
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Bernard Taruc v. JP Automotive Products, Inc. et al.
No. 2:25-cv-12332-SVW-MBK, United States District Court for the Central District of California (January 6,

2026)

SUMMARY

The Central District of California orders the parties to submit a joint status report addressing alleged
ADA barriers, remedial measures, and potential summary judgment motions. The court also orders the
plaintiff to show cause why it should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Unruh Act and other
state-law claims, and requires declarations concerning high-frequency litigant status and identification
of statutory damages sought.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court issued an order to show cause and ordered the parties
to submit a joint status report before the initial status conference in an
action asserting claims under Title III of the Americans with
Disabilities Act and related state-law claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the parties should be required to report on investigation or remediation of the alleged ADA
barriers and their anticipated summary-judgment motions.

2. Whether the plaintiff should show cause why the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over
the Unruh Act and other state-law claims.

3. Whether voluntary removal of alleged ADA barriers, together with the unavailability of nominal
damages under Title III, could moot the ADA claim and affect supplemental jurisdiction and attorney-fee
entitlement.

HOLDINGS

1. The court ordered the parties to file a joint status report at least seven days before the initial status
conference and ordered the plaintiff to respond within fourteen days explaining why the court should
exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Unruh Act and any other state-law claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is the policy of this Court to encourage expedient resolution of civil litigation.”

“Failure to timely or adequately respond to this Order to Show Cause may, without further warning, result in
the dismissal of the entire action without prejudice or the Court declining to exercise supplemental
jurisdiction over the state law claims and the dismissal of any such claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c).”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff alleges barriers actionable under Title III of the ADA and appears also to assert an Unruh Act claim
and other state-law claims. The order indicates that the defendant may have investigated or remedied the alleged
barriers, potentially affecting whether the ADA claim remains justiciable. The court also sought information
about the amount of statutory damages claimed and whether the plaintiff and counsel qualify as high-frequency
litigants under California law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action was pending in the Central District of California at the pretrial stage. The court directed the parties to
report on measures taken to investigate or remedy alleged ADA barriers and whether they intended to move for
summary judgment. The court separately ordered the plaintiff to show cause why supplemental jurisdiction
should be exercised over the Unruh Act and any other state-law claims.
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