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Respondents filed a state-court suit alleging that petitioner had vio-
lated state and federal law in connection with a patent dispute.  After 
removing the case to Federal District Court under 28 U. S. C. 
§1441(c), which allows removal if the case includes at least one claim 
over which the federal court has original jurisdiction, petitioner 
moved to dismiss the suit’s only federal claim, which arose under the 
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO).  Agree-
ing that respondents had failed to state a RICO claim upon which re-
lief could be granted, the District Court dismissed the claim; declined 
to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law 
claims under §1367(c)(3), which allows such a course if the court “has 
dismissed all claims over which it has original jurisdiction”; and re-
manded the case to state court.  The Federal Circuit dismissed peti-
tioner’s appeal, finding that the remand order could be colorably 
characterized as based on a “lack of subject matter jurisdiction” over 
the state-law claims, §1447(c), and was therefore “not reviewable on 
appeal,” §1447(d).   

Held: A district court’s order remanding a case to state court after de-
clining to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over state-law claims is 
not a remand for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction for which appel-
late review is barred by §§1447(c) and (d).  With respect to supple-
mental jurisdiction, a federal court has subject-matter jurisdiction 
over specified state-law claims, see §§1367(a), (c), and its decision 
whether to exercise that jurisdiction after dismissing every claim 
over which it had original jurisdiction is purely discretionary, see, 
e.g., Osborn v. Haley, 549 U. S. 225, 245.  It is undisputed that when 
this case was removed, the District Court had original jurisdiction 
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over the federal RICO claim under §1331 and supplemental jurisdic-
tion over the state-law claims, which were “so related to claims . . . 
within such original jurisdiction that they form[ed] part of the same 
case or controversy,” §1367(a).  On dismissing the RICO claim, the 
court retained its statutory supplemental jurisdiction over the state-
law claims.  Its decision not to exercise that statutory authority was 
not based on a jurisdictional defect, but on its discretionary choice.  
See Chicago v. International College of Surgeons, 522 U. S. 156, 173.  
Pp. 3–6. 

508 F. 3d 659, reversed and remanded. 

 THOMAS, J., delivered the opinion for a unanimous Court.  STEVENS, 
J., and SCALIA, J., filed concurring opinions.  BREYER, J., filed a concur-
ring opinion, in which SOUTER, J., joined. 


