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SUMMARY

Mootness under Article III; death of a party renders claims for constructive trust and injunctive relief
moot when the requested relief can no longer affect the parties' rights. The Seventh Circuit held that
the defendant's death eliminated any possibility of effectual relief, requiring dismissal of the appeal.
The court vacated the district court's remand order and remanded with instructions to dismiss the case
as moot.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the appeal is moot because the defendant died, rendering the requested relief (constructive trust
and injunction) impossible to grant.

HOLDINGS

1. The appeal is moot because the court can no longer provide effectual relief to the plaintiff; the requested
constructive trust and injunctive relief are no longer viable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a dispute becomes moot—when the court can no longer provide relief to the plaintiff—the federal
court loses its authority to proceed further.” (at 1)

“All we can and need say for certain today is that the present appeal is moot.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gregory Ruggles and his father Donald Ruggles were the only shareholders of XPAC, a closely held corporation.
Greg held nonvoting shares (99%) and Don held voting shares (1%). Under Don's divorce agreement, Don could
only transfer his voting shares to Greg. After Don sought to increase his salary, Greg filed a motion in state court
seeking a constructive trust over Don's shares and an injunction to prevent Don from voting his shares adversely.
Don removed to federal court, and the district court remanded due to untimely removal. Don appealed. Don died
during the appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Don Ruggles removed a state court action to federal court. The district court remanded because removal was
untimely under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(c)(1). Don appealed. During the appeal, Don died.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

dismiss this matter as moot
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