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

TIFFANY LYNCH 

No. 
Plaintiff 

CIVIL ACTION 
vs. 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
JLL HOSPITALITY LLC d/b/a CHICK- 
FIL-A WAYNE SQUARE 
319 E. Lancaster Avenue 
Wayne, PA 19087 

-and- 

JOSHUA GRIMM, Individually 
319 E. Lancaster Avenue 
Wayne, PA 19087 

Defendants. 

CIVIL ACTION COMPLAINT 

Plaintiff, Tiffany Lynch (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiff"), by and through her 

undersigned counsel, hereby avers as follows 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Plaintiff has initiated this action to redress violations by the JLL Hospitality LLC 

bla Chick-Fil-A Wayne Square and Joshua Grimm, individually (hereinafter referred to as 

“Defendants”) of Section 1981 of the Civil Rights Act of 1866 (“Section 1981” - 42 USC. § 

1981), Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VII - 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000¢, et. seq.), and 

the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act ("PHRA - 43 Pa. C.S. §§ 951 et. seq.).' Plaintiff asserts 
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herein that she was terminated, subjected to a hostile work environment, and retaliated against by 

Defendants, her previous employer, in violation of these laws and seeks damages as set forth more 

fully herein. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

2. This Court may properly maintain personal jurisdiction over Defendants because 

Defendants’ contacts with this state and this judicial district are sufficient for the exercise of 

jurisdiction over Defendants to comply with traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice, 

satisfying the standard set forth by the United States Supreme Court in International Shoe Co. v. 

State of Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945) and its progeny. 

3. This action is initiated pursuant to federal law(s). The United States District Court 

for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania has original subject matter jurisdiction over this action 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because the claims arise under laws of the United States.  This Court 

has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff's state-law claims because they arise out of the same 

common nucleus of operative facts as her federal claims herein.     

4. Venue is properly laid in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(b)(1) and 

(b)(2), because Defendants reside in and/or conducts business in this judicial district and because 

a substantial part of the acts and/or omissions giving rise to the claims set forth herein occurred in 

this judicial district. 

5. Plaintiff has satisfied the procedural and administrative requirements for 

proceeding with an action under Title VII. 

6. Plaintiff filed a timely written charge of discrimination with the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission alleging violations of said statute. 

 
however will virtually mirror her claims currently filed pursuant to Section 1981 and Title VII and will be amended 

as to Defendant Grimm individually as well. 
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7. Plaintiff’s charge was cross-filed with the Pennsylvania Human Relations 

Commission. 

8. The instant action is timely because it was initiated within ninety (“90”) days after 

the receipt of a Right to Sue letter from the EEOC mailed on or about December 3, 2025.  

9. Plaintiff has exhausted federal administrative remedies as to the allegations of the 

instant Complaint.   

PARTIES 

10. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full.     

11. Plaintiff is an adult individual, with an address as set forth in the caption. 

12. Defendant, JLL Hospitality LLC d/b/a Chick-Fil-A Wayne (hereinafter 

“Defendant Chick-Fil-A” when referred to individually) operates as a popular chain restaurant as 

a franchisee out of the above-captioned address. 

13. Defendant, Joshua Grimm (hereinafter “Defendant Grimm” when referred to 

individually) is the President, Operator of Defendant Chick-Fil-A and controlled the terms and 

conditions of her employment. 

14. At all times relevant herein, Defendants acted by and through their agents, servants, 

and employees, each of whom acted at all times relevant herein in the course and scope of their 

employment with and for the benefit of Defendant.  

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

15. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

16. Plaintiff is a Black (African-American) gay female.  
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17. Plaintiff was hired by Defendants on or about December 19, 2023; and in total, I 

was employed by Defendants for almost two (2) years until her unlawful termination on or about 

November 10, 2025 (discussed in detail infra). 

18. Plaintiff was employed in the title of Executive Director of Operations for 

Defendant Chick-Fil-A. 

19. In this capacity, Plaintiff reported to Defendant Grimm (Caucasian male), the 

President, Operator and owner of Defendant Chick-Fil-A.  

20. Plaintiff subjected to a hostile work environment and then terminated retaliatorily, 

as explained more infra after enduring non-stop racial and gay slurs from Grimm (in addition to 

other related impropriety).  

21. During Plaintiff’s last approximately 6-7 months of employment, she had become 

vocal about her dislike for Defendant Grimm’s discriminatory jokes, commentary, gestures, and 

disparate treatment. 

