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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE

LAUREN B. LLOYD,
Plaintiff,

V. No.: 3:12-CV-566-TAV-HBG

MIDLAND FUNDING, LLC,

MIDLAND CREDIT MANAGEMENT, INC.,

and ENCORE CAPITA GROUP, INC., )
)

Defendants. )

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

MEMORANDUM OPINION

This matter is before the Court on dedants’ Motion for Leave to Deposit Funds
and for Entry of Judgment or Dismissal ofseégDoc. 87] and oplaintiff's Motion to
Remand [Doc. 88]. The parties responded e&plied to each motion [Docs. 89-92].
Because the motion to remand is based upabject matter jurisdiction, the Court
addresses it first. For the reasons thlowg the Court will grant plaintiff’'s motion and
deny as moot defendants’ motion.

l. Background

Plaintiff commenced thisaction in the CircuitCourt for Blount County,
Tennessee, on September 27, 2012 [Dot. dp. 2-16]. She assed the following
claims: breach of contract, monon law fraud, defamationbase of process, violations
of the Fair Debt Co#iction Practices Act (“FDCPA”), anviolations of the Fair Credit
Reporting Act (“FCRA") [d. at 7-14]. Defendants timely removed the action to this

Court on the basis of federal question andpsemental jurisdictio [Doc. 1]. In the
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Court’s July 14, 2015, Memorandum Ogini and Order, the Court granted summary
judgment in defendants’ favor as to allgé&intiff's claims under the FCRA, Tennessee
state law, and for punitive dages, and plaintiff's claims agnst defendants Encore and
Midland Credit Management, Inc. under tRBCPA [Docs. 62, 63]. In the Court’s
January 7, 2015, Memorandum Opinion &rder, the Court granted summary judgment
in favor of defendant Midland Funding @s the remaining FDCPA claim against
Midland Funding and directed the Clerk@durt to close the case [Docs. 77, 78].

On February 5, 2015, plaintiff timely apged to the Court of the Appeals for the
Sixth Circuit [Doc. 79]. The Sixth Circuiteversed this Coud’ grant of summary
judgment in favor of dendants as to plaintiff's breadf contract claim but affirmed in
all other respects [Doc. 83]. o@sequently, the only claim befotteis Court is plaintiff's
state-law breach of contract claim.
[I.  Analysis

Plaintiff moves this Court for an ordemnanding this case tte Circuit Court for
Blount County. As grounds, plaintiff submitsat there are no longer any federal claims
before the Court, and in such cases, federal courts typidatyine to exercise
supplemental jurisdictionver state-law claims.

Because the basis for subject matterspligtion is determined at the time of
removal, dismissing federal claims does nattag/ the basis for federal subject matter
jurisdiction. See Long v. Bando Mfg. of Am., |01 F.3d 754, 758 (6th Cir.

2000) (holding that the district court was wotested of subject matter jurisdiction upon



the dismissal of the plaintiff$ederal claims). But if, as here, the Court “has dismissed
all claims over which it has otigal jurisdiction[,]” then 28U.S.C. 8§ 1367(c)(3) allows
the Court to decline to exa@se supplemental jurisdicin over the remaining state-law
claims.

A district court is empowered with “broaliiscretion to decideshether to exercise
jurisdiction over state law claims.Smith v. Erie Cty. Sheriff's Dep®03 F. App’x 414,
424 (6th Cir. 2015). In determining whetherretain jurisdiction over state-law claims,
courts “balance the values jidicial economy, convenience tbe parties, fairness, and
comity to state courts.”Packard v. Farmers Ins. Co. of Columbus, |23 F. App’x
580, 584 (6th Cir. 2011).

“Comity to state courts is consideresgubstantial interestdnd the Sixth Circuit
“applies a strong presumption against thereise of supplemental jurisdiction once
federal claims have been dismissedld. Generally, “when all federal claims are
dismissed before trial, the balance of coasaions will usually pait to dismissing the
state law claims, or remanding themstate court if the action was removedd. In
fact, “the usual course is for the distrmburt to dismiss the state-law claims without
prejudice if all federal claims adisposed of on summary judgmentBrandenburg v.
Hous. Auth. of Irving253 F.3d 891, 900 (6th Cir. 2001)

Here, while defendants acknowledge tlla¢ dismissal of all federal claims
typically warrants a remand to state court, taeyue that the values of judicial economy,

convenience to the parties,irfeess, and comity to statewrts weigh in favor of this



Court retaining supplemental risdiction over plaintiff's breeh of contract claim.
Defendants submit that the following circumstes present in this case favor the Court
retaining jurisdiction over the state-law chai(1) plaintiff's complaint was filed over
three years ago; (2) the parties have comgldiecovery; (3) thereave been over ninety
entries on the docket; and (4) dispositive motioawge been filed, ruled on, and appealed
to the Sixth Circuit.

