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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

LISA THORSTENSON
Plaintiff,

V. No.3:19-cv-1809(VAB)

SINOMAX USA, INC. AND JOHNAUSTIN
BELIVEAU,
Defendant

RULING AND ORDER ONMOTIONTO REMAND TO STATE COURT
AND MOTIONTO DISMISS

Lisa Thorstenson (“Ms. Thorstenson”) sued Sinomax US4, (I'Sinomax”) and John
Austin Beliveau (“Mr. Beliveau”)n Connecticut Superior Couyrtlaiming breach of contract,
breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing, promissory estoppel, andmteglig
misrepresentation. Notice of Removal, Ex. A, ECF Na&.(Nov. 15, 2019)

Sinomax subsequently removed the case tdbist based on diversity jurisdiction.
Notice of Removal, ECF No. 1 (Nov. 15, 2019). Mr. Beliveau did not join in the remnidval.
Ms. Thorstenson moved to remand to state court, citing a lack of unanimity in thealemot.
for Remand, ECF No. 16 (Dec. 2, 2019). Mr. Beliveau subsequently moved for dismasa
to Dismiss, ECF No. 24 (Feb. 21, 2020).

Forthefollowing reasonsMs. Thorstenson'snotionto remando statecourtis

GRANTED andMr. Beliveau’smotionto dismissis DENIED asmoot
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FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

A. Factual Allegations

Lisa Thorstensotis amarketingexecutivewhoadvisexompanie®n brandandbusiness
growth.Noticeof Remova]Ex. A { 4.Sheis aresidenbf Connecticutld. 1.

Sinomaxwasincorporatedn Delawareandis headquartereid Houston,Texasld. 2.
“Sinomaxis asubsidiaryof SinomaxGroupLtd. of HongKong.” Id.

JohnAustin Beliveauis aresidenbf North Carolina.ld. 3.

In Septembeof 2015,Ms. ThorstensomllegedlybeganabusinessTheK Alan Group,
offeringmarketingservicesld. 5. Ms. Thorstensomllegedly“built up aclientbasefor whom
sheprovidedmarketingservices' Id. 6. Revenudorthisbusinesallegedly“topped
$100,000"andhad"“potentialrevenueopportunitief over$400,000"in 2017.1d.

In May of 2018,Ms. Thorstensomllegeghat“RobertO’Connell,Sinomax’sExecutive
Vice Presidenfof] MarketingandMerchandisingpffered[Ms.] Thorstensoemployments
Sinomax’sVice Presidenof Marketing[starting]in April 2019.”1d. 1 8. This offerallegedly
included“an annuakalaryof $225,0®, plusbonus.”ld.

Ms. Thorstensomllegeshat“[a]s aconditionof theoffer of employmentSinomax
requiredMs.] Thorstensomo ceasall consultingwork shewasperforningvia . . .TheK Alan
Group,andto immediatelydevoteherfull attentiorandenergyto Sinomax.”ld. 9.

Ms. ThorstensomllegeshatSinomax‘representedndpromised’thatshewould
becomea“full -timeemployeeonoraboutApril 1,2019”if she“enterednto anexclusive
consultingagreementvith Sinomax.”ld. §10.

Allegedly “[iln relianceontherepresentationsf Sinomaxpersonnel,’Ms. Thorstenson

“acceptedheofferandceaseall non-Sinomaxbusinesshewasconductingasaconsultanand



enterednto aconsultingagreementvith SinomaxdatedMay 14,2018(the‘Consulting
Agreement’).”ld. 11.

Ms. Thorstensomllegeghatshe”fully performedll of herobligationsunderthe
ConsultingAgreementsrequiredunderthetermsof theoffer of employment’ Id. §12.Ms.
ThorstensomllegeghatSinomax‘held [her] outasits Vice Presidenbf Marketing.”Id.

Ms. Thorstensomllegeghat“Mr. O’Connell,FrankChen(CEOof Sinomax)andother
Sinomaxseniorexecutivesepeatedhapprovedf thequality of thework [she] performed.Id.
114.

Ms. Thorstensomllegeghat“[d]uring theperiod[of] May 2018throughearly May
2019,Sinomaxmaderepeate@ssurances [her]thatit would upholdits promisesand
representations..and[thatit] would hire [her]in April 2019asafull-timeemployeen the
positionof Vice Presidenbf Marketingatasalaryof $225,000annually with bonusand
benefitscommensurateith othersimilarly-situatedSinomaxexecutives.ld. 15.