22. The treatment Defendant Grimm subjected Plaintiff to was sever and frequent such 

that she had no choice but to object to him directly (as the highest level of management at 

Defendant Chick-Fil-A) and ask him to stop.  

23. Some examples of Defendant Grimm’s discriminatory and hostile behavior and 

comments include but are not limited to: 

a. There were much less Black staff in the workplace than non-Black staff. If 

any Black staff engaged in an error or questionable conduct, they were (by 

Defendant Grimm) held to a higher or different standard than white 

employees and treated much more harshly (by way of communication, 

discipline or termination); 

 

b. Defendant Grimm used the term “nigger” many times in Plaintiff’s 

presence. For example, Defendant Grimm frequently told stories that he had 

an all-white upbringing and when he met his first Black person he said, 

“what’s up my nigger.” He told this story regularly emphasizing the term 
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“nigger;” 

 

c. Defendant Grimm would say things like he is going out and wants to score 

points with some Black guys so Plaintiff should go out with him, among 

other iterations of these types of statements; 

 

d. When Defendant Grimm attended a meeting or event (such as in Atlanta, 

Georgia, for example), he made comments upon his return that he had to 

talk with white people since he was not cool enough to have any Black 

people talk to him; 

 

e. Defendant Grimm would make derogatory comments about Black clientele 

either directly or insinuating they smell, they will require extra cleanup, they 

are going to be cheap, about food stereotypes, “we don’t take food stamp”-

type of comments, or other statements exhibiting a general dislike for the 

race. He did not make these same types of racist or stereotypical comments 

with Caucasians, regardless of their smell or appearance. It was clear 

racism, as he made such comments even about clean, professional-looking, 

or well-to-do Black clientele; 

 

f. There were no concerns whatsoever with hiring a non-Black person who 

was from the inner city or who used slang. Yet, there was constant pushback 

if a Black employee was considered for hiring. On one occasion, a well-

spoken and professional Black male employee Nasir Stanley was employed 

by Defendant Chick-Fil-A. Anytime Plaintiff tried to hire a Black 

employee, Defendant Grimm would question the person asking, “Is the 

person “Nasir black” or “ghetto black.”” 

 

g. Defendant Grimm commented that he can fire particular Hispanic cooks for 

“any reason we want” since they are “illegals” or “not legal.” He said this 

in relation to their race (Hispanic), even though some of the people he 

referred to were legal (while others were not); 

 

h. Defendant Grimm would regularly direct Plaintiff to get this or that “out of 

the closet” and made comments that she might not come back “out of the 

closet” or that he did not want Plaintiff to have to come out of the closet 

again (in reference to her sexual orientation and “coming out” as gay); 

 

i. When a $20 bill was given by clientele as a form of payment had “gay 

money” written on it, Defendant Grimm made a point to laugh and keep 

saying Plaintiff’s name was on the $20 bill. 

 

24. Defendant Grimm’s comments relating to race and sexual orientation were 

frequent, occurring on a daily basis whenever Plaintiff saw Defendant Grimm.  
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25. These comments made Plaintiff feel uncomfortable and discriminated against.  

26. Because his comments were so intense and so frequent, Plaintiff became quite vocal 

in objecting to his behavior and comments during her last approximate 6-7 months of employment. 

27. Plaintiff informed Defendant Grimm that what he was saying and doing was 

“discrimination.”  

28. Plaintiff expressed personal offense when he made a sexual orientation or racist 

comment about her or clientele, and she gave pushback related to Defendant Grimm’s 

discriminatory hiring practices, stating to him that he should not discriminate against black 

applicants when he was trying to discourage certain hires asking if they were “ghetto.” 

29. Instead of ceasing his discriminatory and offensive behavior, Defendant Grimm 

continued the same and conducted himself in a completely entitled and immature manner 

constantly being unprofessional.  

30. Defendant Grimm’s sister was Defendant Chick-Fil-A’s human resources 

personnel, resulting in no meaningful or actual redress to concerns of discrimination at Defendant 

Chick-Fil-A.  

31. Plaintiff’s complaints of discrimination were not meaningfully investigated and 

Defendant Grimm’s behavior did not stop. 

32. Defendant Grimm became noticeably frustrated with Plaintiff when she was 

expressing her concerns and setting non-discrimination boundaries. 

33. These things occurred in close time to Plaintiff’s ultimate pretextual termination. 

34. Plaintiff was on a pre-scheduled vacation (with approval dating back to February 

2025) from on or about November 3, 2025, through on or about November 8, 2025.  

