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Problem Set # 9

 Supplemental Jurisdiction 

Yeazell, pp. 205-06
Q1.  What is the distinction between the cases covered in § 1367(a) and those in § 1367(b)?
A. § 1367(a) covers all cases over which the federal district courts have original jurisdiction under § 1331 (arising under) and § 1332 (diversity of citizenship).  However, cases over which the federal district courts have original jurisdiction only based on §1332 (diversity of citizenship) are governed by the limitations of § 1367(b).  

Q.2  Aiesha, a citizen of Illinois, sues Brice, also a citizen of Illinois, alleging that Brice violated federal civil rights statutes in firing her.  Aiesha seeks to add a state law claim alleging that her firing also violated a state wrongful discharge law.  Is there supplemental jurisdiction?

A. Rule:  1367(a)
Application:  The federal district courts have original jurisdiction over Aiesha’s claim under § 1331.  Aiesha’s state law claim forms part of the same “case or controversy” under Art III as her federal claim since both arise out of the same incident, her being fired.  
Conclusion:  Yes, there is supplemental jurisdiction.  

Q3.  Alice, a citizen of Illinois, sues Benito, also a citizen of Illinois, alleging that Benito violated federal civil rights statutes in firing her.  Alice seeks to add a state law claim alleging that Benito caused her injuries when his car backed into hers in the company parking lot.  Is there supplemental jurisdiction?

A. Rule:  1367(a)
Application:  The federal district courts have original jurisdiction over Alice’s claim under § 1331.  Alice’s state law claim does not form part of the same “case or controversy” under Art III as her federal claim.  Alice’s federal claim alleging that Benito violated federal civil rights statutes in firing her is not the same incident or controversy as Benito allegedly injuring Alice in the company parking lot.  
Conclusion:  No, there is not supplemental jurisdiction.

Q4.  Alyona, a citizen of Illinois, sues Bernice, also a citizen of Illinois, alleging that Bernice violated federal civil rights statutes by permitting co-workers to engage in sexual harassment.  Alyona invokes Rule 20 to join Chris, a co-worker, who actually engaged in the harassment.  State tort law is the basis of Alyona’s claim against Chris.  Because Chris is not Alyona’s employer, the claim against him does not arise under federal law.  Is there supplemental jurisdiction over the claim against Chris? 
A. Rule:  1367(a)
Application:  The federal district courts have original jurisdiction over Alyona’s claim under § 1331.  Alyona’s state law claim forms part of the same “case or controversy” under Art III, because both claims stem from the alleged sexual harassment. Alyona may join Chris under § 1367 because “[s]uch supplemental jurisdiction shall include claims that involve the joinder or intervention of additional parties.”
Conclusion: Yes, there is supplemental jurisdiction. 
Q5.  Allen, a citizen of Illinois, sues Bridget, a citizen of Wisconsin, alleging breach of an employment contract and seeking a recovery in excess of $75,000.  Allen invokes Rule 20 to join Cara, a citizen of Illinois; Allen alleges that Cara conspired with Bridget to breach the employment contract.  Is there supplemental jurisdiction over the claim against Cara?    
A. Rule:  1367(b)
Application:  The federal district court’s jurisdiction in this action is based solely on § 1332, hence 1367 (b) applies.  The proposed joining of Cara under Rule 20 ruins the diversity of citizenship required by § 1332 because Allen and Cara are both citizens of Illinois.  
Conclusion:  No, there is not supplemental jurisdiction.

Q6.  Arthur, a citizen of New York, sues Barbara, a citizen of Pennsylvania, in federal district court.  He alleges several claims: federal antitrust violations, federal securities law violations, and state law breach of contract.  He pays more than $100,000 in damages for each claim.  Will the district court have to analyze how closely related the federal and state law claims are for purposes of deciding whether supplemental jurisdiction exists or whether any of the reasons in § 1367(c) for declining to exercise jurisdiction apply?  Why not?

A. The district court will not have to analyze how closely related Arthur’s federal and state law claims are because the federal district court has original jurisdiction over the state law claim under § 1332 without supplemental jurisdiction.  Arthur and Barbara are citizens of different states and the amount in controversy for the breach of contract claim exceeds $75,000.  
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