UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Tim McVay v. Target; Target Corporation; and Does 1 to 100,

inclusive

McVay - No. 2:25-cv-00168-TLN-CSK - Decided September 26, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Tim McVay’s motion to

remand a premises-liability action against Target Corporation and his application for leave to file an

amended complaint. The court held that fictitious Doe defendants’ citizenship should be disregarded

because the complaint did not identify them with sufficient detail, and it found that diversity

jurisdiction and the amount-in-controversy requirement were satisfied. The court also denied the

prospective amendment request because Plaintiff had not identified any individual to be added.
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Plaintiff moved to remand a removed diversity action and separately
sought leave to file an amended complaint to identify Doe defendants.

The district court denied both requests.

The removing party bears the burden of establishing federal diversity
jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence. Removal statutes are
strictly construed against removal. The amount in controversy is
evaluated based on the complaint, the notice of removal, and

appropriate summary-judgment-type evidence where necessary.
unpublished
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the citizenship of the unidentified Doe defendants defeated complete diversity for purposes of
removal.

2. Whether the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 and supported diversity jurisdiction.

3. Whether Plaintiff should be granted leave to file a prospective amended complaint to substitute the

names of Doe defendants.

HOLDINGS

1. The citizenship of the Doe defendants was disregarded because federal law requires the citizenship of
defendants sued under fictitious names to be disregarded, and Plaintiff's allegations did not provide
sufficient detail to give a definitive clue to their identities.

2. The amount in controversy exceeded the $75,000 jurisdictional threshold because Plaintiff's state-court

statement of damages alleged $5,000,000 in damages.

3. Leave to amend was denied because Plaintiff had not identified any individual whom he sought to add
and his application did not explain why amendment should be permitted at that juncture.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, the Court disregards the citizenship of Doe Defendants for jurisdictional purposes.” (at 3)

“Therefore, based on Plaintiffs allegations in his Complaint, the Court finds the amount in controversy far
exceeds $75,000.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

McVay alleged that he was injured in a slip-and-fall incident at Target's store in Elk Grove, California, on
January 19, 2022. He asserted general negligence and premises-liability claims and sought damages including
lost wages, medical expenses, general damages, and lost earning capacity. His state-court statement of damages
alleged $5,000,000 in damages. The complaint named fictitious Doe defendants described only as Target

employees potentially responsible for the incident.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

McVay filed a premises-liability and negligence complaint in Sacramento Superior Court arising from a slip-
and-fall at a Target store. Target removed the action to the Eastern District of California on January 13, 2025,
asserting diversity jurisdiction. McVay moved to remand and applied for leave to amend, and the court denied

both motions.
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