
 

 

 

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

 
ROBERT G. OTTO, et al., : 
 Plaintiffs, : 
   : 
  v. :  Civ. No. 15-3217 
   : 
R. SETH WILLIAMS, et al., : 
 Defendants. : 
   : 

 
O R D E R 

 
 AND NOW, this 6th day of June, 2016, upon consideration of Plaintiffs’ Second 

Amended Complaint (Doc. No. 27), Defendants’ Motions to Dismiss (Doc. Nos. 32, 34), 

Plaintiffs’ Response (Doc. No. 39), and all related submissions, it is hereby ORDERED that 

Defendants’ Motions are GRANTED.  The Second Amended Complaint is DISMISSED with 

prejudice.  The Clerk shall CLOSE this case.  

 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 

 

  /s/ Paul S. Diamond 

 ___________________ 

        Paul S. Diamond, J. 

 

OTTO et al v. WILLIAMS et al Doc. 41

Dockets.Justia.com

https://dockets.justia.com/docket/pennsylvania/paedce/2:2015cv03217/505669/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/pennsylvania/paedce/2:2015cv03217/505669/41/
https://dockets.justia.com/

	IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
	FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
	Diamond, J.,                      June 6, 2016
	Memorandum
	I. Procedural Background
	II. Factual Allegations
	III. The Instant Complaint
	IV. Plaintiffs Seek to Withdraw Much of the Instant Action
	V. Legal Standards for a Motion to Dismiss
	VI. Discussion
	A. False Light and Defamation
	B. Stigma-Plus Procedural Due Process Claim
	Legal Standards
	The “Plus”
	Challenged Statements
	The Process Afforded Plaintiffs


	VII. Conclusion
	IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
	FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
	O R D E R
	AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

