
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS, HOUSTON DIVISION

T & T Salvage Asia PTE LTD v. CoHold B.V. and Mariflex Group
B.V., et al.

T & T Salvage · No. 4:25-CV-03591 · Decided January 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The court recommends granting Plaintiff’s motion to remand because Defendants failed to establish
complete diversity of citizenship. The memorandum and recommendation concludes that T & T
Salvage Asia Pte. Ltd. is a foreign citizen and that diversity jurisdiction is unavailable where foreign
entities appear on both sides of the litigation. The court therefore does not reach Defendants’ motion to
dismiss.

CASE DETAILS
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants removed Plaintiff's Texas state-court breach-of-contract
action based on diversity jurisdiction. Plaintiff moved to remand for
lack of subject-matter jurisdiction, and Defendants moved to dismiss
for lack of personal jurisdiction. The magistrate judge recommends
granting the motion to remand and does not reach the motion to
dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing party bears the burden of establishing federal subject-
matter jurisdiction, and doubts concerning removal jurisdiction are
resolved in favor of remand.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; memorandum and recommendation from a federal district
court magistrate judge, with no reporter citation.



TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure subject matter jurisdiction commercial litigation breach of contract

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had diversity subject-matter jurisdiction over an action involving a Singapore
private company and defendants organized in the Netherlands.

2. Whether Defendants established complete diversity at the time of removal.

3. Whether the court should decide the motion to remand before the motion to dismiss for lack of personal
jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The court may address the motion to remand before the motion to dismiss because the remand issue was
the less burdensome threshold issue and Defendants did not show that deciding personal jurisdiction first
was warranted.

2. Defendants failed to establish complete diversity, and the action should be remanded for lack of subject-
matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Defendants have failed to meet their burden to establish complete diversity of citizenship between the
parties.” (Section IV)

“At best, they have raised the specter of possible diversity. However, the court resolves all doubts about
federal jurisdiction in favor of remand.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff T & T Salvage Asia Pte. Ltd., a Singapore private company, purchased CoHold's interests in Mariflex
Asia under a 2014 Purchase and Sale Agreement containing a ten-year noncompetition provision. After an earlier
state-court dispute, the parties entered a settlement that amended the noncompetition obligations and resulted in
an agreed judgment and permanent injunction. Plaintiff later alleged that CoHold and related Netherlands
entities continued competing with Plaintiff's successor in Asia, prompting the Harris County action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed suit in Harris County, Texas, alleging that CoHold and related Netherlands entities
breached a noncompetition provision in a purchase and sale agreement. Defendants removed the action to the
Southern District of Texas on diversity grounds. After removal, Plaintiff moved to remand, while Defendants
moved to dismiss and sought jurisdictional discovery concerning Plaintiff's citizenship. The magistrate judge



concluded that Defendants failed to establish complete diversity and recommended remand; the parties were
given fourteen days to object under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The magistrate judge recommends that Plaintiff's opposed motion to remand be granted for lack of subject-
matter jurisdiction. The parties were allowed fourteen days to file written objections under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)
(C).
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