Ms. Thorstensomllegeshatshe“performedheconsultingservicegor Sinomax
primarily from herhomeofficein Riverside Connecticut.’Id. §13.

Beforetheallegedoffer of full-time employmentvasallegedto commence; Sinomax
hired. . . Mr.] Beliveauasits Chief OperatingOfficer.” Id. 1 16.

Ms. ThorstensorallegeshatMr. Beliveau“initially reiteratedhatSinomaxwould
performin accordanceavith its representationandpromisedo [hef.” Id. Ms. Thorstenson

furtherallegeghatMr. Beliveau“indicate[d]thatawritten agreemendf employment . .was



butaformality. . .[and]announcememdf herfull-time employmenstatusvould be madeto all
employee®f Sinomaxn aplannedall-employeeemailcommunicationn April 2019.”1d.

OnMarch31, 2019,Mr. Beliveauallegedly“attemptedo renegotiatgMs. ]
Thorstenson’startingsalaryasVice Presidenbf Marketingfromtheagreeeupon$225,000to a
baseof $175000,with abonuspotentialof $75,000.1d. 117.Ms. Thorstensomllegesghatshe
rejectedhisrenegotiationld.

Ms. Thorstensomllegeghat“Sinomaxrefusedo hire [her]asafull-timeemployee.ld.
1 18.SheallegeghatMr. Beliveau“proceededo causeSinomaxto hire acompanyAustin
Currier, LCC)"for marketingservicesld. Ms. ThorstensotiurtherallegeghatMr. Beliveauand
hiswife areprincipalsandownersof AustinCurrier,LLC. Id.

Ms. Thorstensomllegedlyprotested&inomax’s‘failure to deliveronits representations
andpromises.”ld. 119. Sheallegeghatsheexplainedo Mr. O’Connellthat“this failureto act
by Sinomax”would causenerto bewithoutincomeandbusinesdecausshestoppeder
consultingousinessgo work for Sinomaxld. Ms. ThorstensorallegeshatMr. O’Connell
“urged” Mr. Chento honortheallegedobligationto hire Ms. ThorstensoryutMr. O’Connell
informedherthatMr. Chen’s*positionwassimply that' Sinomaxhad]insurancdor such
things:” 1d. (correctionin original).

Ms. Thorstensomassertshatshe“repeatedlysoughto haveSinomaxhonornts promises
andrepresentationsid. 1 20.

B. Procedural History

On October 11, 2019, Ms. Thorstenson filed an action against Sinomax USA and John
Austin Beliveau irConnecticut Superior Court, claiming breach of contract against Sinomax

USA, breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing agamsn@x USA, promissory



estoppel against Sinomax USA, and negligent misrepresentation againsasidSmand Mr.
Beliveau. Notice of Removal, Ex..A

On October 15, 2019sMs. Thorstenson allegeshe served th€omplaint on all
defendants. Mem. in Supp. of Mot. for Remand, ECF Nel {Bec. 2, 2019)State Marshal
Joseph L.A. Felner, Jr. attested that he eéfitstrvice upon both defendants. Mot. for Remand,
Ex. A, ECF No. 1&2, at 13(Dec. 2, 2019). Sinomax was served “via service upon its Secretary
by mailing to its business address via certified mail. Mem. in Supp. of MdRefimancdht2
(citing Mot. for Remad, Ex. A). Mr. Beliveau was served “by service upon the Secretary of
State, accompanied by a mailing to his last known address via certified mdiioato his
Sinomax business address as noted aldole)lhe certified mailing sent to Mr. Belive@last
knownaddress was returned to sender. Mot. for Remand, Ex. B, ECF No(Odxc. 2, 2019).

On November 15, 2019, Sinomax removed the case to this Court. Notice of Removal
Mr. Beliveaudid not sign, personally or through counsel, this removal adtio

On December 2, 2019, Ms. Thorstenson filed a motion to remand this case to state cour
arguing that Mr. Beliveau had not consented to the removal. Mot. for Remand

On December 23, 2019, Sinonfded an Answer tdMs. Thorstenson’€omplaint.
Answe, ECF No. 17 (Dec. 23, 2019).

