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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS
DIVISION OF ST. CROIX
ELEANOR ABRAHAM et al.,
Plaintiff(s),

CIVIL NO. 12-CV-0011

v.
ACTION FOR DAMAGES
ST. CROIX RENAISSANCE GROUP, LLLP,
Defendant(s).

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME NUNC PRO TUNC TO FILE REPLY TO
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO REMAND
COME NOW Plaintiffs, by and through undersigned counsel, and requests from this
Court a brief extension of time nunc pro tunc up to and including November 16, 2012 to file
their Reply to Opposition to Motion to Remand.
Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 6(b) the Court may extend the time to
file Plaintiffs’ Reply for excusable neglect if the motion request is made after the time period
has expired. Plaintiff should have filed her reply brief by November 15, 2012 based on the
Court’s order of October 24, 2012 (See Doc. No. 34). However, while the brief was
completed and filed it was filed in Superior Court by error. See Stamped Copy of Superior
Court filing, Exhibit 1. Plaintiffs discovered the error the very next morning, November 16,
2012 and immediately filed their Reply in this Court.
Plaintiffs submit that they have demonstrated excusable neglect and respectfully
request leave to file the Reply brief out of time by one day because of the inadvertent court
LEE J. ROHN AND
ASSOCIATES, LLC
1101 King Street
Christiansted
VI 00820-4933
Tel: 340.778.8855
Fax: 340.773.2954
lee@rohnlaw.com

filing error. Plaintiffs also simultaneously entreat the Court to exercise its discretion and
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permit the late filing. Plaintiffs are filing the Reply brief simultaneously with this Motion in
order to avoid further delay.
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court GRANT her Motion for
Extension of Time Nunc Pro Tunc.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED
LEE J. ROHN AND ASSOCIATES, LLC
Attorneys for Plaintiff(s)

DATED: November 16, 2012

BY:

s/ Lee J. Rohn
Lee J. Rohn, Esq.
VI Bar No. 52
1101 King Street
Christiansted, St. Croix
U.S. Virgin Islands 00820
Telephone: (340) 778-8855
Fax: (340) 773-2954
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
THIS IS TO CERTIFY that on November 16, 2012, I electronically filed the
foregoing with the Clerk of the court using the CM/ECF system, which will send a
notification of such filing (NEF) to the following:

Carl J. Hartmann III, Esquire
Law Office of Carl J. Hartmann III
5000 Estate Coakley Bay, L-6
Christiansted, VI 00820
Email Address: carl@carlhartmann.com
Attorney For: SCRG
Joel Holt, Esquire
Law Offices of Joel Holt
Quinn House
2132 Company Street, Suite 2
Christiansted, VI 00820
Email Address: holtvi@aol.com
Attorney For: SCRG

BY:

s/ Lee J. Rohn

(dr)
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

DlvtstoN oF ST. CROTX
ELEANOR ABRAHAM ET AL.,

CIVIL NO.
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ACTION FOR DAM}GES

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

GOME NoW Plaintiffs by and through undersigned counsel and files
this Reply to

Defendant

st' croix Renaissance

Group, LLLP's opposition to plaintiffs, Motion for

Remand (Doc. No. 37).

I.

DEFENDANT CANNOT SUCCEED IN ITS ATTEMPT TO SHIFT
THE
BURDEN TO PLAINTIFF

CAFA provides for subject matter jurisdiction over certain class actions
where the

amount in controversy exceeds $5 million and where only minimal diversity
of citizenship
exists, that is where only one plaintiff and one defendant are diverse.
See 2g U.S.c.

S

1332(d)(2). CAFA also grants subject matter jurisdiction over a "mass
action,,if minimal
diversity exists and certain other requirements are met. see 2g u.s.c.
s 1332(dx11). No
federalquestions are atleged in the FirstAmended Complaint, and thus
there is no subject
matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. S 1331. Similarly, this court lacks jurisdiction
under 2g

U'S'c' $ 1332(a) because complete diversity of citizenship is absent. See
LEE J. ROHN AND
ASSOCIATES, LLC
1101 King Street
Christiansted
00820-4933
Tel: 340.778.8855

vl

Fêx:340.773.2954
lee@rohnlaw'com

Lrnco

ln prop.

