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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

Dezzi Rae Marshall, on behalf of 
herself and all others similarly 
situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Red Lobster Management LLC and 
Red Lobster Hospitality LLC, 

Defendants. 

 

 Case No. 2:21-cv-04786-JAK-MAR  

[Assigned to Hon. John A. Kronstadt] 

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO 
DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S FIRST 
AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR 
FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM 
UPON WHICH RELIEF CAN BE 
GRANTED PURSUANT TO FED. 
R. CIV. P. 12(B)(6)  

 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
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