On December 23, 2019, SinomapposedMs. Thorstenson’s motion to remand. Reply in
Opp’n to Mot. for Remand, ECF No. 18 (Dec. 23, 2019).

On January 2, 2020, Ms. Thorstenson filed a reply memorandum in further support of her
motion to remand. Reply in Supp. of Mot. to Remand, ECF No. 19 (Jan. 2, 2020).

On February 21, 2020, Mr. Beliveau filed a motion to dismiss. Mot. to Dismiss



On March 3, 2020, Ms. ThorstensopposedVr. Beliveau’s motion to dismiss. Menm.
Oppn to Mot. to Dismiss, ECF 26 (Mar. 3, 2020).

On March 17, 2020, Mr. Beliveau replied to Ms. Thorstenson’s opposition to Mr.
Beliveau’s motion to dismiss. Reply to Mem. in Opp’n to Mot. to Dismiss, ECF 27 (Mar.
2020).

On September 17, 2020, the Court helabaring on Ms. Thorstenson’s motion to remand
and Mr. Beliveau’s motion to dismiss. Min. Entry, ECF Ra&(Sept. 17, 2020).

. STANDARD OF REVIEW
A. Motionto Remand to State Court

A districtcourtwill remandacase/[i]f atanytime beforefinal judgmentt appearshat
thedistrictcourtlackssubjectmatterjurisdiction.”28U.S.C.§ 1447(c).“[T]he partyasserting
jurisdictionbeastheburderof provingthatthecaseas properlyin federalcourt.” UnitedFood
& CommerciaWorkersUnion,Local919,AFL-CIOv. CenterMarkProps. MeridenSquare,
Inc.,30F.3d298,301(2d Cir.1994).Thepartyassertingurisdiction“mustsupporits asserted
jurisdictionalfactswith ‘competenproof’ andjustify its allegationgy apreponderancef the
evidence” SouthernAir, Inc.v. ChartisAerospacédjustmenservs.nc., C.A.No.3:11-CV-
1495(JBA),2012WL 162369at*1 (D.Conn.2012)(quotingUnitedFood& Commercial
WorkersUnion, 30F.3dat305)(internalquotationrmarksomitted) “In light of thecongressional
intentto restrictfederalcourtjurisdiction,aswell astheimportanceof preservinghe
independencef stategovernmentsiederalcourtsconstrugheremovalstatutenarrowly,

resolvinganydoubtsagainstemovability.” Lupov. HumanAffairsintl, Inc., 28F.3d269,274



(2d Cir.1994)(quotingSomlyov. J, Lu-RobEnters. Inc., 932F.2d1043,104546 (2d Cir.
1991))
B. Motionto Dismiss

A complaint must contain a “short and plain statement of the claim showing that the
pleader is entitled to relief.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a). Any claim that fails “to stelsgra upon
which relief can be granted” will be dismissed. Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(by)6viewing a
complaintunder Rule 12(b)(6), a court applies a “plausibility standard” guided byvtivking
principles.”Ashcroftv. Iqbgl556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009).

First, “[tlhreadbare recitals of the elements of a cause of action, supporteddy m
conclusory statements, do not sufficel.; see also Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twomb850 U.S. 544,

555 (2007) (“While a complaint attacked by a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss does not need
detailed factual allegations . . . a plaintiff’s obligation to preufte ‘grounds’ of his

‘entitle[ment] to relief’ requires more than labels and conclusions, andraufaic recitation of

the elements of a cause of action will not do.” (internal citations omitted) (alteraboiginal)).
Second, “only a complaint thatates a plausible claim for relief survives a motion to dismiss.”
Igbal, 556 U.S. at 679. Thus, the complaint must contain “factual amplification .endeira
claim plausible.’Arista Records LLC v. Dog 804 F.3d 110, 120 (2d Cir. 2010) (quoting
Turkmen v. Ashcrof689 F.3d 542, 546 (2d Cir. 2009)).

When reviewing a complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), the court
takes all factual allegations in the complaint as tigieal, 556 U.S. at 67.8The court also views
the allegations in the light most favorable to the plaintiff and draws all infes@mtiee
plaintiff’s favor.Cohenv. S.A.C. Trading Corg11 F.3d 353, 359 (2d Cir. 20183ge also York

v. Ass’n of the Bar of the City of N.286 F.3d 122, 125 (2d Cir. 2002) (“@motion to dismiss



for failure to state a claim, we construe the complaintin the light most favordbke péaintiff,
accepting the complaint’s allegations as true.”).