Co. v. Roche,546 U.S. 81, 89 (2005); see a/so Caterpiltar lnc. v. Lewis,Slg
U.S. 61, 6g
(1ee6).
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Defendant scRG has spent a considerable amount
of time in its oppositíon claiming
that the burden somehow lies with Plaintiff in proving
that all elements of a 6AFA exception

are met' opposition , p. 4. The burden in a removal
case always remains with the party

asserting federal jurisdiction, which in this matter is Defendant.
This court has
previously reminded Defendant scRG of
this in its Memorandum opinion dated March 17,

2011in the very similar matter, Abenego, et

al.

v. Alcoa, lnc, etal, Civil No. l0-00g. ln that

matter' Defendant scRG made very similar burden shifting
arguments which the court
disregarded reminding Defendant scRG that "The parties
asserting federaljurisdiction in a
removal case, in this case the defendants, bear the
burden of showing that the case is
properly before the court. see Morgan v.
Gay, 471 F.3d 469, 473(3d cir. 2006); samuel-

Basseff v' Kia Motors America, |nc.,357 F.3d 3g2,
396 (3d Cir.2004). Moreover, courts
should strictly construe the requirements of removaljurisdiction
and remand alt cases in
which jurisdiction is doubtful. see shamrock
oil & Gas corp. y. sheefs, 313 u.s. l0o,10g
(1941)'" see Memorandum opinion, p. 4, Exhib¡t
Therefore, despite Defendant,s

l.

contentions to the contrary, the overall burden is Defendant's
not plaintiffs, to show that
this matter is properly before the court. Here, jurisdiction
is clearly doubtful and remand is
appropriate.

II.

THE HOME STATE EXCEPTION

Plaintiff has clearly established that the Home state
Exception applies in this matter

and this court need not look further than its Abednego
opinion in order to resolve this
current dispute' ln Abednego, the court was presented
with the
very same question as to

whether the CAFA Home state exception applied
as asserted by plaintiffs.
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CAFA excludes from the definition of mass action any case in which ,'all of
the
claims in the action arise from an event or occurrence in the State in which the
action was

filed, and that allegedly resulted in injuries in that State or in States contiguous
to that
State'" 28 U.S.c. S 1 332(dX1 l XBX¡¡XI). A state for the purposes of this statute
includes a
federal territory such as the Virgin lslands. see 28

u.s.c. $ 1332(e). This Home state

exclusion applies and subject matter jurisdiction is therefore absent.
ln the Abednego matter Defendant SRCG, as it does now, contended
that plaintiffs'

pleading alleged a series of ongoing hazardous reteases, occurring
over twenty years and

therefore was not a single event or occurrence. See Opinion, p. 4, Exhib¡t
1. The Court
disagreed and ordered remand. The similarities between the AbednegoThird
Amended
Complaint and the First Amended Complaint in this matter justify a similar result.
Defendant also relies on substantially the same case law that it did in the
Abednego

matter which was not only distinguished by Plaintiff but also the Court. ln the
Abednego
opinion the court correctly held that the decision of the united states District
court for the

Southern District of Florida in Galstatdi v. Sunvest CommunlTres USA, LLC. 256
F.R.D. 673
(2009) was clearly distinguishable in that there the court found that
the fraudutent sale of
condominium units "to hundreds of individuals around the country over a period
of one and

one half years" did not quarify as "an event or occurrence." ld. at 677.
The Abednego Court also opined that in the Abu¡to v. Midtand Credit
Mgmt.,lnc.,

2009U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67467, .14 (N.D. Tex. July 27,

2OOg)

matter cited by Defendant

SCRG, 154 plaintiffs sought damages undervarious state statutes for unfairdebt
collection
practices. Those plaintiffs had each been defendants in "separate
lawsuits [which] were
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filed in different Texas state courts against
[themJ individually by different lawyers with
different law fÏrms on behalf of [defendant collection agency] Midland.,,
20og U.S. Dist.
LEXIS at

"15'

The Abednego Court found neither of those cases to be relevant.