35. Plaintiff typically created and posted the work schedule for employees on each 
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Thursday for the following week’s schedule in conjunction with her job at Defendant Chick-Fil-A 

and did not need approval or sign off from Defendant Grimm in doing so during her two year 

tenure.   

36. During the week Plaintiff was on her pre-scheduled vacation, but Defendant Grimm 

posted the work schedule on or about (Saturday) November 8, 2025, since Plaintiff was on 

vacation (even though he should have posted the schedule on November 6, 2025 (because it is 

posted on Thursdays per ordinary practices).  

37. Within just minutes of Defendant Grimm posting the work schedule in the evening 

of November 8, 2025, Plaintiff’s company access was cancelled, and she could not participate in 

company email communications. 

38. As a result, on November 9, 2025 Plaintiff raised a concern to Chick-Fil-A 

corporate, Alvin Thompson (hereinafter “Thompson”) via email outlining the history of 

discrimination and retaliation by Defendant Grimm, voicing how her complaints have gone 

unanswered, and how any reports of discrimination would go directly to Defendant Grimm 

himself, such that she was desperately seeking escalation outside of Defendant Chick-Fil-A for 

assistance from corporate/franchisor Chick-Fil-A.  

39. In response to Plaintiff’s email, Thompson simply stated he was unable to help: 
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40. Upon returning from vacation the following date on November 10, 2025, Grimm 

informed Plaintiff she was terminated. When Plaintiff asked why she was terminated, Defendant 

Grimm absurdly stated that she was being terminated because she did not ask Defendant Grimm 

for approval for how she scheduled staff in the schedule she had prepared and disseminated in the 

week prior to her vacation.  

41. Plaintiff was completely confused because she always handled all scheduling 

without Defendant Grimm’s need for review and posted such schedules without his approval. 

42. What Defendant Grimm said was not logical, not terminable, and in fact Plaintiff 

always included any suggestions or desires into the schedule that he preferred or expressed from 

time to time (without his need to review a final version) and Plaintiff had done so in the schedule 

to which he referred as well. 

43. Weeks following Plaintiff’s termination Defendants got around to sending me a 

termination letter (signed by Defendant Grimm) dated November 26, 2025, stating in pertinent 

part:  

 

44. This changing reason for termination is also false and pretextual as Plaintiff 

performed her job well and Defendants had never raised any concerns of alleged subpar 

performance at any time during Plaintiff’s employment. 

45. Further, prior to her abrupt termination, Plaintiff had not been issued a progressive 

discipline which Defendants’ policies or practices should have occurred prior to termination even 

if there was any concern of discipline or performance (which there was not).  
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 COUNT I 

Violations of 42 U.S.C. § 1981  

-Against Both Defendants- 

(Race Discrimination, Retaliation & Hostile Work Environment) 

46. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

47. Plaintiff was subjected to a barrage of discriminatory and stereotypical comments 

related to her race and the race of other Black employees or clientele while employed by 

Defendants. 

48. These actions are a part of a widespread practice of Defendants which establish a 

practice of stereotyping and discriminating against Plaintiff on the basis of her race, as well as 

other Black employees or clientele. 

49. Defendant Grimm, Plaintiff’s supervisor and the owner/operator of Defendant 

Chick-Fil-A personally engaged in this discrimination. 

50. Plaintiff regularly complained about and objected to this discriminatory treatment. 

51. Instead of meaningfully addressing Plaintiff’s concerns, Plaintiff was ignored and 

then abruptly terminated for pretextual and changing reasons. 

52. Plaintiff believes and therefore avers that her race was the motivating or 

determinative factor in Defendants’ decision to terminate her employment. 

53. Plaintiff believes and therefore avers that she was subjected to a hostile work 

environment and terminated because of her complaints about race discrimination, and/or her 

complaints about unlawful retaliation under 42. U.S.C. § 1981. 

54. Defendant Grimm is personally liable for the aforesaid violation of section 1981 as 

he aided, abetted, and participated in the aforesaid discriminatory and retaliatory acts. 

These actions as aforesaid constitute violations of 42. U.S.C. § 1981. 
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COUNT II 

Violations of Title VII 

-Against Defendant Chick-Fil-A only- 

(Race Discrimination, Retaliation & Hostile Work Environment) 

55. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

56. Plaintiff was subjected to a barrage of discriminatory and stereotypical comments 

related to her race and the race of other Black employees or clientele while employed by 

Defendants. 

