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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

TRANSPORT LLC,
Plaintiff,
VS. 1:13-cv-00436-JMS-DKL

OXBRIDGE VENTURES INC., CAPITAL FUND-

ING OFAMERICA, INC. andKARIM RAJANI,
Defendants.

N N N N N N N N

ORDER TO FILE JOINT JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT

Defendants Oxbridge Ventures, Inc. (“Oxige”), Capital Funding of America, Inc.
(“Capital”), and Karim Rajani filed a Notice &@emoval on March 15, 2013. [Dkt. 1.] In the
Notice, Defendants state that this Court Harsity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332 be-
cause: (1) “[aJccording to information providbg Plaintiff's counsel...Platiff Transport, LLC
[(“Transport”)] has four members, and each mem$&etomiciled in either Indiana, Michigan or
Ohio,” [id. at 1-2, T 2]; (2) Oxbridge is “a corparat organized under the laws of British Co-
lumbia, Canada, with its principal plaoc&ébusiness in British Columbia,id.]; (3) Capital is an
lllinois corporation with its principal place of business in lllinoid,][ (4) Karim Rajani is a cit-
izen of British Columbia, Canadad]; and (5) “[a]ccording to the Complaint, [Transport] seeks
damages of at least $400,000, exiele®f interest and costs,id] at 2, | 3].

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
has a responsibilityo ensure that has jurisdictionHukic v. Aurora Loan Serys588 F.3d 420,

427 (7th Cir. 2009). The Court has diversity juigidn over certan controversies between citi-
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zens of a state and citizens of a foreign s28elJ.S.C. § 1332(a)(2)nd foreign corporations
are citizens of the foreign state ek they are incorporated ane floreign state where they have
their principal place of busines23 U.S.C. § 1332(c)(1). Howavdased on Defendants’ Notice
of Removal, the Court cannot determine whethean exercise diversitpurisdiction over this
case.

Specifically, the parties aremended that: (1) the citizenshgf an unincorporated asso-
ciation is “the citizenship oéll the limited partners, as well as of the general parthéart v.
Terminex Int’| 336 F.3d 541, 542 (7th Cir. 2003); (2) “ttiezenship of unincorporated associa-
tions must be traced through however manyriayd partners or members there may he,’at
543; and (3) asserting that all partners are citiz#ri’X” or that no parters are citizens of “X”
is insufficient,Peters v. Astrazeneca LP24 Fed. Appx. 503, 505 (7th Cir. 2007).

The Court ORDERS the parties to meet and confand conduct whatever investigation
necessary, to determine whether this Court hagsiiygurisdiction. If tre parties agree that di-
versity jurisdiction is proper, they dhéile a joint jurisdictional statement b&pril 5, 2013 set-
ting forth the parties’ citizenships and the amaantontroversy. Specifically, the parties shall
set forth the names and citizenships of eachrahsport’s members, traced through every layer
of membership or partnershipf the parties camot agree on their citizehips or the amount in
controversy, they are ordered to fdlempeting jurisdictional statements April 5, 2013 setting
forth their positions. The joint jurisdictional statement, or competing jurisdictional statement,

shall satisfy Plaintiff's oblig@ons under Local Rule 81-1.

Hon. Jane Magnus-Stinson, Judge

United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana

03/26/2013
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