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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

GARRETTBISHORP,

V.

)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
)
) Case No. 17-cv-1191-JTM-TJJ

AMERISAFE SERVICES, INC., and )
CHRISTOPHERCOLEMAN, )

Defendants. )
ORDER

This matter is before the Court on PIdirdiMotion to StrikeAnswer of Defendant
Amerisafe Services, Inc. (ECF No. 6). Plaintifbves the Court to ske Defendants’ Answer
insofar as it is filed on behalf of Defendant Aisafe Services Inc.(“Amerisafe”). He argues that
a corporation may only be represented in coudrwattorney at law, and because co-defendant
Christopher Coleman is not an attorney, he cannot answer on behalf of the corporate defendant.
No party has filed any opposition to the motion.

On August 22, 2017, Defendant Coleman, proceegiiage filed his Answer (ECF No.
5) in response to Plaintif Complaint purportedly on behaif himself and on behalf of
corporate Defendant Amerisafe. In the Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Coleman is
the Chief Operating Officer of Defendant Amerisafe.

Appearances by parties in fedetalrts are governed by 28 U.S.C§A1654, which
provides that “the parties mgyead and conduct their own cagessonallyor by counsel as, by

the rules of such courts, respectively, peemitted to manage and conduct causes thefein.”

128 U.S.C. § 1654 (emphasis added).
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Under District of Kansas Local Rule 83.5.1(c)lyoattorneys admitted to practice before this
court or duly admitted pro hac vice may appegsractice in this court. It further provides:
“Nothing in these rules prohibits amydividual from appearing personally on his or log&m
behalf”?

With respect to corporate p@d, the Supreme Court, Rowland v. California Mes
Colony® has noted that “save in a few aberrant cakespwer courts have uniformly held that
28 U.S.C§ 1654, providing that ‘parties may plead ahduct their own cases personally or by
counsel,” does not allow corpdi@ns, partnerships, or assoamats to appear in federal court
otherwise than through a licensed attorhd@ye Court thus reaffirmetthat “a corporation may
appear in the federal counsly through licensed counsél.Furthermore, any person who is not
a licensed attorney and attempts to represenhanperson or entity ioourt is engaging in the
unauthorized practice of lawThus, the law is clear that corporate Defendant Amerisafe must
be represented by licensed counsepear before this Court.

Because Defendant Coleman is not an attolisepsed to practice before this Court, he
cannot represent corporate Defendant Amerisafdibg an answer on its behalf in this case.
Defendant Amerisafe may appear in the fedevarts only through licensed counsel, who has
entered an appearance on its behalf.

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED BY THE COURT that Plaintiff’'s Motion to Strike

?D. Kan. Rule 83.5.1(c) (emphasis added).
®Rowland v. California Men’s Colony, Unit Il Men's Advisory Courslé U.S. 194, 202 (1993).
“1d.

°See State ex rel. Stephan v. Williag¥6 Kan. 681, 691-92, 793 P.2d 234, 241-42 (1990).
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Answerof Defendait AmerisafeServices, mc. (ECF No 6) is grangd. The recad shall reféct
that theAnswer (EE No. 5) filed by Defemlant Colenan pro seis stricken, butonly to the
extent itis filed on kehalf of Defendant Anerisafe.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED thatDefendantAmerisafe idhereby grated an extesion

of time,up to and iluding September 29, 2017, to file its answer otherwiserespond to

Plaintiff s Complain. Any suchanswer or esponsive mading musbe filed byan attorneyho
is licengd to practie before ths Court andvho has ermred an apgarance on éhalf of
Defendat Amerisat in this cas. Failure toanswer mg result in atry of defaut judgment
againstDefendant Anerisafe.

A copy of ths Order shihbe mailedo Defendat Amerisat at the addsss listed irthe
Complant.

ITIS SO OMERED.

Dated in Kasas City, Kansas on thiSth day ofSeptember2017.

V4
Teresa Jyames
U. S. Magstrate Judg