What the Abednego Court did find persuasive was the case cited by plaintiffs
in that
matter and in this matter sub iudice, Mobley v. Cerco FIow Products,
in which the District
Court for the Southern District of lllinois found that plaintiffs'
complaint for personal injuries

and property damages from improper disposal of toxic chemicals
from three sites over
many decades was excepted from CAFA's definition of a "mass
action,, based on $
1332(dX1lXBX¡¡XI). 2O1O U.S. Dist. LEXIS 524,*8-*11 (S.D. ttt.
Jan. 5,2010); see a/so
clayton v. ceno Ftow Prods, lnc.,2010 u.s. Dist. LEX|s226(S.D.
lll. Jan. 4,2010). see
Plaintiffs'Motion to Remand, p. 7. As explained in Plaintiffs'moving
motion, this matter is
strikingly similar to that of the Mobtey matter and thus should be
excepted from CAFA,s
definition of a "mass action,'.

The similarities between the Abednego matter and this case
dictates a similar
outcome as the Home State Exception clearly applies and remand
is warranted.

III.

THE LOCAL CONTROVERSY EXCEPTION

Plaintiffs' contend that yet another exception applies, the Local
Controversy

Exception. This jurisdictional requirement is separate from the "home
state,'exception
also established by CAFA. This exception allows a district court
to decline jurisdiction if
greater than one-third and less than two{hirds of the plaintiffs
are citizens of the state in
which the claim was filed and the primary defendants are citizens
of that state. See 2g

U'S'C' S 1332(d)(3). lt also mandates that a district court must decline jurisdiction
if more
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than two-thirds of plaintiffs are citizens of the state in which the claim was filed and the
primary defendants are citizens of that state. See 28 U.S.C. f 332(dX4). More
than twoS

thirds of Plaintiffs in this matter are citizens of the Virgin lslands. See Plaintiffs' Motion to
Remand, p' 1 1. Defendant SCRG concedes this point but rests its contention that the Local

controversy Exception does not apply because of its allegation that at the time plaintiffs'
filed their complaint, it was conveniently no longer a citizen of the Virgin lslands.
Defendant's self serving affidavit of its principal John Thomas that convenienly

I
I

l
I

alleges that its "nerve center functions" were transferred to Boston, Massachusetts at
the

I

l,
i

time Plaintíffs' filed their complaint cannot aid Defendant in its heavy burden of persuasion

that removal is proper in this case. There has been no discovery on this issue, no
documentary evidence (outside that of the self-serving affidavit) of this alleged transfer of

the "nerve center functions" and no depositions have been taken of the persons with
knowledge necessary to establish that the "nerve center functions" was no longer in the
Virgin lslands.
It is without dispute that the principle place Defendant conducts business is in the

Virgin lslands. ln fact, Defendant was recently interviewed as to its plan to manufacture
and produce sufficient electricity to power St. Croix. Defendant SCRG's own website has
its address and contact information as St. Croix and the phone numbers are localst.
Croix

landlines. See Contact Us Webpage downloaded on November 15,2012. Exhibit

2.

Further, SCRG was formed solely to acquire and develop the St. Croix Renaissance park.
See About Us Webpage downloaded on November 15, 2012, Exhibit 3. Defendant
SCRB

clearly has not proven that it was not a citizen of the Virgin lslands and therefore
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jurisdiction is doubtful and based on the courts mandate to stricfly construe
the
requirements of removaljurisdiction, remand is warranted. See ShamrockOl& Gas
Corp.
v. Sheefs, 313 U.S. 100,109 (1941)."
lf the Court does not agree that this

matterfits squarely in the Home State Exception

or the Local Controversy Exception based on Defendant's self-serving affidavit, plaintiffs

respectfully request the opportunity

to

conduct discovery on Defendant SCRG,s

convenienf contention that its "nerve center functions" were not in the Virgin lslands at the
time Plaintiffs'filed their complaint. Thereafter, the parties can more fully brief the issue
of

whether Defendant was a citizen of the Virgin lslands at the time of the filing of the
complaint. Without this opportunity it is impossible for Plaintiffs' to refute Defendant's
contentions.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED
LEE J. ROHN AND ASSOCIATES, LLC
Attorneys for Plaintiff(s)

