IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

EL| ZABETH J. O DONNELL, : CIVIL ACTI ON
Plaintiff, :

VS.
No. 07-cv-5386

M CHAEL’ S FAM LY RESTAURANT,
INC., MCHAEL’S FAM LY
RESTAURANT 11, | NC.,
M CHAEL’ S FAM LY RESTAURANT
11T, INC., MCHAEL’S FAM LY
RESTAURANT 1V, | NC.,
M CHAEL’ S FAM LY RESTAURANT
V, INC., MCHAEL’' S FAM LY
RESTAURANT VI, | NC.,

Def endant s.

MVEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Joyner, J. July 1, 2008

Presently before the Court is Defendants’ Mdttion to Disniss
Plaintiff’s Conplaint pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6) (Doc. No. 3), Plaintiff’s Response (Doc. No. 6), and
Def endants’ Reply (Doc. No. 7). For the reasons bel ow, the Court
GRANTS I N PART and DENIES | N PART Defendants’ Mtion to D sm ss

Plaintiff’s Conplaint.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Elizabeth J. O Donnell was hired as a waitress by



M chael s Fam |y Restaurant in March 2004. Since that tine,
Plaintiff was allegedly subjected to a sexually hostile work
environment. Plaintiff clainms that the restaurant Chef
frequently directed profanities, vulgarities and insults at her
and ot her nenbers of the female wait-staff. The Chef’s offensive
behavi or al so all egedly included physical abuse; Plaintiff
asserts that he pushed and shoved her and her femal e coll eagues,
and on numerous occasions “grabbed Plaintiff’s posterior in an
un-invited [sic], sexually-assaultive manner.” (P. Conpl. p. 8).
Thi s abusi ve behavior culmnated on May 8, 2006, when a heated
ver bal exchange over a sugar cannister escalated into the Chef’s
allegedly calling Plaintiff a “bitch,” grabbing her neck, kicking
her in the knee, and throwi ng the offending sugar cannister at
her .

Plaintiff conplained of the Chef’'s abusive behavior to the
Manager of M chael’s Fam |y Restaurant and the owners, but they
continued to enploy the Chef and were dismssive of Plaintiff’s
concerns. Plaintiff clains that she was threatened with
intimations and outright predictions of |oss of enploynent if she
continued to conpl ain about the hostile work environnent.

On May 16, 2006, Plaintiff filed a “Conplaint to File
Charge” with the Equal Enpl oynent Opportunity Conm ssion
(“EECC’), namng “Mchael’s Famly Restaurant, et al.” as the

Respondent. The body of the charge referenced “M chael’s Diner,”



| ocated at 11000 Roosevelt Boul evard in Philadel phia. The EECC
undert ook an investigation of Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant,
subsequently issuing a Determnation and a Right to Sue letter
both of which referenced “Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant” | ocated at
11000 Roosevelt Boul evard.

On Decenber 21, 2007, Plaintiff filed her Conplaint in this
Court against Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant, Inc., Mchael’s Famly
Restaurant Il, Inc., Mchael’'s Famly Restaurant |11, Inc.,

M chael’s Fam |y Restaurant 1V, Inc., Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant
V, Inc., and Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant VI, Inc. Plaintiff’s
Conpl aint alleges violations of Title VII of the Cvil Rights Act
of 1964, 42 U . S.C. § 2000e et seq., Title I of the Cvil R ghts
Act of 1991, 42 U S.C. 81981A et seq., and the Pennsylvani a Human
Rel ati ons Act, 43 Pa. Cons. Stat. 8955, alleging that Defendants
continually subjected her to a sexually charged and physically
dangerous hostile work environnment, and that she was
constructively discharged due to the ongoi ng abuse, harassnent
and threats of retaliation to which she was subject in her enploy
with Mchael’s Fam|ly Restaurant. Plaintiff prays for financia
conpensation, injunctive relief and punitive damages.

On March 3, 2008, Defendants filed this Mtion to D sm ss
arguing that Plaintiff failed to exhaust her admnistrative
remedi es under Title VII and the PHRA, and thus failed to state a

cl ai mupon which relief may be granted under the WCA. Defendants



al so argue that Defendant M chael’s Fam |y Restaurant |V nust be
di sm ssed pursuant to Fed. R Gv. P. 12(b)(1) for |ack of

personal jurisdiction.

