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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia grants the defendants’ motion to dismiss
Jewel Burgess’s amended complaint against Alamo Drafthouse and individual defendants. The court
concludes that Burgess failed to plausibly allege that her termination was because of her age or race
under the ADEA or Title VII, and that her wrongful-termination allegations did not identify an
applicable cause of action. The action is dismissed without prejudice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to dismiss the amended complaint for failure to
state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim, the court accepts
well-pleaded factual allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in
the plaintiff's favor, and determines whether the complaint states a
facially plausible claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published district-court memorandum opinion; persuasive authority
within the District of Columbia but not binding circuit-wide precedent.

PARTIES Jewel Burgess v. Alamo Drafthouse, individual defendants identified
by Burgess as an owner and manager
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Burgess's amended complaint plausibly alleged that her termination occurred because of her
age or race under the ADEA or Title VII.

2. Whether the amended complaint stated an independent wrongful-termination claim.

3. Whether the individual defendants could be held personally liable under Title VII or the ADEA.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to state plausible ADEA or Title VII discrimination claims because it
alleged no facts connecting Burgess's termination to her age or race and did not identify her age or race.

2. To the extent Burgess asserted wrongful termination on a basis other than age- or race-based
discrimination, the amended complaint failed to identify an applicable cause of action or allege facts
supporting one.

3. The individual defendants could not be held liable in their personal capacities under Title VII or the
ADEA; those statutes authorize liability against employers, not individual defendants.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive dismissal for failure to state a claim, a complaint must “state a claim to relief that is plausible on
its face.”” (at 1)

“A claim is facially plausible “when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.”” (at 1)

“To state a claim under those laws, she must plausibly allege that her employer undertook (i) an adverse
employment action (ii) because of her age or race.” (at 2)

“For these reasons, the defendants’ motion to dismiss is granted and this action is dismissed without
prejudice.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Burgess alleged that her former employer fired her after she was accused of making a sexually explicit comment
toward a guest and after she requested a meeting with a manager concerning another manager's conduct. She
denied the accusation and referenced age and race discrimination, but did not identify her age or race or explain
how her termination was connected to either characteristic. The complaint also asserted wrongful termination
without identifying a separate applicable cause of action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Burgess filed an amended complaint against her former employer and two individual defendants asserting
wrongful termination and age- and race-discrimination claims. The defendants moved to dismiss. The court
granted the motion and dismissed the action without prejudice.
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