DATED: November 15, 2012

BY:

Vl Bar No. 52
1101 King Street
Christiansted, St. Croix
U.S. Virgin lslands 00820
Telephone: (340) 778-8855
Fax: (340) 773-2954
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
THIS lS TO CERTIFY that on November 15,2012, I electronically filed the
foregoing with the Clerk of the court using the CM/ECF system, which will send a
notification of such filing (NEF) to the following:
Carl J. Hartmann lll, Esquire
Law Office of Carl J. Hartmann lll
5000 Estate Coakley Bay, L-6
Christiansted, Vl 00820
Email Address: carl@carlhartman n.com
Attorney For: SCRG

Joel Holt, Esquire
Law Offices of Joel Holt
Quinn House
2132 Company Street, Suite 2
Christiansted, Vl 00820
Email Address: holtvi@aol.com
Attorney For: SCRG

Case: 1:12-cv-00011-HB Document #: 39-1 Filed: 11/16/12 Page 8 of 17
Case: 1:10-cv-00009-HB Document #: 133 Filed: 03117111 page
1 of 8

rN
LAURIE

L.A.

THE DTSTRICT COURT OF THE VTRGTN ISLANDS
DIVTSTON OF ST. CROIX

ABEDNEGO,

et al.

CIVIL

ACTTON

v.
ALCOA,

fNC., et aI.

NO. t_0-009
MEMORANDUM

Bartle, C.J.

March 17, 20IL

2,000 individuar plaintiffs originalJ-y fired t.heir
complaint in t.he superior court of the united states virgin
rslands. Defendantsl subsequently removed the action to
t.his
court on the qround that subject matter jurisdiction exists
under
the "mass action" provisions of t.he crass Action Fairness
Act of
2005 ("CAFA"). See 2g u.s.c. s 1332(d).2 praintiffs
have now
moved to remand.
some

The Third Amended complaint contains craims arising
from the re]ease of various hazardous substances from
an aLumina

1' The defendants in this action are Alcoa, rnc., st. croix
Alumina, LLc, Glencore Ltd. (a/k/a craienaon
r,td.i, and century
Alumina Company.
2- Plaintiffs filed their initiar motion to remand on March
30,
20L0. The court had significant concerns
regarding
the
accuracy
of the list of plaintifis and whether counser- actually
represented alr of the praintiffs.
As a resuJ_t, amenåed
complaints were bubsequently filed. The
initiar motion to remand
was denied without prejudice. on December
21, 2010,-piri'tiffs
filed their Third amenáea compJ-aint, which is
operative
preading in this action. on February B, àon, the
the
court ordered
the parties t.o fire briefs on t.he isãue of whether the
court. has
subject matt.er jurisdiction. rn response, pfaintiffs renewed
their motion to remand.
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refinery on st- croix as a resurt of Hurricane
Georges in 1gg'.
Plaintiffs allege that, as a result of
exposure to a variety of
particurates and toxic substances,
they have ,,suffered physical
injuries, medicaJ- expenses, damages to
their properties an.
possessions, ross of income, 10ss
of capacity to earn income,
mental ang'uish, pain and suffering and
ross of enjoyment of life,
a propensity for additional medical ilrness,
a reasonable fear of
conLractinq illness in the future.,, They
request both
compensatory and punitive damages,
as well as an injunction
requiring' clean-up of these substances.
.AFA provides for subject matter jurisdiction

over

certain crass actions where the amount
in controversy exceeds g5
million and where only minimar diversity
of citizenship exists,
that is where onry one praintiff and. one
defendant are diverse.
see 28 u's'c- s 1'332(d) (2). .AFA arso
granrs subject marter
jurisdiction over a "mass action,,
if ninimar_ diversity exists and
certain other reguirements are met. See
ZB U.S.C.

