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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

0OJ’'S JANITORIAL AND SWEEPING CIVIL ACTION
SERVICES, L.L.CAND OTIS JONES, SR
NO. 16-02540
VERSUS
SYNCOM SPACE SERVICE, L.L.C.AND SECTION N

PAE APPLIED TECHNOLOGES, L.L.C.

ORDER AND REASONS

Presently before the Courtasmotion to dismiss filedursuanto Rule 12(b)(6) of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedut®sy Defendant Syncom Space Services, LLC aRAE
Applied Technologies, LLC (Rec. Doc. 9With their motion,Defendantseek dismissabf the
racial discrimination damage claims tHakaintiff Otis Jones Sr(*Mr. Jone¥), an African
American,has filedagainst thenunder 42 US.C. 81981.Neither plaintiff in this action has filed
a memorandum in opposition to Defendambotionas requied by Local Rule7.5 of the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisianmn any eventhaving carefully
consideredefendantssubmissionthe record in this matteand applicable lanthe Courtfinds
Defendantsmotion to have merior essentially the reasons statethesupporting memorandum

In short,when a business entity assert§1881 discrimination claim, thewners
or shareholdersf that ently do notlikewise have standig to assert a parallel inddual claim

given that, under those circumstanciéss the rights of the business entity, rather than the
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individual rights of the business owngethat allegedly have beennfringed. See, e.gSearcy v.
Houston Lighting & Power Cp907 F.2d 562, 565 (B Cir. 1990); see alsaleffrey v. Columbia
Med. Ctr. at Lancaster Subsidiary B8 F. App'x 103, 2002 WL 31016499, {3th Cir. 2002)
(“The plaintifs, as individuals, have no standing to as3eidd [Anesthesia Group, PLL€]
claims”); Bellows v. Amoco Oil Cdl18 F.3d 268, 27¢{th Cir. 1997)(if “the record [does not]
reflect, any violation of [a plaintiff's] rights . . . differ[ing] from the lations claimed by
[plaintiffs company] against [defendant] . . . [then plaintiff] has no individual cafisetion
under sectin 1981 against [defendant]’Gregory v. Mitchell634 F.2d 199, 20G&th Cir. 1981)
(“ [A] stockholdercannot maintain an action under the Civil Rights Act for damages subfgrad
corporationin which he owns shares.(Emphasis added)Such is the situation here relative to
Plaintiff Otis Jones Sis 81981 damage claimé&ccordingly,I T ISORDERED that Defendants’
motion to dismiss ISRANTED. IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that the 8981 damage claims
asserted herein Wiaintiff Otis Jones SareDISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

New Orleans, Louisiana, thig'4lay of August 2016.

KURT D.
United States rict Judge