DI SCUSSI ON

Def endants nove to dismss Plaintiff’'s clainms under Title
VIl of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964 for failure to exhaust
adm nistrative renedies. The Mtion also seeks dism ssal of
Plaintiff’s state law clains for failure to exhaust
adm nistrative renedies, |ack of subject matter jurisdiction, and
failure to state a clai mupon which relief may be granted.
Plaintiff argues that she falls under an exception to the general
rul e governing failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedi es, and
that she satisfied the “personal aninus” or “third party attack”
exceptions under the Wrker’'s Conpensation Act (“WCA’). W first
address the adm nistrative exhaustion issue, and then turn to her

WCA cl aim

/. Admi ni strative Exhaustion

A Admi ni strative Exhaustion Legal Standard

“A plaintiff nmust exhaust all adm nistrative renedi es before



bringing a claimfor judicial relief.”t DeLa Cruz v. Piccar

Press, 521 F. Supp. 2d 424, 431 (E.D. Pa. 2007) (citations
omtted). A Title VII plaintiff exhausts his admnistrative
remedies by “filing a timely discrimnation charge with the EEOCC
before filing a suit under Title VII. 1d. The purpose of this
requirenent is (1) to ensure “that an enployer is nmade aware of

t he conpl ai nt | odged against himand is given the opportunity to
take renmedial action,” and (2) to give “the EECC the opportunity

to fulfill its statutory duties of elimnating unlawful practices

t hrough the adm ni strative process.” Jackson v. J. Leqgis Crozer
Li brary, 2007 W. 2407102, at *5 (E.D. Pa. Aug. 22, 2007) (citing
Bihler v. Slinger Co., 710 F.2d 96, 99 (3d Cr. 1983)).

“ATitle VII action ordinarily nmay be brought only against a

party previously nanmed in an EEOC action.” Schafer v. Board of

Public Educ. O the School Dist. O Pittsburgh, Pa., 903 F.2d

243, 251-52 (3d Gir. 1990) (citing 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(f)(1)).

However, the Third Grcuit has identified several exceptions to

! “Al t hough the PHRA does not contain an anal ogous [exhaustion of

adm ni strative renedies] requirement, courts have held that the PHRA shoul d be
interpreted consistently with Title VII.” MLaughlin v. Rose Tree Media
School Dist., 52 F. Supp. 2d 484, 491-92 (E.D. Pa. 1999) (citations omtted).
“To bring suit under the PHRA, a plaintiff nust first have filed as

adm nistrative conplaint with the PHRC within 180 days of the alleged act of
discrimnation.” |Id. (Citing 43 Pa. Cons. Stat. 88 959(a), 962). Plaintiff
has conplied with this requirenment by exercising her Election Option to Dua
File EEOCC Charge with the PHRC. In keeping with the purpose of this rule, the
Third Circuit “has recogni zed an exception for situations where the unnanmed
party has received notice of the allegations and where there is sufficient
conmmonal ity of interests between the nanmed and unnaned parties,” and has
applied the Qus factors to PHRA cases. MLaughlin, 52 F. Supp. 2d at 492.
Because we apply the Gus factors to determ ne the issue of adm nistrative
exhaustion of Plaintiff's Title VII claim our analysis of that claimapplies
equally to Plaintiff’s clai munder the PHRA
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this general rule, including a “commonal ity of interest”
exception and a variety of exceptions contingent on corporate
structure.? 1d. Although she has brought this suit under Title
VIl against six different Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant |ocations,
to date, Plaintiff has only filed an EEOC charge agai nst the

M chael s Fam |y Restaurant |ocated at 11000 Roosevelt Blvd. The
i ssue before us is whether Plaintiff has exhausted her

adm ni strative renedi es agai nst the other named Defendants by
doing so, thus qualifying for an exception to the general rule
that a Title VII action may be brought only against a party

previously naned in an EEQOC acti on.