s

1s32 (d) (11)

.

federal questions are alleged in the Third
Amended
complaint' and thus there is no subject
matter jurisdiction under
28 u 's'c' s 133r-. similarly, this
court racks juri_sdiction under
28 u's'c' s 1332 (a) because complete
diversity of ci_tizenship is
absent. See
, 546 U.S. BL, g9 (2005);
see also
, 519 u.s. 6r, 68 (1996).
Defendants maintain, as noted above,
that this is a
mass action subject to removar.
A ,mass action,, is defined as:
No

-2-
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any civil_ action (except a civil action
wirhin the scope of seõtion LTLI (2) t2B
U.S.C. S nLLe)1,) in which monetary relief
claims of 100 or more persons are pioposed to
be tried jointly on thè ground that tñe
plaintiffs'
claims involve conmon guestions
of law or fact, except that jurisdfction
shall exist only over those þtaintiffs whose
claims in a mass action satièfy
the
jurisdictional amount requiremènts
under
subsection (a).
28 U.S.C. S 1332(d) (11) (B) (i).

criteria

This 1awsuir meets many of rhe
rt. contains claims by more than 100

of a mass action.
persons whose claims involve conrmon questions of law and
fact and
whose craims in the aggregate exceed $5 mirrion exclusive
of
interest and costs. SLe 2e U. S. C. S L33Z (2,t . In addition, the
minimal diversity t"n*ment
is satisfied. tnlhiIe several of the
praintiffs as wel-l as the defendant Arcoa, rnc. are ci_tizens
of
New York, most pì-aintiffs are citizens of the Virgin rslands.
cAFAexc1udesfromthedefinitionofmassactionany
case in which "arr of the craims in the action arise from an
event or occurrence in the state in which the action hras filed,
and that allegedry resurted in injuries in that state or in

States contiguous to that State." 28 U.S.C.
s 1332 (d) (11) (B) (ii) (r) .3 A st.ate for the purposes of r.his

3. This jurisdictionar requirement is
from the ,,1_oca1
controversy" exception also establishedseparate
by
CAFA.
exception
alrows a district court to decline jurisdiction if This
greaier
than
one-third and less than two-thiras ãr Lhe plaintiffs are citizens
of the state in which the craim was fired and the primary
defendants are citizens ór tnat srare. see zg-u.slõl'-s 1-332 (d) (3) - rr arso mandates rhar ¿ñriãt-åã"ri musr
decline jurisdiction if more rhan rwo-r.hird;-;;
"
fi"i"tffi
citizens of the state in which the craim was fired
and the "r"
(continued. . . )

-3-
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st.atute incJudes a federar territory such as the virgin rsrands.
See 28 U.S.C. S l_332(e). plaintiffs
argue that the exclusion
applies and that subject matter jurisdiction is therefore absent.
¡þ rn" parties assertj-ng federal jurisdiction in a removal
case, in this case t.he defendants, bear the burden of showing
that the case is properly before the court. see Morqan v.
Gay,
47L 8.3d,

469, 473 (3d Cir. 2006);
America, fnc., 357 F.3d 392, 396 (3d Cir. 2OO4). Moreover,
courts should strictry construe the requirements of removar
jurisdiction and remand arl cases in whi-ch jurisdiction
is
doubtful. See
, 313 U.S.
1oe (Ls[r) .

s

100,

Defendants maintain that the Third Amended compJ_aint
does not fart within the excrusion under s i.332(d) (11) (B)
(ii) (r).
ïnstead, defendants assert that ptaintiffs'
pteading arreges
a

seri-es of ongoing hazardous releases and negrÍgent actions,
occurring over twenty years. Defendants point to the ranguage
of
the exclusion which uses the words "event or occurrencer',
in the

singular.

first rely on the decision of the United
states District court for the southern District of Florida
in
. 256 F.R.D. 673
(2009). fn Galstaldi, the court found that the fraudulent
sale
Defendants

3. (...conti-nued)
pri-mary defendants are cj_tizens of that state.
s ]-332 (d) (4) .

