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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

CINCINNATI INSURANCECOMPANY,
Plaintiff,
VS. 1:13-cv-00271-JMS-DKL
WiLLIAM GORDONGROUP, LLC, JOSEPH

LOUGHREY, andDEBORAH LOUGHREY,
Defendants.

N N N N N N N N

ORDER

On February 15, 2013, PlaifitiCincinnati Insurance Congmy (“Cincinnati”) filed a
Complaint which included several jurisdictionakgtliing deficiencies. [R. 1.] On February
19, 2013, the Court ordered Cincitirta file an Amaxded Complaint addresg those deficien-
cies. [Dkt. 6.] While Cincinntds Amended Complaint addresssome of those deficiencies,
others remain.

Cincinnati alleges in the Amended Cdaipt that “Defendant, William Gordon Group,
LLC ["WGG"]...is an Indiana Limited LiabilityCompany. To the bekhowledge of the Plain-
tiff, individuals who owned any interest [JWGG] are George P. Sweet, Thom Huston, William
Brosius, Jane Sweet, and Brenda Huston, all of wam@believed to be citizens of Indiana. In
addition to the foregoing individuals, Brenwi€evelopment Company, Inc. may have owned
an interest in [WGG]. Brenwick Developmentr@pany, Inc. is incorporated in the State of In-
diana and has its principal place of besiin Indiana.” [Dkt. 7 at 1, { 1.]

The Court must independently determineetiier proper diversity among the parties ex-
ists. Thomas v. Guardsmark, LL.@87 F.3d 531, 533 (7th Cir. 2007T.he Court is not being
hyper-technical: Counsel has aofassional obligation to analgzsubject matter jurisdiction,

Heinen v. Northrop Grumman Cor®71 F.3d 669 (7th Cir. 2012), and a federal court always
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has a responsibilityo ensure that has jurisdictionHukic v. Aurora Loan Servs88 F.3d 420,
427 (7th Cir. 2009). Based on Cincinnati’'s &mded Complaint, the Court cannot determine
whether it can exercise diversjtyrisdiction over this case.

Specifically, Cincinnati is reminded that: (fLiyisdictional allegations must be made on
personal knowledge, not on information and bet@finvoke the subject matter jurisdiction of a
federal courtAmerica’s Best Inns, Inc. v. Best Inns of Abilene,,l9B0 F.2d 1072, 1074 (7th
Cir. 1992); (2) the citizenship @&n unincorporated associationtiee citizenship of all of the
membersHart v. Terminex Int)l 336 F.3d 541, 542 (7th Cir. 20083) “the citizenship of unin-
corporated associations must be traced thrdugwever many layers of partners or members
there may be,Id. at 543; and (4) asserting that all members are citizens of “X” or that no mem-
bers are citizens of “X” is insufficienBeters v. Astrazeneca LRP24 Fed. Appx. 503, 505 (7th
Cir. 2007).

The Court STRIKES the Amended Complaint, [dkt. 7], a@RDERS Cincinnati to file
a Second Amended Complaint no later thaar ch 20, 2013, that properly pleads the citizenship
of each party and does not do so based upon iatmand belief. Defendants should not re-
spond to the previously filed Amended Complajdkt. 7], but insteadhould wait until a Sec-

ond Amended Complaint is filed.

03/04/2013

Hon. Jane Magnus-Stinson, Judge

United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana
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