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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

ROBERT FERRANTE, et al., : CIVIL ACTION NO. 16-3496 (MLC)
' OPINION
Plaintiffs,
V.

COUNTY OF MONMOUTH, et al.,

Defendants.

THE PLAINTIFFS brought this action in the Superior Court of New Jersey,
Monmouth County, alleging federal and stzdases of action agairibe State of New
Jersey and the New Jerseythtovehicle Commission (“Stateefendants”), the County of
Monmouth and the Monmouth County R¥ostor’'s Office (“Monmouth County
Defendants”), the Manasquan Board of Edocednd Manasquan High School (“Manasquan
Defendants”), and The Patch,@mine news website. (DKt-1.) The action was removed
to this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331. (Dkt. 1.)

THE COURT has dismissed the sole federal cause of action against the
Mansquan County Defendants (dkt. 23); kh@nmouth County Defendants (dkt. 31), and
the State Defendants (dkt. 24) with prejudimefailing to state a claim upon which relief
can be granted. The Court has disndsséhout prejudice the Complaint against
Defendant The Patch because s failed to seve The Patch withiminety days of
filing the Complaint as required by Federal RofeCivil Procedure 4(m). (Dkt. 29.) No

guestions of federal law remain in this matter.
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THE COURT ordered the parties to show catsexplain whether if all federal
claims were dismissed, why the Courtdshd not decline to exercise supplemental
jurisdiction over the remaining state law ofai and should not meand the matter to the
Superior Court of New Jersey, Monmo@bunty.” (Dkt. 21; dkt. 22 at 10-11.)

THE PLAINTIFFS have not responded the Court’s Order to Show Cause and
have not voiced any objecti to such a remand. TMonmouth County Defendants
(dkt. 26) and the State Defendants (dkt. 27) asked the Court to not remand the matter.
The Manasquan Defendants (dkb) did not oppose the G exercising discretion and
remanding the matter.

THE COURT has previously expressed concérat the remaining causes of
action all rise under state law. (Dkt. 22 at 931A district court may decline to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction und28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3) when the court no longer has

original jurisdiction over the ntger and only state law claimmemain. _Byrd v. Shannon,

715 F.3d 117, 128 (3d Ci2013); Hudson United Bank zitenda Mortg. Corp., 142

F.3d 151, 158 (3d Cir. 1998).

THE COURT intends to invoke its discretionaaythority and decline to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction ovéine state law causes of iact because no federal claim
remains for this Court to rels®. The state law claims, particularly the theories of

negligence, are best left to the expert$ the Superior Court of New Jersey.



THE COURT will remand all remainig state law claims tthe Superior Court of

New Jersey, Monmouth Count$ee Carlsbad Teclinc. v. HIF Bio, Inc., 556 U.S. 635

(2009);_Carnegie-Mellon Univ. ¥ohill, 484 U.S. 343 (1988).

For good cause appearingg t@ourt will enter an apprapte Order and Judgment.

s/ Mary L. Cooper
MARY L. COOPER
Lhited States District Judge

Dated: November 21, 2016