A court considering a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) generally limieyieswr
“to the facts as asserted within the four corners of the complaint, the docattecied to the
complaint as exhibits, and any documents incorporated in the complaint by refekéeCarthy
v. Dun & Bradstreet Corp482 F.3d 184, 191 (2d Cir. 200A court may also consider
“matters of which judicial notice may be taken” and “documents either in pfaipiifssession
or of which plaintiffs had knowledge and relied on in bringing s&itdss v. Am. Film Techs.,
Inc., 987 F.2d 142, 150 (2d Cir. 29); Patrowicz v. Transamerica HomeFirst, In859 F. Supp.
2d 140, 144 (D. Conn. 2005).
1.  DISCUSS ON

A. Motionto Remand
a. Unanimity Rule

District courtsin this Circuitstrictly enforcethe“unanimityrule.” Burr exrel. Burr v.
ToyotaMotor CreditCo.,478F. Supp.2d432,437(S.D.N.Y.2006)(“This rule of unanimityis
strictly interpretecandenforced.”)(internalquotationrmarksomitted);Edelmanv. Page 535F.
Supp.2d290,292(D. Conn.2008)(remandingasefor failureto satisfy“unanimity rule” even
though®it makegshemostsensdor thiscourtto adjudicategheissues’andremandvould
“constitute[] awasteof the Stateof Connecticut'udicial resources”)Nat'| WasteAssocs LLC
v.TD Bank,N.A, C.A.No. 3:10-CV-289(CSH),2010WL 1931031at*3 (D.Conn.May 12,
2010)(noting“thewell-settledprecedenin the SecondCircuit of strictly enforcingthe
‘unanimityrule’ in removalcases”)Patrickv. Porter—CableCorp.,C.A.No. 3:10-CV-131

(MRK), 2010WL 2574121 at*3 (D.Conn.Apr. 1,2010)(“Courtshaveverylittle discretion—



if any—to forgive afailureto complywith therule of unanimity.”).Thus,courts‘construehe
removalstatutenarrowly,resolvinganydoubtsagainstemovability.”Lupo,28 F.3dat274
(quotingSomlyo932F.2dat1045-46).

Whenremovingastatecasewith multiple defendantsgachdefendanmust
independentlyonsento removalto federalcourt.SeePietrangelov. AlvasCorp., 686 F.3d62,
66 (2d Cir.2012)(“Although we havenotyetadvisedvhatform aconsento removalmusttake,
we agreewith thedistrictcourtthattheremainingdefendantsnustindependentlgxpresgheir
consentoremoval.”).And the“[flailure of anydefendanto provideits written consentvithin
theapplicablethirty-dayperiodrendeasthepetitionfor removaluntimely.” Edelman 535F.
Supp.2dat293

Therearethreeexceptiongo the“unanimityrule”: “(1) thenonjoining defendantfiave
notbeenservedwith serviceof procesatthetimetheremovalpetitionis filed; (2) thenon
joiningdefendantaremerelynominalor formalparties;or] (3) theremoveclaimis aseparate
andindependentlaimasdefinedby 28U.S.C.81441(c)” Edelman535F. Supp.2dat
293(quotingSnakepiAuto.,Inc.v. Superperformanciat’, LLC,489 F. Supp.2d 196,201-02
(E.D.N.Y.2007) (alterationin original).

Ms. Thorstensomssertshatbecausé/r. Beliveaudid notconsento removd, the
unanimity ruleis notsatisfiedandthecasanustberemandedo statecourt.Mot. ForRenmandLl.
SinomaxargueghatMr. Beliveauwasnotservedatthetime of removalandthus hisconsent

wasnotrequired.Def.'s StatemenRegardindqrRemoval ECFNo. 4 (Nov. 15,2019);Replyin



Opp’nto Mot. for Remandl-2. SinomaxdoesnotcontendhatMr. Beliveaudid providewritten
consent
GiventheSecondCircuit’s strictenformenbf theunanimity rule, this Courtmust
remanddueto thelack of unanmity unlessoneof theenumeratedxceptiondrasbeentriggered.
In this case only thefirst exceptior—thenonjoining defendantshavenotbeenservedatthe
time of removal—mayapply.Thereforeremandurnsonwhetherserviceof procesonMr.
Beliveauwasadequate.
b. Sufficiency of Service
For service of nonresidents, Connecticut’s lkamg statutetates:

