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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied the defendant’s motion
to seal the action in its entirety, concluding that she had not shown compelling reasons to overcome
the presumption of public access. The court held that the unlawful detainer action presented no basis
for federal-question, civil-rights, or removal jurisdiction, remanded the case to San Diego Superior
Court, and denied the defendant’s motion to dismiss and in forma pauperis application as moot.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a California unlawful detainer action to federal
district court and moved to seal the action, dismiss the complaint, and
proceed in forma pauperis. The district court denied sealing and sua
sponte remanded for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently examined its subject matter jurisdiction.
Removal statutes are strictly construed, doubts concerning removal are
resolved in favor of remand, and the removing defendant bears the
burden of establishing that removal is proper. A party seeking to seal
judicial records must overcome the applicable presumption of public
access by satisfying the compelling-reasons standard when the records
are more than tangentially related to the merits.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant established federal-question jurisdiction over a state-law unlawful detainer action
based on anticipated federal defenses or counterclaims.

2. Whether Defendant established jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1343.

3. Whether removal was proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1443 based on alleged violations of rights involving
disability and familial status and alleged deficiencies in California state-court proceedings.

4. Whether Defendant demonstrated compelling reasons sufficient to seal the entire federal action.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to seal the entire action was denied because Defendant failed to show compelling reasons
that outweighed the public's strong right of access to judicial records, and the request was overbroad.

2. Federal-question jurisdiction did not exist because the complaint pleaded only a state-law California
unlawful detainer claim, and anticipated federal defenses or counterclaims could not create federal-
question jurisdiction.

3. Jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1343 was unavailable because the complaint did not assert an action to
redress deprivation of constitutional or specified civil rights.

4. Removal under § 1443 was improper because Defendant did not assert rights protected by an explicit
statutory enactment securing racial equality and did not show that California courts would refuse to
enforce those rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Unless a particular court record is one ‘traditionally kept secret,’ a ‘strong presumption in favor of access’ is
the starting point.” (at 3)

“Federal district courts are courts of limited jurisdiction that ‘may not grant relief absent a constitutional or
valid statutory grant of jurisdiction’ and are ‘presumed to lack jurisdiction in a particular case unless the
contrary affirmatively appears.’” (at 5)

“The removal statute is strictly construed, and any doubt about the right of removal requires resolution in
favor of remand.” (at 5)

“Here, on the face of the Complaint, there is no federal question presented because the only cause of action is
a state law unlawful detainer action.” (at 6)

“Accordingly, the Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction and REMANDS the case to Diego Superior Court,
Case Number 25UD052994C.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Kroutik filed a California unlawful detainer action against Rajic seeking $320.39 in unpaid rent and $172.26 per
day in damages beginning September 24, 2025. Rajic removed the action to federal court, asserting federal-
question, civil-rights, and civil-rights-removal jurisdiction based on anticipated federal defenses and
counterclaims involving housing, disability, familial status, and constitutional rights. She also sought to seal the
entire action, including the complaint, notice of removal, motion to dismiss, and IFP application.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On October 2, 2025, Vlad Kroutik filed a limited civil unlawful detainer action in the Superior Court of
California, County of San Diego, seeking unpaid rent and daily damages. Natalie Rajic removed the action on
October 20, 2025, asserting federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, civil-rights jurisdiction under §
1343, and removal under § 1443. The federal court denied the motion to seal, remanded the case to state court
for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, and denied the motion to dismiss and IFP application as moot.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded to the Superior Court of California, County of San Diego, for further proceedings,
based on lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The federal motion to dismiss and IFP application were denied as
moot.
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