When a court rules on a motion for sunmynpudgment, it is commonplace for the
case to have been in litigation for mangays, for the parties to have completed
discovery, and for the case to be on the evaaif tDespite the presence of those factors,
this Court has regularly declined to exsecisupplemental jurisdiction over state-law
claims at that stage in litigatiorSee, e.gWard v. Knox Cty. Bd. of EdudNo. 3:11-CV-
438, 2014 WL 3368510, at *1E.D. Tenn. July9, 2014);Hines v. Town of Vonor®12
F. Supp. 2d 628, 655 (E.D. Tenn. 201Enderson v. Reyd&lo. 3:03CV703, 2005 WL
1397030, at *7 (E.D. Tenn. 2005 Furthermore, the Sixth Circuit has routinely upheld
such determinations and has stated thamgising state-law claims when all federal
claims are disposed of on summaguggment is “the usual course Brandenburg 253
F.3d at 900;see, e.g.Smith 603 F. App’x at 424Edgar v. City of Collierville 160 F.
App’x 440, 443 (6th Cir. 2005)/alot v. Se. Sch. Dist. Bd. of Edut07 F.3d 1220, 1230
(6th Cir. 1997);see also Packard423 F. App’x at 584 (uphding a district court’s
decision to remand a case when it had be&wlipg for over three years, discovery was

complete, and it was dhe eve of trial).



In support of their oppositioto remand, defendants alsoimiao the fact that this
Court has already adjudicatgufaintiff’'s breach of contract claim previously, and is
therefore most familiar with the issues presdrtherein. The Coupreviously dismissed
the claim finding that it was preempted by fhair Credit Repomig Act [Doc. 62 pp. 25—
26]. The Court, however, did natldress any factual allegations related to the claim and
its entire analysis of thelaim focused on preemptiofd[]. In light of the Sixth Circuit’s
decision in this matter, thegemption analysis will not factamto the case going forward
[SeeDoc. 83]. Furthermore, Plaintiff submithat the parties have addressed few
specifics of plaintiff's breach afontract claim beyond what contained in the complaint
and answer [Doc. 92 p. 2]. In light of tlkeefacts, defendants overstate the extent to
which concerns regarding judicial econonognvenience to the parties, and fairness
would be affected by ameand to state courtSee Packard423 F. App’x at 584 (finding
remand appropriate when the parties’ previbtgfing focused primarily on issues of
preemption and federal defenses).

Defendants argue that their pendingtido for Leave to Dposit Funds and for
Entry of Judgment or Dismissal of CaseofD 87] lends further support to this Court
retaining jurisdiction. Defendants contetitat should the Cotirgrant the motion,
plaintiff's motion to remand and her breachcohtract claim wouldbe moot. However,
because the motion to remand is based upabject matter jurisdiction, the Court

addresses it first. The Court declines tdrads the merits of defendant’s motion before



determining whether it will exercise supplerta@nurisdiction over plaintiff's breach of
contract claim.

Despite the principle that district courts generally should decline to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over state-laslaims when no fedal claims remain,
defendants argue that this eggesents an outlier—one of the rare cases where remand is
not appropriate. The Court finds, howeveteabalancing values of “judicial economy,
convenience to the parties,irfeess, and comity to stateourts,” that there are no
circumstances present in this case to cwee the “strong presnption against the
exercise of supplemental jurisdiction.ld. The Court, thereforejeclines to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction ov@iaintiff's remaining state-lawreach of contract claim.

1. Conclusion

For the reasons set forth herein, the Court GRANT plaintiffs’ Motion to
Remand [Doc. 88] anREMAND this action to the CirguCourt for Blount County,
Tennessee. Defendants’ Motion for LeaveD&posit Funds and fdéntry of Judgment
or Dismissal of CasgDoc. 87] will beDENIED as moot. The Clerk of Court will be
DIRECTED to CLOSE this case.

ORDERACCORDINGLY.

4 Thomas A. Varlan
CHIEFUNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