Any nonresident individual . . . over whom a court may exercise

personal jurisdiction, as provided in subsection (a) of this section,

shall be deemed to have appeihthe Secretary of the State as its

attorney and to have agreed that any process in any civil action

brought against the nonresidentindividuaimay be served upon

the Secretary of the State and shall have the same validity as if

served upon the nonresident individual The process shall be

served by the officer to whom the same is directed upon the

Secretary of the State by leavingwith or at the office of the Secretary

of the State, at least twelve days before the return day of such

process, a t®i and attested copy thereof, and by sending to the

defendant at the defendant's {ksbwn address, by registered or

certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, a like true

and attested copy with an endorsement thereon of the service upon
the Secretary of the State.

Gen. Conn. Stat. 8 529b(c). Subsectioria) of this section details the circumstascader
which a Connecticut court may exercise personal jurisdiction over a nonre&dantConn.
Stat. § 5259b(a).

TheConnecticut longarm statuté doesnotrequire actuadielivery, but the mere placing

of the documents in thaail.” MorganChaseBank Nat'l Ass'nv. Ryder C.A. No.

10



FSTCV186038553S, 2019 WL 4060166, at *3 (Conn. Super. Ct. Aug. 6, 2019) fcitiota
LoanServs,.LLCv.Condron,181 ConnApp. 248, 264 (2018)).

Connecticut relies on the mailbox rule and the presumption of

delivery arises when the documentis placed innthé system.

Under the presumption alfeliveryrule of Connecticut, proof

of deliveryand the signing of the return receiphta requirement

in order to satisfy notice under Connecticut law.
Id. at *3 (citingEchavarriav. Nat'l GrangeMut. Ins. Co.275 Conn. 408, 418 (200557
properly stamped and addressed letter that is placed into a mailbox or handed ovenitethe U
States Postal Service raises a rebuttable presumption that it veitéiged."Echavarria,275
Conn.at418 Underthis“mailboxrule,” “the burdenthenshiftsto the [partyarguinglack of
servicelto presenevidencahatrebutsthis presumption.ld.; Danielsv. Statewidesrievance
Comm, 72 Conn. App. 203, 212 (2002) (concluding that the plaintiff did not overcome a
presumption of service when he provided “no evidence to support his allegation that he did not
receive a copy of the complaint except his own testimony that he was having trotifdegei
delivered and the absence of a copy of the certified mail receiptin the fecord

Ms. Thorstensohas demonstratesgnice onall of thedefendantsMem. in Supp. of

Mot. for Remand. Specifically, Mr. Beliveau was served “by service uporettretary ofState,
accompanied by a mailing to his last known address via certifiet] maglddition to his
Sinomax business address as noted above). Mem. in Supp. of Mot. for Re@ériting Mot.
for Remand, Ex. A). Ms. Thorstenson provided receipts of thediegseandState Marshal
Joseph L.A. Felner, Jr. attestedhis serviceMot. for Remand, Ex. Bylot. for Remand, Ex. A.

This service of process is in compliance with the requirements for serviceretitmmts

outlined in Gen. Conn. Stat. 8§ &Bb. Althoughthe certified mailing was returned to sendbe

11



Connecticupresumes receipt of service when a filing is placed in the BEcikvarria,275
Conn.at418.

Theburdenshiftsto Sinomaxo presenevidenceo rebutthis presumptionld.

Sinomax does narguethat Mr. Beliveau did not receive of process under the
requirements outlined in Subsection C of the Connecticutdongstatute. Instea§jnomax
argueghatMr. BeliveaucannotproperlybeservedinderGen.Conn.Stat.8 52-59b(c)because
Connecticut does not have personal jurisdiction over Mr. Belivsesatequired by Subsectiga)
of the same statutReply in Opp’n to Mot. for Remarat6. Sinomaxlsoargues that Mr.
Beliveau is protected from the lomagm statute by the “fiduciary shield doctrinil’at 11.

