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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

9 EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10
11 | COURTNEY WRIGHT, No. 2:13-CV-01681-KIM-EFB
12 Plaintiff,
13 V. ORDER
14 | THRIFTY PAYLESS, INC., dba RITE
15 | CORPORATION. and DOES ONE
16 through FIFTY,
17 Defendants.
18 Plaintiff commenced this action indtsacramento County Superior Court,
19 | alleging six claims: (1) false imprisonntg(R) invasion of privacy; (Bdefamation;
20 | (4) intentional/negligent inflictiomf emotional distress; (5) breaohthe employment contract;
21 | and (6) wrongful termination imiolation of public policy. (Def.” Notice of Removal, Compl.,
22 | Ex. A, ECF No. 1-1.) After defendant remoweeé case, this court exercised federal question
23 | jurisdiction because the fifth claifor breach of the employmertdrdract alleged a dispute over a
24 | collective bargaining agreemefECF No. 16 at 6.5ee Allis-Chalmers Corp. v. Lueck, 471 U.S.
25 | 202, 209 (1985). On October 14, 2013, the cgranted defendants’ Motion to Dismiss,
26 | dismissing plaintiff's breach dhe employment contract claimtivout prejudice and plaintiff's
27 | wrongful termination claim with gjudice. (ECF No. 16 at 10.)
28 || /I

1

Dockets.Justia.com


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/caedce/2:2013cv01681/257747/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/caedce/2:2013cv01681/257747/44/
http://dockets.justia.com/

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N N N DN DN NN DN R P R R R R R R R R
® N o O~ W N P O © 0N O 0NN W N B o

On November 2, 2013, plaintiff filed herrfi Amended Complaint, alleging fou
state law claims: (1) false imprisonment; (2) invasion ofgamyy (3) defamation; and
(4) intentional/negligent infliction of emotional disss. (Pl.’s First Am. Compl. at 4—7, ECF N
19.) The First Amended Complaint omits ftith claim for breach of the employment

agreement, the only claim supporting the court’sahéxercise of federguestion jurisdiction.

(Seeid.) In addition, the parties conceded at tearing on plaintiff's Motion to Quash before the

assigned magistrate judge that there m@sdliversity of citizenship.

Accordingly, the parties arhereby ORDERED, within gen (7) days of entry of
this order, to show cause why this court shawtidecline to exerciseés discretion and retain
supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining stated&ims, but rather remand the case to st
court.

ITIS SO ORDERED.

DATE: December 16, 2014.

UNIT TATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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