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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERN DIVISION

MAHRES DRIVER
Plaintiff,
V. No. 4:18CV-268CAS
REAL TIME SOLUTIONS, INC.; STATE
COLLECTIONS SERVICE INC.;

EXPERIAN INFORMATION SOLUTIONS
INC., and TRANS UNION, LLC,

N N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendans.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER OF REMAND

This matter is before the Court dbefendantState Collection Service, Incg“State
Collection”) Motion to Remand this cage the Circuit Courof St. Louis County, Missouri,
Associate Circuit Divisiof For the reasons that follow, the Court will grant State Collection’s
Motion to Remand.

l. Background

Plaintiff Mahres Driverfiled suit in the Circit Court of St. LouisCounty, Missouri
Associate Circuit Division This is an action for statutory damagesdibegedviolations of the
Fair Debt Collections Practices Act, 15 U.S.C. 88 1@98eq, andof the Fair Credit Reporting
Act, 15 U.S.C.88 1681 et seq. Defendant Experian Informian Solutions, Inc. (“Experian”)
removed this action to this Court pursuant to 28 U.S81441and 1446(a) State Collection

did not consento Experian’s removal and filed the present Motion to Remand. Experian filed a

! This Defendant was namén the Petition asState Collections Servicénc” The Qurt will refer to this
Defendant by the name it uses in the Motion to Remand

2 The Court notes thatthough Defendant State CollectisrMotion to Remand correctly states that this
case was removed from the Tweiitiyst Judicial Circuit Court, Associate Circuit Division, State of Missdsiti (
Louis County, Mot. 11, it asks that the case be remanttethe” Twenty-Second Judicial Circuit, St. Charles
County Circuit Court, Associate Circuit DivisiGnThe Court will construe this request as a drafting error.
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response to State Collection’s Motiam Remand statg that it has no obgtion to remanding
the case totatecourt.

. Discussion

This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over cases removedshais court to the extent
that this Court could have had original jurisdiction over the actigae28 U.S.C.§ 1441a)
(2012). Federal question jurisdiction exists if the plaintiff's action “arg&ler” the laws of the
United States.See28 U.S.C. § 1331 (2012). Removal is authorized by 28 U.S.C. § 1441 and
governed by28 U.S.C.§ 1446. Where there aranultiple defendants, alinust consent to

removal within thirty days after being served with thiéal pleading. Couzens v. Donohue, 854

F.3d 508 51314 (8th Cir. 2017)28 U.S.C.8 1444b)(2)(A). After removal, a nofilemoving

party may file a motion to remand the case “on the basis of any defecth@hdack of subject
matter jurisdiction ... within 30 days after the filing of the notice of removal unds#iose
1446(a).” See28 U.S.C. § 14472012) “[T]he failure of one defendant to conseenders the

removal defective.”Pritchet v. Cottrell, Inc, 512 F.3d 1057, 1062 (8th Cir. 2008).

Here, State Collection hdsnely objectedand does not consent to removal to this Court,
rendering the removal defectivmder 28 U.S.C. § 1446)(2)(A). Because all Defendants did
not joinin the Notice of Removadr consehto remove this casenda timely motion to remand

was filed,the Court must remand the case to State Court.



Accordingly,
IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that State Collection’s Motion to RemanddRANTED.
[Doc. 11].

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that this case IREMANDED to the Circuit Courbf St.

Ot f Sowr—

Louis County, Missouri.

CHARLESA. SHAW
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE

Dated his 6" day of April, 2018.



