UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Na'Quan Thomas v. Solera Senior Living, LLC, et al.

No. 25-4944 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 19, 2025) - No. 2:25-cv-04944 - Decided December 19, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania screened Na’Quan Thomas’s

amended in forma pauperis complaint against Solera Senior Living, LL.C. The court allowed Thomas’s
Title VII and 42 U.S.C. § 1981 retaliation claims to proceed to service, while dismissing his remaining
claims and defendants with prejudice, including claims for wrongful termination, failure to investigate,

intentional infliction of emotional distress, and defamation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff states plausible retaliation claims under Title VII and 42 U.S.C. § 1981

2. Whether plaintiff states a plausible claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress under

Pennsylvania law
3. Whether reasserted claims previously dismissed with prejudice should be dismissed again

4. Whether declaratory relief is available to adjudicate past conduct

HOLDINGS

1. Thomas alleges sufficient facts — protected activity (reporting racial discrimination), adverse
employment actions (suspension and termination), and causal connection — to state a plausible
retaliation claim under Title VII, which will proceed to service.

2. Section 1981 claims are subject to the same analytical framework as Title VII but are limited to
challenging private acts of race discrimination in connection with making and enforcing contracts,
including interference with at-will employment. Thomas's allegations of retaliation for reporting racial
discrimination in connection with his at-will employment state a plausible § 1981 claim.

3. Allegations of racial discrimination, retaliation, and mishandling of an HR complaint do not constitute
the extreme and outrageous conduct required to state an IIED claim under Pennsylvania law. The ITED

claim is dismissed with prejudice.

4. The reasserted Pennsylvania common law wrongful termination claim and negligent and willful failure
to investigate claim are dismissed with prejudice again for the reasons stated in the Court's earlier

Memorandum.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts in this district have 'repeatedly found [that a]s reprehensible as deliberate discrimination can be, . . .
discrimination alone does not meet the extreme and outrageous conduct standard necessary to state a claim
for [IIED]."”

“Pennsylvania courts have found extreme and outrageous conduct only in the most egregious of situations,
such as mishandling of a corpse, reckless diagnosis of a fatal disease, and having sexual contact with young
children.”

“Declaratory judgment is inappropriate solely to adjudicate past conduct' and is also not 'meant simply to

proclaim that one party is liable to another.'”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Na'Quan Thomas, a black man, was employed as a Resident Assistant at Echo Lake Senior Living,
operated by defendant Solera. On August 16, 2025, while assisting a resident, the resident's husband yelled racial
slurs at Thomas, called him the n-word with an expletive, and slammed a door into Thomas's leg. The incident
was witnessed by two employees who corroborated Thomas's account. When Thomas reported the incident, his
supervisor restricted him without hearing his side. Thomas filed a formal HR complaint. He was suspended the

next day and, after days of being ignored by HR, received a termination letter dated August 25, 2025.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff proceeding in forma pauperis filed an initial complaint asserting Title VII, § 1981, PHRA, wrongful
termination, failure to investigate, and defamation claims. In a prior memorandum (2025 WL 2901065), the
Court dismissed Title VII claims against individual employees with prejudice, dismissed PHRA and defamation
claims without prejudice, and allowed Title VII retaliation claims against Solera to proceed. The Amended
Complaint reasserts claims against Solera only, reasserting the previously dismissed wrongful termination and

failure to investigate claims, and adding a new emotional distress claim.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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