2 This Court has found that a Title VII plaintiff exhausted his
adm nistrative renedies “as to his clains agai nst enpl oyer’s parent
corporation, even though parent was not naned in [an EEOC] charge and parent
was not served with charge or EEOC conpl aint, where parent was naned in
conpl aint, and conplaint specifically stated that conplaint was agai nst
parent.” DelLa Cruz, 521 F. Supp. 2d at 431. This Court has also articulated
an “integrated enterprise” exception, providing a four-factor test “to
determine 1f a subsidiary is a mere instrumentality of its parent: (1) is
there functional integration of the operations of the parent and subsidiary;
(2) are labor relations centrally controlled; (3) is there common management;
and (4) 1s there common ownership and financial control.” Id.

As we find that the “comopnality of interest” exception applies to
Plaintiff’'s situation, we need not consider whether other “business entity”
exceptions apply. However, we take this opportunity to note that because al
M chael s Fami |y Restaurants included in this case are alleged to have commopn
owners, all restaurants woul d have had adequate notice to satisfy a broad
exception for business entities having offices and officers in common. See
Kel ber v. Forest Elec. Corp., 799 F. Supp. 326, 331 (S.D.N. Y. 1992) (“[Where
a conpany not naned in an EEOCC Title VII charge shared the sane address [and
the sane | egal departnment] with a nanmed conpany and certain high-1leve
managenent enpl oyees of the unnamed conpany perfornmed functions for the naned
conpany then . . . the unnanmed conpany woul d have received adequate notice of
that potential liability at the same tinme as the naned conpany.”).
Plaintiff’'s Conplaint does not nake the rel ati onship anobng the vari ous
i ncorporated restaurants clear, but it does appear that this situation is
anal ogous to the one in DeLa Cruz because nam ng “Mchael’s Fanily Restaurant”
in the EECC conplaint was clearly sufficient to give the owners notice.
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B. Commonal ity of |nterest Exception
/. Legal Standard

One exception to the general rule that a Title VIl action
may be brought only against a party previously naned in an EECC
action “exists where an unnamed party received notice and where
there is a commonality of interest with a named party.” Schafer,
903 F.2d at 253. The Third Circuit has identified four factors
(the so-called “Aus” factors) a court may take into
consideration in deciding whether a plaintiff nmay sue a party
unnaned in an EEQCC acti on:

1) whether the role of the unnaned party could
t hrough reasonable effort by the conpl ai nant
be ascertained at the tinme of the filing of
the EEOC conplaint; 2) whether, under the
circunstances, the interests of a naned
[party] are so simlar [to] the unnanmed party
that for purposes of obtaining voluntary
conciliation and conpliance it would be
unnecessary to include the unnaned party in
t he EEOCC proceedings; 3) whether its absence
from the EEOC proceedings resulted in actua
prejudice to the interests of the unnaned
party; 4) whether the unnanmed party has in
some way represented to the conpl ai nant that
its relationship with the conplainant is to be
t hrough the named party.

Jackson, 2007 W 2407102, at *5 (citing Qus v. G C Mirphy Co.

629 F.2d 248, 251 (3d Cr. 1980) (noting the “four-prong test is
not a mechanical one; no single factor is decisive”)). The
purpose of this four-prong analysis is to assess whet her the

unnamed party had sufficient notice and opportunity to take



renedial action. 1d.

Though some “[c]Jourts in this district have held that [the
‘commonal ity of interest’] exception is only available to
plaintiffs who were not represented by counsel at the tine of
filing their initial conplaint,” we decline to apply this

threshol d requirenent for purposes of this Mdtion. Christaldi-

Smth v. JDJ, Inc., 367 F. Supp. 2d 756, 763 n. 3 (E. D. Pa.

2005). This Court has also, on at |east one occasion, refused to
apply this requirement to a Title VII plaintiff because “[t]he
Third Circuit has never nentioned, |et alone endorsed, this
threshold requirenent that the plaintiff be unrepresented when

the adm nistrative conplaint was filed.” Patton v. SEPTA, 2007

US Dist. LEXIS 5806, at *17 n. 3 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 26, 2007)
(citations omtted). |In fact, the requirenent “appears to derive
fromdistrict court cases in the Second Circuit.” I1d. In
Patton, this Court found the “unrepresented” requirenent
“unrelated to the Third Grcuit’s stated purposes for requiring
an aggrieved party to file a conplaint with the appropriate state
or federal agency before filing suit,” and at odds wth “the
Third Grcuit’s mandate that ‘the jurisdictional requirenents for
bringing suit under Title VII should be |iberally construed.’”
Id. We note that the source of the “representation by counsel”
requi renment appears to have been derived from dus, in which the

Third Grcuit stated: “W do not believe the procedures of Title



VII were intended to serve as a stunbling block to the
acconplishnment of the statutory objective. To expect a
conplainant at the adm nistrative stage, usually wthout aid of
counsel, to foresee and handle intricate procedural problens .

