
Supplemental and Removal 
Jurisdiction

The Understanding Video Lecture 

SeriesTM



Supplemental Jurisdiction

Supplemental jurisdiction is the authority of 
United States Federal Courts to hear additional 
claims substantially related to the original claim 
even though the court would lack the Subject-
Matter Jurisdiction to hear the additional claims 
independently.



Federal Question

• If a claim arises under a federal question, 
ANYTHING that arises from the “same 
transaction and occurrence” has supplemental 
jurisdiction. 

• This typically means the same “common 
nucleus of facts”



Same Action?

• Plaintiff Paul was a truck driver and coal miner who had been hired by 
Company to be the superintendent of a coal mine and to arrange for the 
coal to be hauled to the nearest railroad. The mine would have been 
within the jurisdiction of Union 1. Gibbs had planned instead to use 
members of the rival Union instead. 

• News reached Union 1 and they arrived at the site to prevent the mine 
from being opened. They threatened Plaintiff and beat rival union’s leader. 
They later established a picket line, which lasted over a week. 

• Plaintiff lost his job as mine superintendent, and was therefore unable to 
commence performance of his haulage contract. He also lost some of his 
other business contracts elsewhere, due to the incident. Believing that his 
losses were part of a union conspiracy against him, he sued the Union 1. 
The counts on Gibbs' complaint included allegations that the Union 1 
was in violation of § 303 of the Labor-Management Relations Act, a 
Federal Act, and in addition, that they engaged in tortious interference (a 
state tort claim) with his employment relationship . Can he bring these 
claims together in Federal Court?

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Labor-Management_Relations_Act
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tortious_interference


Supplemental Jurisdiction

• Yes. The first claim is a federal question, as it 
arises under a Federal Act. The tortious 
interferences arises from the same common 
nucleus of facts – the altercation and picket –
so the federal court has Subject Matter 
Jurisdiction. 



Let’s try another

• Company has a contract with restaurant, which, 
in part, allowed restaurant to use Company’s 
trademark. From time to time, Company also sells 
restaurant various food items, and bills them 
monthly.  This is unrelated to the trademark. 
Company sues restaurant for using their 
trademark incorrectly, and the claim is brought 
under federal law. Can Company also attach a 
claim for breach of contract for an unpaid invoice 
for the food items?



No

• The claims are not arising from the same 
transaction and occurrence. The unpaid 
invoices are not related to the violation of the 
trademark. 



Diversity Jurisdiction

• There is no supplemental jurisdiction if the 
claim would destroy diversity. 

• If the additional claim would not destroy 
diversity, it can come in. Just be careful of 
amount in controversy. 



Removal Jurisdiction

• A defendant’s right to move a lawsuit filed 
in state court to the federal judicial district in 
which the state court sits. Removal occurs when 
a defendant files a "notice of removal" in the 
state court where the lawsuit is filed and the 
federal court to which the defendant would like 
to remove the case.

• Removal is governed by 28 U.S.C. § 1441 A case 
may be removed only if, at the time of the initial 
filing, the case could have been filed in federal 
court. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1441


Hypo

• Lindsay, a Michigan resident, sues Matt, 
another Michigan resident, for a traffic 
accident that occurred in Detroit. She files a 
claim on June 1st, 2016 in Michigan state 
court. 

• On June 30th, Matt moves to Cleveland, Ohio, 
and intends to remain there. On July 1st, he 
files a motion to remove the claim from state 
court to federal court.  May he?



Matt is out of luck

• At the time of the filing of the claim, there was 
no diversity. Both Plaintiff, Lindsay, and 
Defendant, Matt, were residents of the same 
state, Michigan. He moved to Ohio AFTER the 
claim was filed, so it is not removable. 



Another Hypo

• Melissa sues Ian in Massachusetts state court. 
Her claim is based on the fact that she feels 
that Ian has infringed upon her copyright 
claim. Copyright issues are based on federal 
law. May Ian remove the claim to Federal 
Court?



Ian IS in luck

• Yes, Melissa has a federal claim, so Ian may 
remove it to federal court.



A bit more difficult

• Lisa is a Tennessee resident and doctor. She is 
sued by Deloris, a Michigan resident passing 
through Tennessee.  Deloris  is suing Lisa over 
medical malpractice, a state claim. Deloris 
claims damages of $100,000. Deloris brings 
the claim in Tennessee state court. May Lisa 
remove it to Federal Court?



Yes, she can!

• Even though Deloris has the right to bring the 
claim in state court, Lisa ALSO has the right to 
remove it to federal court, since the parties 
are diverse (TN and MI) and the amount in 
controversy ($100,000 is greater than 
$75,000)


