
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 

________________________________ 

      : 

PATRICE KANTZ    : 

   on behalf of herself individually  : 

  and on behalf of those similarly  : 

  situated,     : 

: CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:20-cv-00531 

  Plaintiff,   : 

      : Judge Petrese B. Tucker 

  v.    : 

      : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

AT&T, INC.     : 

    and      : 

AT&T SERVICES, INC.,   : 

          : 

    Defendants. :        

________________________________ : 

 

PLAINTIFF’S BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’  

PARTIAL MOTION TO DISMISS 

 

 

 

        

       Respectfully submitted by, 

       CONSOLE MATTIACCI LAW, LLC 

       Susan M. Saint-Antoine  

       Daniel S. Orlow 

       Stephen G. Console 

       Laura C. Mattiacci 

       1525 Locust Street, 9th Floor 

       Philadelphia, PA 19102   

       santanto@consolelaw.com 

       orlow@consolelaw.com 

       console@consolelaw.com 

       mattiacci@consolelaw.com 

        

        

       Attorneys for Plaintiff, 

Dated:  May 5, 2022     Patrice Kantz 
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