-4-

See 28 U.S.C.
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of condominium units "to hund.reds of individua]-s around the
country over a period of one and one half years" did not quarify
as "an event or occurrence." rd. at 677. Defendants also cit.e
as support for their contention
Corp., 586 F. Supp. 2d, L3L2, 1316 (M.D. Fla. 20OB), Iafalier v.
Cinnabar Serv. Co., 20j,0 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 36215, *14_12 (N.D.

Ok.

Apr. 13, 20L0), and
2009
u's' Dist. LEXrs G7467, *L4 (N.D. Tex. Jury 27, 2oog').
rn cooper, 'r00r000 citizens of Frorida, who were former
members of a decertifíed state cJ_ass action, sued for
various
il-rnesses they arleged resulted from their addiction to
cigarettes. .The court found that "the injuries alleged by
praintiffs are not single events or occurrences occurring
soJ-ery
in Fl-orida or states contigruous to Florida" without going into
any further factuaÌ detair about the nature of the injuries
sustained. 586 F. Supp. 2d. at 1316.
rn Lafar-ier, 207 plaintiffs arleged fraud by insurance
companies in the buyout of their homes in the wake of
damage from
a tornado. Although the court decided t.hat al' of the events
giving rise to the case occurred in okr-ahoma, it herd that
various insurance companies made hundreds of individuardecisions, deniars of coverage, and reductions in payments
over a
span of time constituting a "series of potentiarly related
events . " 2010 U. S. Dist. LEXf S at *L-t .
Finally, 154 plaintiffs in Aburto sought damages under
various state statutes for unfair debt correction practi-ces.
-5-
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pJ-aintiffs had each been defendants in ,,separate rawsuit.s
lwhich] were filed in different rexas state courts against. lthen]
individually by different lawyers with different 1aw firms on
These

behalf of Idefendant correction agency] Midland.,, 2009 u.s.
Dist. LEXfS at *15.
plaintiffs, on the other hand, point to
Mobl-ey v. Cerro
Flow Product.s, in which the District court for the southern
District of rr-rinois found that praint.iffs' compraint for
personal injuries and propert.y damages from improper
disposal of
toxic chemicars from three sites over many decades üras excepted
from .AFA's definition

of a "mass action. based on
s 1332 (d) (11) (B) (ii¡ 11¡ " 2010 u.s. Disr.. LExrs 524, *B-*11_ (s.D.
I11. Jan. 5, 20L0l' ¡ see a1so
,
2010 U.S. Dist. LEXLS 226 (S.D. Itl_. Jan. 4, 2OLO).
ïn our view, the prain meaning of cAFArs mass action
exception encompasses this action. The Third Amended compraint
alleges the occurrence of a rer-ease of bauxite, red mud,
and
asbestos from an arumina refinery in st. croix as a resurt
of
Hurricane Georges on September 2L, l-998. plaintiffs maintain
that defendants' negligence from improperry containing these
hazardous substances caused. them personar injuries
and property
damagre. The rerease penetrated into the neighborhoods
surrounding the refinery on that same island. All injuries
al-leged in the Third Amended complaint resulted from personar
and
property exposure to hazardous substances released on
st. croix
as a result of that one hurricane. Despite the fact that
a

-6-
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of the plaintj_ffs subsequently moved. ahray from the Virgin
rsrands, their property damages and personal- injuries
number

ürere

incurred when on St. Croix.
The senate Judiciary committee Report on GAFA
discusses
the provision which excrudes from the definition of a
mass action
those cases in which "arl of the craims in the action
arise from
an event or occurrence in the state in which the action
was
filed, and that allegedry resulted in injuries in that.
state or
in states contiguous to that state". b]e find it persuasive.
The
report states:
The purpose of this exceptíon rvas
arrow
cases involving environmèntal- tort.sto such
chemical spilr to remain in state court ifas
both the event and the injuriãs hrere truly
local, .even though there áre
out._of_
state defendants.
"ã*.this
By contrast.,
exception woul-d not ãpply to a product.
r-iabili.y or insurance case. rhe sale of a
product to different people
does not qualify
as an event.

