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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

THEODORE SMITH,

Plaintiff,

V. CIVIL ACTION
LOYSVILLE YOUTH DEVELOPMENT NO. 19-3770
CENTER, et al., :

Defendants.

ORDER
AND NOW this 10th day ofSeptember2020, upon consideration of Defendants
Loysville Youth Development Center, John Boyer, Jenny Naugle, Gregory Morgan, Robert
Anchef, Evan Craig, Kevin Booher, Zachary Briggs, Russel Feeney, Bryce Geairich#llé/
McGinnis, and Teresa Miller’s (collectively, the “State Defendari&djion to Partially Dismiss
(ECF No. § Plaintiff's Amended ComplainfECF No. 7), and Defendants the City and County
of Philadelphia, the Philadelphia Department of Human Services, and Cynthia Fig(iea’s
“City Defendants”)Second Motion to Dismig&CF No. 10) Plaintiff's Amended ComplairfT
ISHEREBY ORDERED AND DECREED as follows:
1. The State DefendantMotion to Partially Dismiss Plaintiff’'s Amended Complaisit
GRANTED.!
2. The City Defendants’ SecorMotion to Dismiss Plaintiffs Amended Complaint is

GRANTED.

! The Motion toPartially Dismiss iSGRANTED. All claims against Defendant Loysville Youth
Development Center and all claims against the Individual Defendants in @&l aapacities
areDISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE. This Order is accompanied by the CouB&ptember
10, 2020 Memorandum Opinion regardinggamotiors.
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3. Plaintiff may proceed with the following claims:

(1) Count | against Defendants Gregory Morgan, Kevin BooheBaywk

Gearharfthe “Supervisory Defendants”)

(2) CountlV against DefendantregoryMorgan, Robert Anchef, Evan Craig,

Kevin Booher, Zachary Briggs, Russel Feeney, Bryce Gearhart (the “Defendant

Counselors”);

(3) Count V against the Defendant Counselors;

(4) Count VI against the Defendant Counselors;

(5) Count IX against the Defendant Counselors;

(6) Count X against the Defendant Counselansi

(7) Count Xl against the Defendant Counselors and Defendant McGinnis.
4.1T ISFURTHER ORDERED that the City Defenaints’ Motion to Dismiss (ECF No.
3), the State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 5), and Plaintiff’'s Motion for
Extension of Time (ECF No. 6) aRBENIED ASMOQOT since Plaintiff subsequently

filed an Amended Complaint.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Petrese B. Tucker

Hon. Petrese B. Tucker, U.S.D.J.



