
UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRI CT OF MISSOURI  

EASTERN DIVISI ON 
 
MI CHAEL P. QUI NLAN,   )  
      )  
               Plaint iff,     )  
      )  
          vs.     )   No. 4: 14-CV-1990 (CEJ)  
      )  
SENSI ENT TECHNOLOGI ES  )  
CORPORATI ON,    )  
      )  
               Defendant .   )  
 

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

 I n the Memorandum and Order dated April 2, 2015, the Court  found that  

plaint iff’s or iginal complaint  did not  contain sufficient  allegat ions to support  his 

claims of discr im inat ion under federal law.  Thus, the Court  concluded that  the 

complaint  failed to state a claim  for which relief may be granted.  [ Doc. # 18] .  

Because of plaint iff’s pro se status, the Court , in lieu of dism issal, gave plaint iff the 

opportunity to amend his complaint .1   

Plaint iff t imely filed an amended complaint , again using the court -provided 

“Employment  Discr im inat ion Complaint ”  form  and addit ional typewrit ten pages to 

assert  his claims.   The form  asks plaint iff to ident ify all bases for his “employment 

discr im inat ion lawsuit ”  from a list  that  contains Tit le VI I  of the Civil Rights Act  of 

1964, the Age Discrim inat ion in Employm ent  Act , the Americans With Disabilit ies 

Act , and the Rehabilitat ion Act .  I n response, plaint iff placed an “X”  in the space 

marked “Other (Describe) ”  and wrote “Retaliat ion.”   On page 5 of the form , plaint iff 

was asked to indicate whether he believes he was discrim inated against  because of 

his race, religion, nat ional or igin, color, gender, disability, or age.  Plaint iff placed 

                                           
1 The Court  will consider the m ot ion to dism iss as directed to the am ended com plaint . 
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an “X”  in the space marked “other”  and wrote “Harassment , Breach of 

Confident iality [ sic]  Defamat ion of Character.” 2  I n the amended complaint  (as in 

the original) , plaint iff states that  he filed a charge of discr im inat ion with the Equal 

Employment  Opportunit y Commission and that  he received a not ice of r ight  to sue.  

I n the typewrit ten port ion of the amended complaint , plaint iff seeks to join eight  

indiv iduals as addit ional defendants.  He also asserts for the first  t ime state law 

claims of defamat ion, invasion of pr ivacy, breach of confident ialit y, and emot ional 

dist ress.  

 After careful review, the Court  finds that  the amended complaint  suffers from 

the same deficiency as the original complaint  in that  it  contains no allegat ions to 

support  a cause of act ion for employment  discr im inat ion under federal law.  I ndeed, 

when given the opportunit y to ident ify a statutory basis for his discr im inat ion claim  

( i.e., Tit le VI I , ADEA, etc.)  and an unlawful reason for the alleged discr im inat ion 

( i.e, race, gender, age, etc.) , plaint iff failed to do so.   The only significant  

difference between the original complaint  and amended complaint  is that  the lat ter 

includes new defendants and new state law claims.  Thus, the Court  concludes that  

the amended complaint  fails to state a claim  of employment  discrim inat ion in 

violat ion of federal law.   

Plaint iff’s employment  discr im inat ion claim  will be dism issed.  The Court  

declines to exercise supplemental j ur isdict ion over plaint iff’s newly alleged state law 

claims and they, too, will be dism issed.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) .   

 Accordingly, 

                                           
2 I n the original com plaint , plaint iff placed an “X”  in the space for indicat ing race as the 
basis for  the discrim inat ion. 
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 I T I S HEREBY ORDERED that  defendant ’s mot ion to dism iss for failure to 

state a claim  [ Doc. # 9]  is granted .  

 An order of dism issal will be filed separately.  

 
 
        
       ____________________________ 
       CAROL E. JACKSON 
       UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT JUDGE 
 
 
 
Dated this 6th day of May, 2015.  