a

s' Rep' L09-r4r ãL 47 (2005), as reprinted ín 2005 u.s.c.c.A.N.
3, at 44. This exception from the contours of a mass
action in
CAFA [^ras specifically designed to apply
to cj-rcumstances such as
are pleaded in the plaintiffs'
Third Amended complaint. Arleged
here is a chemicar rerease or spirr precipitated
by a hurricane
that struck st. croix. The injuries happened to persons
and
property near the arumina refinery from which the
chemicars hrere
released. This is not a products riabitity or an
insurance

case.

Moreover, the craims here are quite different from
the
circumst.ances set forth in the cases cited by thcJ
defendants.
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The plaintiffs'

Third

complaint does not
qualify as a mass act.ion under CAFA because atl the claims arise
from a single event or occurrence, that is, a hurricane, in the
virgin rsrands, where the action r¡/as originally fired, and the
allegedJ-y resulting injuries occurred in the virgin rslands.
See
28 U.S.C. S 1332(d) (f1) (B) (ii¡ 11¡. Thus, we do nor need ro reach
the question whether the requisite amount in controversy has been
met for each plaintiff.
(d) (r.1) (B) (i)

Amended

See 2g U.S.C. S 1332(a) and

.

This action wirr be remanded to the superior court of
the United States Virgin Islands.
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About Us
St. Croix Renaissance GrouP LLLP ís a partnershlp of Brownfields Recovery Corporat¡on, which is a division of Mugar
Enterprises, and Mylon All¡ck, a successlul busínessman who is besed ln lhe U.S. Mrgin lslands. The parlners
formed SCRG ¡n
2001 to acqu¡re and develop St. Cro¡x Renaissance Park. Members of the SCRG management team have
worked together
successfully from more lhan 20 years on numerous real esiate development projec{s and other bus¡ness venlures.

i

copvright@2oogst crc¡xRena¡sanæGrcupLLLPAllrightsresiled. Home ThePrcp€rty
I

I

Leasingopportun¡les

I

EænoricBenerrb I Tenants I Aboutus I contadus

webgte d€sign: Joshua hanley

http: / lwww. stxrenaissance.com/about.html
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Contact Us
For lnformatlon on leaslng opportunlües, please contact:
Jack Thomas
E-mail:

Juslin Thomas

jthomas@stxrenaissance.com or

E-mâll: justin.thomas@slxrena¡ssance.com

Tel:340.778.2323

Tel: 34O.77A.2323 ext.670 or 61 7.835.1¡119

For general lnqulries, please conlact:
E-mail: info@stxrena¡ssance.com
Teli 34O.778.2323
Fax: 3É0.778-8742

St. Croix Renaissance Group LLLP
1

Êlale Anguilla,

P.O. Box 1525

Klngshill, St. Crolx
U.S. Mrgin lslands 00851-1525

copyrtghl@2oog

st

crcix Rena¡sânæ Gþup LLLPAII rights

reæßed.

Home I The Poperty

I

Leasing opportun¡tes

I

Eænoric Benet¡b I Tenants I About U6

|

contact us

website design: joshua hanl€y

http://www. stxrenaissance.com/contact.html
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS
DIVISION OF ST. CROIX
ELEANOR ABRAHAM et al.,
Plaintiff(s),

CIVIL NO. 12-CV-0011

v.
ACTION FOR DAMAGES
ST. CROIX RENAISSANCE GROUP,
LLLP,
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
Defendant(s).
ORDER
THIS MATTER having come before the Court on Plaintiffs’ Motion for Extension of
Time Nunc Pro Tunc to File Reply to Opposition to Motion to Remand and the Court having
been advised in it premises, it is;
ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Motion is GRANTED,
SO ORDERED this _________ day of ____________________________ 2012.

Judge of the District Court