Qus v. G C Mirphy Co., 562 F.2d 880, 888 (citations

omtted) (enphasis added). W again note that the purpose of the
general rule that a Title VII action ordinarily may be brought
only against a party previously naned in an EEOC acti on
requirenent is (1) to ensure “that an enployer is nmade aware of

t he conpl ai nt | odged against himand is given the opportunity to
take renmedi al action,” and (2) to give “the EECC the opportunity
to fulfill its statutory duties of elimnating unlawful practices
t hrough the adm ni strative process.” Jackson, 2007 W. 2407102,

at *5.

In this particular case, the goals articulated in Jackson,
especially the goal of notice and an opportunity to take renedi al
action, were furthered by the Plaintiff’s filing of her EEOC
charge and namng “Mchael’s Fam|ly Restaurant, et al.” as the
Respondent. 2007 W. 20407102, at *5. Wether Plaintiff was
represented by counsel at the tinme of the EEOCC filing is
i mmaterial because the filing adequately put the owners of
M chael’s Fam |y Restaurants on notice and gave the parties an
opportunity for conciliation outside the courts. Thus, we need

not consider that Plaintiff has not alleged whether she was



represented at that tine, but she is granted | eave to anend her
Conpl aint to provide clarification on that point if she wishes to

do so.

ii. Application of Conmonal ity of I|nterest Exception

Plaintiff alleges that her enpl oyer was known to her as
“Mchael’s Famly Diner,” and thus her EEOC charge was filed
against that entity. Plaintiff’s counsel exam ned records from
t he Pennsyl vani a Bureau of Corporations and | earned that the
Petrogiannis famly owned and control |l ed each of the naned
Def endants. Conparing that information to the information he had
obt ai ned regardi ng the ownershi p and managenent of M chael’s
Fam |y Diner, Plaintiff’s counsel concluded that both sources
named the Petrogiannis famly as owner and controller. Plaintiff
thus filed suit against all of the named Defendants, supposedly
believing all of themto function as a single cohesive unit and
not knowi ng which particular entity owed the prem ses and
restaurant |ocated at 11000 Roosevelt Boulevard. Plaintiff
all eges that all the naned Defendants were on notice of her
| awsuit because of the EEOC s investigation of her charge and al
had anpl e opportunity to enter into conciliation. (P. Resp. p.
5). Plaintiff’s counsel attributes Plaintiff’s failure to sue
the seventh M chael’s Fam |y Restaurant Corporation, Mchael’s

Fam |y Restaurant VII, Inc. (“Mchael’s VII”), to personal error.
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Def endants allege that Mchael’s VII is the conpany that owns the
restaurant identified in Plaintiff’s EECC charge. Therefore,

Def endants claimthat Plaintiff should only be able to anmend her
conpl aint by substituting Mchael’s VIl for the presently-naned
Def endants, rather than by sinply adding it to the list of named
Def endants. All four prongs of the Qus test, and especially
prongs (2) and (3), clearly weigh in favor of Plaintiff’s
position that all nanmed Defendants were on notice and had
opportunity to enter into conciliation, and in favor of allow ng
Plaintiff to amend her conplaint to add Mchael’s Fam |y
Restaurant VII. There is no prejudi ce because the owners of

M chael s Fam |y Restaurant VII are the sane as the owners of al

t he naned Def endants, and these owners clearly were on noti ce.

E. Concl usi on

Because the “commonal ity of interest” exception applies to
Plaintiff’s situation, Defendants’ Mdttion to Dismss Plaintiff’s
Title VII clainms for failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies
is DENlED and Plaintiff is given |eave to anmend her conplaint to

include “Mchael’s Fam |y Restaurant VII1” anong the Defendants.?

