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that the plaintiff alleges some anticipated defense to his cause of action, and 

asserts that the defense is invalidated by some provision of the Constitution of the 

United States." Louisville & Nashville R.R. Co. v. Mottley, 211 U.S. 149, 152 

(1908). 

Although federal question jurisdiction is generally invoked when a plaintiff 

pleads a federal cause of action, "in certain cases federal-question jurisdiction will 

lie over state-law claims that implicate significant federal issues." Grable & Sons 

Metal Prods .. Inc. v. Darue Eng'g & Mfg., 545 U.S. 308, 312 (2005); see Empire 

Healthchoice Assur.. Inc. v. McVeigh, 547 U.S. 677, 699 (2006) (describing these 

types of state law claims as a "special and small category"). The "mere presence" 

of a federal issue in a state cause of action, however, "does not automatically 

confer federal question jurisdiction." Merrell Dow, 478 U.S. at 813. To be 

removable, the state law claim must "necessarily raise a stated federal issue, 

actually disputed and substantial, which a federal forum may entertain without 

disturbing any congressionally approved balance of federal and state judicial 

responsibilities." Grable, 545 U.S. at 314; see also Gunn v. Minton, 133 S. Ct. 

1059, 1065 (2013) ("[F]ederal jurisdiction over a state law claim will lie if a federal 

issue is: (1) necessarily raised, (2) actually disputed, (3) substantial, and (4) 

capable of resolution in federal court without disrupting the federal-state balance 

approved by Congress. Where all four of these requirements are met . . . 

jurisdiction is proper ...."). 

"The substantiality inquiry under Grable looks [] to the importance of the 

issue to the federal system as a whole." Gunn, 133 S. Ct. at 1066. The Supreme 

Court has identified examples to assist in this inquiry. First, a question that the 
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