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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

JOSEPH JOHNSON *
*
*
V. * Civil No. — JFM-13-130
*
AMALGAMATED TRANSIT UNION *
LOCAL 1300, et al. *
*kkkkk
MEMORANDUM

Plaintiff originally instituted this aain in the Circuit Court for Baltimore City.
Defendants removed the action. Plaintiff ilesl a motion for remand. The motion will be
granted

Plaintiff has asserted only state law claimbismcomplaint. It may well be that these
claims are entirely without merit, particularlylight of the fact thathe Maryland Commission
on Civil Rights disclaims having received any adiistrative complaint filed by plaintiff. That,
however, is a matter for the state court to decide.

Defendants argue that a federal claim seasly is being pursued because, if no
administrative complaint was filed with tiaryland Commission on Civil Rights, the only
possible claim that plaintiffauld have would be a federal onAs stated above, however,
plaintiffs disavow any federal@im, and resolution of the quemsti of whether such a claim is
implicitly pled by virtue of the non-filing o claim with the Maryland Commission on Civil

Rights would involve this cotiin analysis that is fathe state court to make.

! Also pending is a motion for summary judgment filed by defendants. In light of thedatam remanding this
action to the Circuit Court for Baltimore City, that motion should be decided in that court.
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Plaintiff seeks attorneys’ fees from defendants. Howeveglm dif the fact that plaintiff
has contributed to the problems that it facethis litigation, that motion will be denied.

A separate order of remargdbeing entered herewith.

Date: August 8, 2013 _Isl
J Frederick Motz
UnitedStatedDistrict Judge

2| note that it appears rather clear that at least otteeafefendants, David A. McClure, is entitled to dismissal
because plaintiff apparently does Bwtn allege that he filed an administrative complaint against McClure.



