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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

AMOSN. JONES,

Plaintiff,

CaseNo. 18<v-321 CRO
V.

Case No. 18nc-100 (CRC)
CAMPBELL UNIVERSITY, et al.,

Defendans.

OPINION AND ORDER

Plaintiff Amos Jones is a former professor at Campbell Uniygsilorman Adrian
Wiggins School of Lawn Raleigh, North Carolina. IBecembef017, Jonegnow a citzen of
the District of Columbiajiled suit in the District of Columbi&uperior Court against Campbell
andfive of its employeegall citizens of North Carolinadlleging violations of federal
antidiscrimination statutesnd raising tort claims undér.C. law. He alsdbroughttwo
commonlaw tort claims againsthe Catholic University of Americdocated inthe District of
Columbia.

After removing the case to federal cotine Campbell defendants in M&r2018moved
to dsmiss Jones’tenclaims against them, contending that this Court lacked personal
jurisdiction over them. They explained that none of the Campbekhdifts hadufficient
contacts with the District of Columb{and thughe Court lacked general persdmarisdiction)
and that all of the allegedly wrongful acts occurred in North Car@ind thughe Court lacked
specific personal jurisdiction)Defs.” Memo. Supp. Mot. Dismiss, ECF No. 11,-at3.

Rather than opposing the defendants’ motimmediled anamended complaint
containing som@ew jurisdictional allegatioa New in the sense that they werd in the

original complaint, and new in the sense that they were nov&y the leastThe complaint
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stated thatlefendant JRichard Leonard-Campbell Law School's dearhad beera federal
magistrate and bankruptcy judge the U.S. District Court for tHeastern District oNorth
Carolinafor 32 years And, according to Jones, Leonafcegularly recruits and/or offers North
Carolina’s federalydges paid teaching jobs at the Law School, frequently fratenvideshese
co-workers and colleagues, and is otherwise deeply and personallytetieireand cooperative
with the jurists serving in the federal courthouses throughouhNzatolina” Am. Compl. § 24.
Thus, n Jones’s viewall federal district judges ithe Eastern District dflorth Carolina—where
venue would otherwise be propeare biase@gainstor financially interested in his claims
against the Campbell defendants, suchttiey @annotimpartially adjudicatehe cae

The Campbell defendants again moved to dismiss for lapkrgbnal jurisdiction.The
same daytheir counsesent Jones’s counsel a-called “safeharbor letterpursuant to Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 11(c)J2 Defs.” Mot. Sanctions Ex. AThe letter statethat the
amended complaint'assertion of personal jurisdicti@ver the Campbell defendants was not
supported by existing law, and that it contained no nonfrivolous arguoreextending existing
law or establishing new law so as to support jurisdictignat 2. As such, they declared their
intention to seek sationsfor a violation of Rule 11(bif Jones did not dismighe claims
against Campbeithised in his amended complawmithin 21 days Id. at 1. That deadline
passed, Jones maintained his claims,@nt¥lay 31, 2018he defendants filed a motion for
Rule 11sanctions.

The Courtproceeded to gratilhe Campbell defendants’ motitm dismisslones’s ten
claims against themit explained that the amended complaint did not identify any mefahing
connection between the Campbell defendants ar allegedy wrongful actions and the District

of Columbia, as would be required to establish personal jurisdiatider the Due Process



Clause of the Fifth AmendmengeeBurger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 474

(1985); D.C. Code 88 1822, -423(a)(3)) (long-arm jurisdictional statute)The Court found
thatJones’'salternativetheory—"that bias in anothdederal districttourtsupportgurisdiction in
this oné—was*“completely unfoundetl Mem. Op., ECF No. 36, at 3As the Court explained:

Even if all judges in theEastern District of North Carolinaere subject to

mandatory disqualificationnder 28 U.S.C. § 455 or the Due Process Cléaise

dubious proposition)and even ifit were proper forthis Courtto make that
determinationas tojudges onanother district court (let alores to tlat judicial
district as a wholg there is no authoritywhatsoeversuggestingthat their
disqualification would somehow give this Cothre power tohear claims against
defendants ovawhich it lacks personalirisdiction

Id. at 3-4.

While recognizinghat it could transfer the case to a proper fofumthe interesof
justice” pursuant t@28 U.S.C. 81404a),the Courtdeclined to do sold. at 4. Joneshad
nominallysuggested transfer to théestern District of North Carolindut had raiseino
meaningful argument for why transfewas appropriate, and ti@urtfound transfer
particularly unwarranted because Jones’s claims against Campbebvieaslydid not belong
here in the first place.ld. The Court therefore dismissed Jones’s claims against the Campbell
defendants and remanded Bi< -law claim against Catholic to the District of Columbia
Superior Court. The Court reserved on the question whether Joassésted jurisdictional
hook” with respect to Campbell “was so spurious that it warrants sanctighat 4 n.3.