Sinomax’s arguments regarding personal jurisdiction over Mr. Beliveau do n& cure
lack of unanimity becausgrfemoving[d]efendants may not assert [a lack of personal
jurisdiction] defensen behalfof [a] co-[d]efendantZhaoyinWangv. BetaPharma,Inc., C.A.
No. 3:14CV-01790 (VLB), 2015WL 5010713, at *12 (D. Conn. Aug. 24, 201B¢rsonal
jurisdiction ‘represents a restriction on judicial power not as a matter ofesgivigr, but as a
matter of individual liberty.”1d. (quotingins. Corp.of Ireland,Ltd. v. CompagnialesBauxites
deGuineeA456U.S.694,702(1982). “Itis therefore, ‘first of all an individual right,” which is
waivable.ld. (quoting Ins.Corp.oflreland,Ltd.,456 U.S.at703). “As a result, courts ifthe
Second[ircuit reject efforts by calefendants to assert the
defensenbehalfof otherdefendants Id.

The issue ofvhether a Connecticut state court has personal jurisdiction over Mr.
Beliveaumust beraisedby Mr. Beliveau SeeBedminster FinGrp., Ltd. v. Umami Sustainable
Seafood, IncC.A.No. 12CIV-5557 (JPO), 2013 WL 1234958, at *8 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 26, 2013)

(“[Blecause ‘defects concerning service of process are waivable’ by the servetlgradying
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defendants cannot complain about any alleged deficiencies about service o$ prones
consenting defendants, and removing defendants' objections to seipioeads on non
consenting defendants are not grounds for failing to securesrsenting defendants’ joinder in
the removal notice.”) (quotinip re Pharm. Indus. Average Wholesale Price Lidg1
F.Supp.2d 109, 122 (D. Mass. 2008)nd since Mr. Beliveau failed to consent to remokal,
nowmust raisghat defense, if he so desirbsfore theConnecticut 8perior CourtSee
Marquette Businc. v. America’s Kitchen, IncC.A. N0.3:09CV-1937-D, 2010 WL 1711767, at
*3 (N.D. Tex. 2010 (“[A] Ithough service may not be effective for purposes of obtaining
personamurisdiction over the defendant, it may be effective for purposes of tirngpgbe
consent requirement of the rule of unanimity.”)
Sinomaxnotesapossiblecure forthelack of unanimityin its reply to themotionfor

remand

Although . . . Beliveau has not been served, he has confirmed to

counsel for Sinomax, without entering an appearance and while

reserving fully all defenses and defensive arguats, including

without limitation with respect to defective or otherwise ineffective

service and with respect to lack personal jurisdiction, that he is

opposed to remand. Beliveau desires that this action proceed in this

Court, and if he had been propeskrved at the time of removal, he

would have at the time consented to or joined in removal.
Reply in Opp’n to Mot. for Remanat2 n. 1.Thesemnformal assertionfiowever madethrough
otherdefendants do not satisttye unanimityrule. Edelman 535 F. Supp. 2d at 292(fs
insufficient for a defendant who has not signed the removal petition to merelg #uvis

removing defendant that it consents to removal and that the removing defendarnresgmnte

such consentto the Court onbishalf.”)1

1At oralargument, Sinomax also argued thatrequiringiarigrwhere there is inadequate service burdens one co
defendantby demanding that they collaborate with anothéefemdantwho, through no fault of either defendant,

13



Becausef Mr. Beliveau’s faiureto consent to removal, this case must be remanded to

state court.
B. Motionto Dismiss

As this case must be remanded to state court, this Court no longer has jurisgidtion
Mr. Beliveau’s motion to dismiss is denied as moot.
V. CONCLUSON

FortheforegoingreasonsMs. Thorstenson’snotionfor remando statecourtis
GRANTED, andMr. Beliveau’smotionto dismissis DENIED asmoot

TheClerkof Courtis respectfullydirectedto remandhis caseto the SuperiorCourtfor
theJudicialDistrictof Stamford/NorwallkatStamfordandto closethiscase.

SO ORDERED atBridgeport,Connecticutthis 18th dayof September2020.

/s/Victor A. Bolden
VICTOR A. BOLDEN
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE

has not been properly apprisaithe lawsuit. Min. Entry, ECF No. 3lih this case, however, Mr. Beliveau is Chief
Operating Officer of Sinomax, wellaware of the lawsuit, and evies mn similar counselto defend him.

14



	RULING AND ORDER ON MOTION TO REMAND TO STATE COURT
	AND MOTION TO DISMISS

