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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

         
CARLOS GONZALES,  : 
 :   
  Plaintiff,    :   
       :   CIVIL ACTION 
             v. :   
       :  NO. 17-2983 
PUROLITE CORPORATION,   : 
       : 
  Defendant.    : 
     
      

ORDER 
 

 AND NOW, this __15th__ day of July, 2020, upon consideration of Defendant Purolite 

Corporation’s Motion for Reconsideration (ECF No. 21), and Defendants’ Response in 

Opposition (ECF No. 23), IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND DECREED that reconsideration 

is GRANTED as to the issue of punitive damages and DENIED as to all remaining issues. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that summary judgment is granted as to Claim VIII of 

Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment (ECF No. 15). Plaintiff’s claims are not eligible for 

punitive damages under the Pennsylvania Human Rights Act or the Family Medical Leave Act.i   

  

 

BY THE COURT: 

       /s/ Petrese B. Tucker 
       ____________________________ 
       Hon. Petrese B. Tucker, U.S.D.J.  
 

i i This Court previously denied Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment, finding that 

an issue of material fact existed as to whether Plaintiff Carlos Gonzales’ termination was 

pretextual. The Court found that Plaintiff engaged in protected activity, that retaliatory 
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termination based on request for accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 

U.S.C. § 12101, et seq. (ADA) remains at issue, and that the temporal proximity between 

Plaintiff filing a workers’ compensation claim and his termination can support an inference of a 

retaliatory motive. For an in-depth overview of the facts underlying these findings, see the 

September 10, 2019 Order Denying Summary Judgment (ECF Nos. 19, 20).  Defendant’s 

Motion for Reconsideration contends that there was no evidence of pretext in the record, that 

Plaintiff’s requests for accommodations do not constitute protected conduct under the ADA or 

Pennsylvania Human Relations Act, 43 Pa. Stat. Ann. § 955 (PHRA), and because the Court did 

not resolve Purolite’s motion with respect to punitive damages.  

Reconsideration is Granted as to The Issue Punitive Damages  

The Court finds that the issue of Plaintiff’s eligibility for punitive damages under the 

PHRA and the Family and Medical Leave Act, 29 U.S.C. § 2615, et seq. (FMLA) was 

insufficiently addressed and should be reconsidered. There are no grounds for the Court to 

reconsider Defendant’s other claims. “The purpose of a motion for reconsideration is to correct 

manifest errors of law or fact or to present newly discovered evidence.” Harsco Corp. v. 

Zlotnicki, 779 F.2d 906, 909 (3d Cir. 1985).  There are no errors of law or fact, or newly 

discovered evidence that would warrant a reconsideration of the Court’s decision regarding 

evidence of pretext in the record, or whether Plaintiff’s requests were protected conduct in 

September 10, 2019 Order.   

Summary Judgment is Granted as to Claim VIII regarding Punitive Damages eligibility under 
the PHRA and FMLA 

i. LEGAL STANDARD 

Summary judgment can only be awarded when “there is no genuine issue as to any 

material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a); 
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Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. v. Sweeney, 689 F.3d 288, 292 (3d Cir. 2012). To defeat a motion for 

summary judgment, there must be a factual dispute that is both genuine and material. See 

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 247–49, (1986); Dee v. Borough of Dunmore, 

549 F.3d 225, 229 (3d Cir. 2008). A material fact is one that “might affect the outcome of the 

suit under the governing law[.]” Anderson, 477 U.S. at 248. A dispute over a material fact is 

“genuine” if, based on the evidence, “a reasonable jury could return a verdict for the nonmoving 

party.” Id. 

The movant bears the initial burden of demonstrating the absence of a genuine dispute of 

a material fact. Goldenstein v. Repossessors Inc., 815 F.3d 142, 146 (3d Cir. 2016). When the 

movant is the defendant, she has the burden of demonstrating that the plaintiff “has failed to 

establish one or more essential elements of her case.” Burton v. Teleflex Inc., 707 F.3d 417, 425 

(3d Cir. 2013). If the movant sustains her initial burden, “the burden shifts to the nonmoving 

party to go beyond the pleadings and come forward with specific facts showing that there is a 

genuine issue for trial.” Santini v. Fuentes, 795 F.3d 410, 416 (3d Cir. 2015) (internal quotation 

marks omitted) (quoting Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp., 475 U.S. 574, 587, 

106 S. Ct. 1348, 89 L. Ed. 2d 538 (1986)). 

At the summary judgment stage, the court’s role is not to weigh the evidence and 

determine the truth of the matter, but rather to determine whether there is a genuine issue for 

trial. See Anderson, 477 U.S. at 249 (citations omitted); Jiminez v. All Am. Rathskeller, Inc., 503 

F.3d 247, 253 (3d Cir. 2007). In doing so, the court must construe the facts and inferences in the 

light most favorable to the non-moving p arty. See Horsehead Indus., Inc. v. Paramount 

Commc’ns, Inc., 258 F.3d 132, 140 (3d Cir. 2001). Nonetheless, the court must be mindful that 

“[t]he mere existence of a scintilla of evidence in support of the plaintiff’s position will be 
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insufficient; there must be evidence on which the jury could reasonably find for the plaintiff.” 

Anderson, 477 U.S. at 252. 

ii. DISCUSSION 
 
Though punitive damages are available in limited circumstances under the PHRA’s 

federal counterpart statutes, including Title VII and the ADA, such as where a plaintiff 

demonstrates that the defendant engaged in illegal practices with malice or reckless indifference 

to federally protected rights, they are not available under the PHRA itself. See, Hoy v. Angelone, 

720 A.2d 745, 751 (Pa. 1998) (discussing the PHRA), Le v. Univ. of Pa., 321 F.3d 403, 409 n.4 

(3d Cir. 2003) (discussing Title VII); Gagliardo v. Connaught Labs., Inc., 311 F.3d 565, 573 (3d 

Cir. 2002) (discussing the ADA). Punitive damages are also not recoverable under the FMLA. 

Thomas v. St. Mary Med. Ctr., 22 F.Supp.3d 459, 476 (E.D. Pa. 2014). Punitive damages are 

available in workers’ compensation retaliation cases where the plaintiff demonstrates extreme 

and outrageous conduct from the defendant. Christman v. Cigas Mach. Shop, Inc., 293 F. Supp. 

2d 538, 540 (E.D. Pa. 2003). As it stands, the record does not establish malice, reckless 

indifference, or extreme and outrageous conduct from Purolite Corporation such that this issue 

can survive summary judgment as a worker’s compensation retaliation claim, and punitive 

damages simply aren’t available under PHRA or FMLA.  

iii. CONCLUSION 

Therefore, Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration is GRANTED IN PART. 

Defendant’s request for a ruling that Plaintiff is ineligible for punitive damages because punitive 

damages are unavailable as a remedy under the PHRA and FMLA, and inappropriate under his 

worker’s compensation retaliation claims is GRANTED. Defendant’s Motion for 

Reconsideration is DENIED with regards to all other claims raised.  
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