3 As Def endants appear to concede, naming Mchael’s VII as a

defendant is appropriate because Plaintiff’s anendrment rel ates back to the
date of the original conplaint because the requirements of Federal Rule of
Cvil Procedure 15(c) are satisfied. See Fed. R Civ. P. 15(c)(1)(QO
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Il1. Wrker’s Conpensation Act

A Legal St andards

The issue before this Court with respect to Plaintiff’s
state law clains is whether the Pennsylvania Wrker’s
Conpensati on Act exceptions for “personal aninmus” or “third party
attack” apply.* 1n general, the WCA “provi des the excl usive
remedy for injuries sustained during the course of enploynent,
and bars clains for intentional infliction of enotional distress

whi ch arise out of an enploynent relationship.” WlIllians v. U S.

A rways, lInc., 2007 W. 2667981, at *2 (E.D. Pa. Sept. 5, 2007)

(citing Matczak v. Frankford Candy and Chocolate Co., 136 F.3d

933, 940 (3d Gr. 1997)). However, under the “personal aninus”
or “third party attack” exceptions, an enployer may be |liable for
the tortious conduct of a third party. These exceptions permt a
party to “pursue clainms for ‘enployee injuries caused by the

i ntentional conduct of third parties for reasons personal to the
tortfeasor and not directed agai nst himas an enpl oyee or because

of his enploynent.’”” [d. (quoting Denshick v. Delaware Valley

Conval escent Hones, Inc., 2005 W. 1923604, at *2 (E.D. Pa. Aug.

9, 2005). The critical inquiry for determ ning whether the
“personal ani nus” exception applies is “whether the attack was

noti vated by personal reasons, as opposed to generalized contenpt

4 Because we deny Defendants’ notion as to the federal clains, we

need not address the issue of dismissing Plaintiff’s remaining pendant state
law clains for |ack of subject matter jurisdiction

12



or hatred, and was sufficiently unrelated to the work situation
so as to not arise out of the enploynent relationship.” 1d.
(citations omtted).

This Court has elaborated: “[i]f the third party would have
attacked a different person in the sanme position as the injured
enpl oyee, that attack falls outside the exception and is covered

exclusively by the [PWCA].” Churchray v. Park Place Enterprises,

Inc., 2006 W. 1865001, at *2 (E.D. Pa. June 30, 2006) ((quoting

Hancuff v. Prism Techs. & Assenblies, LLC 357 F. Supp. 2d 828,

832 (WD. Pa. 2005) (quoting Abbott v. Anchor & ass Contai ner

Corp., 758 A 2d 1219, 1224 (Pa. Super. C. 2000)). “Moreover,
there is a rebuttable presunption that an injury is wrk-rel ated
where it occurs on the enployer’s premses.” [d. Though the
Pennsyl vani a Superior Court has distingui shed the “personal
aninus” and “third party attack” exceptions, concluding that “a
show ng of personal aninus is not strictly required to inplicate
the third party attack exception,” that court qualified its
conclusion with the foll ow ng:

What is required is a show ng that the victim

was attacked for purely personal reasons

unrel ated to enploynent. W enphasize that a

presunpti on nonet hel ess remai ns that an attack

is work-related when, as here, it occurs on

the enpl oyer’s prem ses, and that the |ack of

previ ous personal aninmus strongly indicates a
wor k-rel at ed cause.

Krasevic v. Goodwill Indus. of Central Pennsylvania, Inc., 764

13



A 2d 561, 566-67 (Pa. Super. C. 2000). To fall outside the
purvi ew of the WCA, the sexual harassnent conpl ai ned of nust be
“notivated by personal reasons, as opposed to generalized
contenpt or hatred, and . . . sufficiently unrelated to the work
situation so as to not arise out of the enploynent relationship.”

Wllianms, 2007 W. 2667981, at *2.

