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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California dismissed the action for lack of
subject matter jurisdiction. The court held that Revised Statute 2477 does not create an independent
federal cause of action, the Declaratory Judgment Act does not independently confer federal-question
jurisdiction, and the dispute did not present a substantial federal question. Because original jurisdiction
was absent, the court also dismissed the related state-law public nuisance claim and directed the Clerk
to close the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court issued an order to show cause why the action should
not be dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, considered
Plaintiffs' response and Defendants' response, and dismissed the action
in its entirety.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently examined its subject matter jurisdiction, with
the burden on Plaintiffs as the parties asserting jurisdiction to establish
that jurisdiction exists.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Declaratory Judgment Act or R.S. 2477 independently confers federal-question subject
matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' declaratory-relief claim.

2. Whether Plaintiffs' claim presents a substantial federal question sufficient for jurisdiction under 28
U.S.C. § 1331.

3. Whether the court could exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' state-law public-nuisance
claim absent original jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The Declaratory Judgment Act does not create an independent basis for federal-question subject matter
jurisdiction.

2. R.S. 2477 does not itself create an independent cause of action or confer federal-question jurisdiction
under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

3. The declaratory-relief claim does not arise under federal law because it does not present a substantial
dispute concerning the validity, construction, or effect of R.S. 2477 or another federal law.

4. The court lacked supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' state-law public-nuisance claim because no
claim within the court's original jurisdiction remained.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although this assertion does not specifically speak to the Court’s jurisdiction, it bears repeating that the
Declaratory Judgment Act does not create an independent basis for federal question jurisdiction.” (at 3)

“In sum, because the meaning or effect of R.S. 2477, or any other federal law, is not actually disputed and
substantial to the determination of this action, and because R.S. 2477 does not give rise to an independent
cause of action, it is not apparent from the face of the complaint that Plaintiffs’ claim “arises under” federal
law.” (at 9)

“At its core, this is a dispute between California landowners over California real property.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs own approximately 110 patented and unpatented mining claims in Kern County, California. They
alleged that Studhorse Canyon Road, Zenda Road, and the Cowboy Roads cross Defendants' land and provide
access to the claims, but that Defendants blocked the roads with locked gates. Plaintiffs sought declaratory and
injunctive relief declaring the roads public under R.S. 2477, as well as relief on a public-nuisance claim.
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Plaintiffs filed a third amended complaint asserting declaratory relief concerning alleged R.S. 2477 roads and a
California public-nuisance claim. The court previously dismissed or otherwise removed claims involving the
County of Kern, the United States, and the Bureau of Land Management, then ordered Plaintiffs to show cause
why the remaining action should not be dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. After reviewing the
parties' responses, the court concluded that neither R.S. 2477 nor the Declaratory Judgment Act supplied federal-
question jurisdiction and dismissed the case.
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