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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

PAMELA MCBRIDE,
Plaintiff,
VS. 1:17-cv-01156IJMS-TAB
C&J CLARK AMERICA, INC., C&J CLARK
MANUFACTURING, INC., C&JCLARK RETAIL,
INC., AND C&J CLARK INTERNATIONAL L IM-

ITED,
Defendants.

N N N N N N N N N N

ORDER
On April 19, 2017, in response to the Cosipril 13, 2017 Order, Defendar@&J Clark

America, Inc., C&J Clark Manufacturing, Inc., and C&J Clark Retac. (the “Removing De-

fendant®) filed an Amended Notice of Removal alleging that the Court has diveusisgliction
over this matter. Hiling No. 9] The same daythe Renoving Defendantdiled an Answer to
Plaintiff s Complaint. [Filing No. 1Q] The Answer contradicts information provided in the
Amended Notice of Removal, which requiresridieation before this matter can proceed.
Specifcally, the Removindefendants state in the Amended Notice of Removal et
fendant C&J Clark International Limited is a foreign company. Cé&rk International Limited
was organized under the lawstbé United Kingdom and has a principal place of business in the
United Kingdom. A'Limited company in the United Kingdom is akin to a corporation in the

United States, and thus C&J Clark International Limited @stizen of the United Kingdorh.

[Filing No. 9 at 23.] In their Answer, howevethe Removing Defendantstate that theylack
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truthPdiintiff' s allegatiorthat

C&J Clark Intermtional Limited is*a foreign company organized under the laws of the United
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Kingdom....” [Filing No. 92 at 13 Filing No. 10 at 1] This inconsistencyeaves the Court

unable to determine whethiéhas diversity jurisdiction over this matter

The Court is not being hypeéechnical: Counsel has a professional obligation to analyze
subjectmatter jurisdiction,Heinen v. Northrop Grumman Corp., 671 F.3d 669, 670 (7th Cir.
2012) and a federal court always hasesponsibility to ensure that it has jurisdictibtykic v.
Aurora Loan Servs,, 588 F.3d 420, 427 (7th Cir. 2009)he Court must know the details of the
underlying jurisdictional allegations because parties canmdécprisdiction on the Court simply
by stipulating that iexists. See Evergreen Square of Cudahy v. Wisconsin Housing and Economic
Development Authority, 776 F.3d 463, 465 (7th Cir. 2016)he parties’ united front is irrelevant
since the parties cannot confer subjeettter jurisdiction by agreement...and federal courts are
obligated to inquire into the existenagjurisdictionsua sponte”).

Accordingly, in order for the Court to determine whether it has diygtsisdiction over
this matterthe Removind@efendantereORDERED to file a Report byApril 28, 2017 explain-
ing the inconsistency between the Amended Notice of Removal and the Answéle an
Amended Answeby that same dateorrecting the inconsistenédyThe Removing Defendants

need not seeleave of Court before filing aAmended Answer As the Court has previously

1 The Court notes that the Removing Defendants also deny allegatganding the location of
their “headquadrs and the‘residency of Plaintiff. Plaintiff originally filed her Complaint in
State Court, so her allegations did not address whether thisl@syttrisdiction over her claims.
For example, she alleges Heesidency rather than hétcitizenship; and the RmovingDefend-
ants “ headquartetsrather than theifprincipal placs of business— thelatter of which is needed
in both instanceto invoke this Couts diversity jurisdiction. Accordingly, the Removing De-
fendants denial of State Court allegations that do moplicatethe diversity jurisdiction analysis
is of no moment. The Removingeiendantsanswer to allegations regardi€&J Clark Interna-
tional Limited is relevant to the Coustjurisdictioral analysis, howevebecause it directly con-
tradicts statements made in the Amended Notice of Removal.
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cautioned, to the extestatements in pleadings reflect anything other than total agreememt-rega
ing any jurisdictional allegations, the Couitlwequire the parties to clarify those inconsistencies

before the litigation moves forward.

Date: April 21,2017 OW%W ’m

(Hon. Jane M]agémz-Stinson, Chief Judge
'United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana
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