Jones recently moved for reconsideration of the Court’s disnpassdiant td-ederal
Rule of Civil Procedureés9(e) He contendghat theCourt’s finding that it lacked psonal
jurisdiction over the Campbell defendants was erroneous. In ksthie venue provisions of

Title VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1964-under which he sued the Campbell defendants

supported personal jurisdiction over the Campbell defendatiteDistrict of Columbia



because part of “the unlawful employment practice” was committed inigiecDand Jones
“would have worked” in the District “but for the alleged unlawful eoyphent practice.” Pl.’s
Mot. Reconsideration at-86 (quoting 42 U.S.C. 8000e5(f)). Second, Jones contends that even
if the Court did lack jurisdictiont should have transferredther than dismissdus claims
against the Campbell defendantatmid “manifest injusticé Fed. R. Civ. P. 59(e}namely,
the expiration of the statute of limitations on his Title VII claims
The Court held a hearing @ampbell’'spending motion for sanctions addnes’s
motion for reconsideration. It finds that sanctions are warranteevibbuévise itsprevious
orderso ado transfer Jones’s claims agaitts Campbell defendants the U.S. District Court
for the Eastern District of North Carolina.
1. Sanctions. Rule 11 “imposes a duty on attorneys to certify that they have conducted a
reasonable inquiry arftave determined that any papers filed with the court aregnalinded in

fact, legally tenable, and not interposed for any improper purp@3eoter & Gell v. Hartmarx

Corp, 496 U.S. 384, 393 (1990).

As relevant herghe Rule’s texprovides that ‘P]y presenting to the court a pleading,
written motion, or other papéran attorney Eertifies that to the best of tipersons knowledge,
information, and belief, formed after an inquiry reasonableutite circumstances .the
claims, defenses, amther legal contentions are warranted by existing law or by a nowfuisol
argument for extending, modifying, or reversing existing lawooestablishing new law Fed.
R. Civ. P. 11(b)(2). Rule 11(c) permits a court to impos@etarysanctionn atbrneysfor
their violations of Rule 11(lfR). Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(c)(1), (5)(A).A sanction. . . must be
limited to what suffices to deter repetition of the conduct or coafyp@aiconduct by others

similarly situated. Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(c)(4)Partiesmay move for sanctiortsut must first give



the opposing party 21 days to withdréwerelevantfiling, Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(c)(2), as the
Campbell defendants did here.

This Courtis loath toimpose sanctions under Rule 11 and does notreakeess to do so
lightly. But it finds thasome monetary sanction herevarranted As this Court’s
memorandum opinion made cleag attorneywho engaged in geasonable inquirinto current
law could argue, in good faitthat a district judgsitting in the Distri¢ of Columbiamay
declarethatanentirebenchof judges oranotherdistrict court are subject to mandatory recusal.
Nor is there anyeasonablevay to construe existing law to allow an exercise of personal
jurisdiction ove defendants based only on asexsionof biasamong judges ianother forum
Jones’s amended complaint asked this Couattept not just one of thoskeas but both. And
to the extent that Jones’s counsel was genuinely arguing to change ticeelither effect, that
argument mudgbe deemed frivolous.

This wasnot a throwaway, alternative argument in support of personsdijction.
Rather, it wagones’gprimaryassertedbasisfor personal jurisdiction-a basisadded specifically
in Jones’samended complairgnd the solgroundfor jurisdictiondefended in the opposition to
the defendants’ motion to dismigs amended complairit Jones’s counsghentripled down
onthis theoryin his opposition to Campbell’'s motion for sanctiofifie decision to continue
pressing this frivolouassertion of jurisdictioexceeds the bounds of creatagvocacyand

some monetary sanctiasinecessaryo deter this sort of behavior in the future.

! To the extent thalonespreviously argued that Title VII's provisions @enue could confer

personal jurisdiction, that argument is similarly unreasonable. The difference between the two
concepts is often lost on firgear law students, but licensed attorneys are expected to understand
that a statute designating the proper venue for a claim cannot oveeri@erthtitution’s

requirement that a defendant have minimum contacts with any thwatrexerts power over him.
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Courtstypically calibrate sanctions using the attorridgesopposing counsel incurred to
litigate the sanctionable argument or pleadinbis litigation has been protracted enough,
however, and the Court declines to requm@eby way of affidavits substantiating the
Campbell defendants’ attorneys’ fea&/hile recognizing that this sum is unlikely to fully
compensate the Campbell defendants, the Court finda thanetary sanction of $2,560
sufficient to deter similar behavior in the future

2. Reconsideration. The Court agrees with Jones, howevieat it should amend its
order so as to transfére claims against the Campbell defendants rather than dismiss them
outright While the Court was natquiredto transfer these claims, courts do generally transfer

claims whose statutes of limitations haxgpired. SeeGoldlawr, Inc. v. Heiman369 U.S. 463,

466-67 (1962).That is true of Jones’s Title VII claims here. Again, these clamsild not
have been brought in the District of Columbia, and Jdneselfa law professor, probably
should hav&known as much. But, given the imposition of monetary sanctamsely barring
him from seeking relief under a federal civil rigktatutels tooharsha sanctiorfor whatever
role he played in pressing tbefoundedurisdictional arguments.

For the easons explained by the Campbell defendants in their motion tsslidra
amended complaint (ECF No. 18), the Court agrees that transfdd sleomade to the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina.

It is thereforeORDERED that:

1. The Campbell defendants’ motion for sanctiol®+hc-100,ECF No.2) is
GRANTED. Plaintiff's counsel shall pay $2,500tiee Campbell defendantsrthwith, as

instructed by themgs a sanctiofor his jurisdictional arguments.



2. The Court’s ordegrarting Defendants’ motion to dismis$§-cv-321,ECFNo. 35) is
AMENDED as follows:The portion of the Court’s order dismissing Counts One through Ten
and Count Twelve of Plaintiff's amended complaingtiscken Counts One through Ten and
Count Twelve of Plaintifs amended complaint anesteadTRANSFERRED to the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina.

SO ORDERED.

%Zﬁ/f&p L. g/%__

CHRISTOPHER R. COOPER
United States District Judge

Date: Septembed, 2018




