructive notice. |In these cases, even
t hough nobody noticed the hazardous condition until after the
fall occurred, the defendant could be “charged with notice .

because of the durability of the condition.” Neve v. Insalaco’s,

771 A.2d 786, 790-91 (Pa. Super. C. 2001). For exanple, in
Neve, the Court found that a raised netal grate was “a nore

durabl e defect than a spill or piece of fruit on the floor” and

16



thus was itself sufficient circunstantial evidence to show that
t he defendant was on constructive notice. |d.

These cases are distinguishable as well, because here
t he hazardous condition was not an enduring one, but rather
“tenporary in nature,” requiring additional “proof that it has
existed for a sufficient length of tinme to permt the inference
t hat reasonable care would have led to its discovery.”

Rest atement (Second) of Torts 8§ 343 reporter’s note.

d. Cases where no evidence of the
duration of the spill was offered

Plaintiffs evidence has shown only that a liquid
substance was spilled in the mall, and that the spill existed for
sone indetermnate tine before Christine slipped onit. There is
no evidence of the duration of tinme that the spill existed.

Cl ai ms supported by such scant evidence have been
di sm ssed in overwhel m ng nunbers at the summary judgnent stage.

See, e.g., Swift v. NNE. Hosp. of Phila., 690 A 2d 719, 722 (Pa.

Super. C. 1997) (affirm ng grant of summary judgnent where
evi dence showed that water was spilled but not “how | ong the

condition existed”); Read v. Sanmis O ub, No. 05-170, 2005 WL

2346112, at *4 (E.D. Pa. Sept. 23, 2005) (“[P]laintiff has failed
to put forth any evidence as to the origin of the spill or as to
how I ong the spill was on the floor prior to plaintiff's

accident. These evidentiary deficiencies are fatal to
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plaintiff's claimunder 8 343 of the Restatenent (Second) of

Torts.”); Myers v. Penn Traffic Co., 606 A 2d 926, 931 (Pa.

Super. C. 1992) (affirm ng grant of summary judgnent as to

spilled-grape clainm; D Aprile v. Rolling H Il Hosp., 28 Pa. D. &

C. 4th 430, 435 (Pa. C. P. 1995) (granting sumrary judgnent as to

spilled-water clain); DDmno v. Wal-Mart Stores Inc., 83 Pa. D. &

C. 4th 169, 178 (Pa. C.P. 2007) (granting sunmary judgnent as to

spilled-oil claim; Multrey v. Geat Atl. & Pac. Tea Co., 422

A 2d 593, 598 (Pa. Super. C. 1980) (affirm ng grant of

conpul sory non-suit as to spilled-cherry claim; Evans v. Canteen

Corp., No. 94-2381, 1995 W 355231, at *3 (E.D. Pa. June 13,
1995) (granting sunmary judgnent as to spilled-mlk claim.

Here as well, the jury can only guess how | ong the
hazardous condition caused by the soda spill existed before
Christine slipped on it. Under such circunstances, the jury
cannot be permtted to render a verdict based on “conjecture,
guess or suspicion,” and the determ nation nust be nmade by the
Court. Lanni, 88 A 2d at 889.

Accordingly, the notion for summary judgnent wll be
granted as to Christine Craig’ s negligence claim No genui ne
issue of material fact exists and Defendants are entitled to
judgnent as a matter of |aw because Plaintiffs have failed to
denonstrate that Defendants had constructive notice of the spil

on which Christine slipped.
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D. Loss of Consortium

Under Pennsylvania |law, a claimant may recover for |oss
of consortiumstemmng fromtortious physical injury to his or

her spouse. Darr Constr. Co. v. Wrknen’s Conp. Appeals Bd., 715

A 2d 1075, 1079-80 (Pa. Commw. C. 1996). |If the underlying
negl i gence cl ai m brought by the clainmant’s spouse is dism ssed,
however, the |oss of consortiumclaimnust also be dism ssed.

Brown v. Peoples Sec. Ins., 890 F. Supp. 411, 416 (E D. Pa.

1995). Accordingly, the notion for summary judgnent will be

granted as to Janes Craig’s claimfor |oss of consortium

[11. CONCLUSI ON
The notions for summary judgnent filed by Defendants
Control Building Services (doc. no. 32) and Franklin MIIls

Associates, L.P. (doc. no. 33) will be granted.
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I N THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

CHRI STI NE CRAI G : CIVIL ACTI ON
and JAMES CRAI G, : NO. 06- 5503
Plaintiffs, :

V.

FRANKLI N M LLS ASSOCI ATES,
L.P. et al.,

Def endant s.

ORDER
AND NOW this 23rd day of May, 2008, for the reasons
stated in the acconpanyi ng Menorandum it i s hereby ORDERED t hat
the notion for sunmary judgnment filed by Defendant Contr ol
Bui | ding Services (doc. no. 32) is GRANTED
| T IS FURTHER ORDERED t hat the notion for summary

judgment filed by Defendant Franklin MIls Associates, L.P. (doc.
no. 33) i s GRANTED

AND I'T | S SO ORDERED

S/ Eduardo C. Robreno
EDUARDO C. ROBRENO, J.