B. Appl i cation

Appl ying the Hancuff reasoning in Churchray, this Court
found that “it is apparent that the harassnent was not directed
at Plaintiff personally” because “Plaintiff allege[d] that [the
third party offender] ‘engaged in a regular practice of sexually
harassi ng her mal e subordinates.’” Churchray, 2006 W. 1865001, at
*3 (citations omtted). The facts alleged in Plaintiff
O Donnel |’ s conpl ai nt are anal ogous, as she all eges specifically
that the Chef’s verbal profanities were directed at “Plaintiff
and other female wait-staff,” and that he woul d “physically push
and shove . . . and on occasion, would throw food itens at
Plaintiff and other female wait staff.” (P. Conpl. p. 7).
Because Plaintiff explicitly alleges that the Chef threw food
items at other female wait staff, we do not find the incident
with the sugar cannister to be “directed at Plaintiff personally”
wi thin the neaning of the “personal aninus” or “third party

attack” exceptions. Churchray, 2006 W. 1865001, at *2.
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Moreover, in her Conplaint, Plaintiff makes a broad
characterization of the Chef’s actions, describing themas “the
nost personal acts can be,” and as “due not to her enploynent”
but “to one man’s utterly horrifying acts of personal, physical
aggression.” (P. Conpl. 7). These hyperbolic descriptions are
not sufficiently specific to persuade this Court that, on the
facts alleged, Plaintiff has denonstrated “injuries caused by the
i ntentional conduct of third parties for reasons personal to the
tortfeasor and not directed against [her] as an enpl oyee or

because of [her] enploynent.” WIlians, 2007 W. 2667981, at *2.

C Concl usi on

Because Plaintiff does not satisfy the elenents requisite
for the WCA “personal aninus” or “third party attack” exceptions,
Def endants’ Mdtion to Dismss Plaintiff's state law clains for
failure to state a clai mupon which relief may be granted is
GRANTED. We note that Plaintiff is free to anend her conpl ai nt
if she believes she can allege sufficient facts to succeed under
one of these theories, and to bring a separate suit against the

Chef if she w shes.

I11. Conclusion

The Court finds that Plaintiff has alleged sufficient facts

to survive a Motion to Dismss for failure to exhaust
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adm ni strative renedies under Title VII and the PHRA, and for
failure to state a clai mupon which relief may be granted under
the WCA.  For the foregoing reasons, Defendant’s Mdtion to

Di smiss is GRANTED® | N PART AND DENI ED* I N PART and Plaintiff’s
Conpl ai nt against Mchael’s IV is DI SM SSED. Furthernore,
Plaintiff is given | eave to anend her conplaint to add M chael’s

Fam |y Restaurant VII as a Defendant.

An order foll ows.

5 Because “Plaintiff acknow edges that this Court |acks personal

jurisdiction over Defendant M chael’s Family Restaurant |V, Inc. and does not
oppose the dism ssal of clains against that defendant,” we GRANT Def endants’
Motion to Disnmiss Mchael’s IV without further discussion. (P. Resp. p. 1).
6 Because we DENY Defendants’ notion as to the federal clainms, we
need not address the issue of dismissing Plaintiff’s remaining pendant state
law clainms for |ack of subject matter jurisdiction. Because our Title VII
admi ni strative exhaustion analysis applies to the adm nistrative exhaustion of
Plaintiff’'s PHRA claim we DENY Defendants’ Mdtion to Disnmiss that claimfor
the reasons given in our discussion of Title VII.
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IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

ELI ZABETH J. O DONNELL, : ClVIL ACTI ON
Pl aintiff,
VS.
No. 07-CV-5386
M CHAEL' S FAM LY RESTAURANT,
INC., MCHAEL' S FAM LY
RESTAURANT |1, INC.,
M CHAEL' S FAM LY RESTAURANT
[11,INC., MCHAEL'S FAM LY
RESTAURANT 1V, | NC.,
M CHAEL' S FAM LY RESTAURANT
V, INC., MCHAEL'S FAM LY
RESTAURANT VI, [|NC.,

Def endant s.

ORDER

AND NOW this 1%t day of July, 2008, upon consideration of
Defendant’s Motion to Dismss (Doc. No. 3), and all responses
thereto, it is hereby ordered that the Mtion is GRANTED | N PART
AND DENI ED I N PART and all clainms against Defendant M chael’s
Fam ly Restaurant |V, Inc. are DISMSSED. It is further ORDERED
that Plaintiff shall have fourteen (14) days fromthe date of
this ORDER to anmend her conplaint to add “Mchael’s Fam |y

Restaurant VII" as a Defendant in this matter.
BY THE COURT:

s/J. Curtis Joyner
J. CURTIS JOYNER, J.