57. These actions are a part of a widespread practice of Defendants which establish a 

practice of stereotyping and discriminating against Plaintiff on the basis of her race, as well as 

other Black employees or clientele. 

58. Defendant Grimm, Plaintiff’s supervisor and the owner/operator of Defendant 

Chick-Fil-A personally engaged in this discrimination. 

59. Plaintiff regularly complained about and objected to this discriminatory treatment. 

60. Instead of meaningfully addressing Plaintiff’s concerns, Plaintiff was ignored and 

then abruptly terminated for pretextual and changing reasons. 

61. Plaintiff believes and therefore avers that she was terminated, retaliated against, 

and subjected to a hostile work environment because of her race and/or her objections 

to/complaints of race discrimination. These actions as aforesaid constitute unlawful discrimination 

and retaliation and a hostile work environment under Title VII. 

COUNT III 

Violations of Title VII 

-Against Defendant Chick-Fil-A only- 

(Gender/Sexual Orientation Discrimination, Retaliation & Hostile Work Environment) 

62. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 
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63. Plaintiff was subjected to a barrage of discriminatory and stereotypical comments 

regarding her sexual orientation while employed by Defendants. 

64. These actions are a part of a widespread practice of Defendants which establish a 

practice of stereotyping and discriminating against Plaintiff on the basis of her sexual orientation 

65. Defendant Grimm, Plaintiff’s supervisor and the owner/operator of Defendant 

Chick-Fil-A personally engaged in this discrimination. 

66. Plaintiff regularly complained about and objected to this discriminatory treatment. 

67. Instead of meaningfully addressing Plaintiff’s concerns, Plaintiff was ignored and 

then abruptly terminated for pretextual and changing reasons. 

68. Plaintiff believes and therefore avers that she was terminated, retaliated against, 

and subjected to a hostile work environment because of her gender/sexual orientation and/or her 

objections to/complaints of gender/sexual orientation discrimination. These actions as aforesaid 

constitute unlawful discrimination and retaliation and a hostile work environment under Title VII 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this Court enter an order providing that: 

A. Defendants are to be prohibited from continuing to maintain their illegal policy, 

practice, or custom of retaliating against employees and is to be ordered to promulgate an effective 

policy against such discrimination/retaliation and to adhere thereto (awarding Plaintiff such 

injunctive and/or equitable relief);  

B. Defendants are to compensate Plaintiff, reimburse Plaintiff, and make Plaintiff 

whole for any and all pay and benefits Plaintiff would have received had it not been for 

Defendants’ illegal actions, including but not limited to back pay, front pay, bonuses and medical 

and other benefits; 

C. Plaintiff is to be awarded punitive damages as permitted by applicable law, in an 
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amount believed by the Court or trier of fact to be appropriate to punish Defendants for their 

willful, deliberate, malicious and outrageous conduct and to deter Defendants or other employers 

from engaging in such misconduct in the future; 

D. Plaintiff is to be accorded any and all other equitable and legal relief as the Court 

deems just, proper, and appropriate (including but not limited to emotional distress/pain and 

suffering damages - where permitted under applicable law(s)); 

E. Plaintiff is to be awarded the costs and expenses of this action and reasonable legal 

fees as provided by applicable federal and state law; 

F. Any verdict in favor of Plaintiff is to be molded by the Court to maximize the 

financial recovery available to Plaintiff in light of the caps on certain damages set forth in 

applicable federal law; and 

G. Plaintiff’s claims are to receive a trial by jury to the extent allowed by applicable 

law.  Plaintiff has also endorsed this demand on the caption of this Complaint in accordance with 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 38(b).   

Respectfully submitted, 

 

KARPF, KARPF & CERUTTI, P.C. 

 

 

       
      Ari R. Karpf, Esq. (91538) 

      Allison A. Barker, Esq. (326837) 

      8 Interplex Drive, Suite 210 

Feasterville-Trevose, PA 19053 

      (215) 639-0801 

      akarpf@karpf-law.com 

      abarker@karpf-law.com  

Dated: January 29, 2026 
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Tiffany Lynch

JLL Hospitality LLC d/b/a Chick-fil-a Wayne Square, et al.

1/29/2026
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LYNCH, TIFFANY JLL HOSPITALITY LLC D/B/A CHICK-FIL-A
WAYNE SQUARE, ET AL. DelawareMontgomery

Section 1981 (42USC1981); Title VII (42USC2000)

Violations of Section 1981, Title VII and the PHRA.

1/29/2026
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