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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California sua sponte remanded the case to
the Superior Court of California, County of Orange. The court held that the First Amended Complaint
eliminated federal-question jurisdiction and that the defendant had not shown by a preponderance of
the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 for diversity jurisdiction. The order was
issued as a civil minutes order on April 16, 2025.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed an action from Orange County Superior Court
asserting federal-question and diversity jurisdiction. After plaintiff
filed a first amended complaint pleading only a California Unruh Civil
Rights Act claim and limiting the claimed relief, the federal district
court sua sponte determined that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction
and remanded the action to state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction. Where the complaint does not clearly allege more than
$75,000 in controversy, the defendant must establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that the amount-in-controversy
requirement is satisfied. Subject matter jurisdiction may be raised sua
sponte at any time before final judgment.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status unknown

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

Civil procedure Federal jurisdiction Removal and remand Americans with Disabilities Act

California Unruh Civil Rights Act

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff's post-removal amended complaint, which eliminated the federal claim, left federal-
question jurisdiction in the district court.

2. Whether defendant established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded $75,000 for purposes of diversity jurisdiction.

3. Whether the district court was required to remand the action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. When a plaintiff amends the complaint after removal to eliminate all federal-law claims, the district
court loses federal-question jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims.

2. Where the complaint does not expressly allege more than $75,000 in controversy, the removing
defendant must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount-in-controversy requirement is
satisfied.

3. On the record presented, the amount in controversy was $66,000, not more than $75,000, because the
court included the $50,000 limit on injunctive relief, $12,000 in potential statutory damages, and $4,000
for deterrence, but declined to include speculative civil penalties or attorney's fees.

4. When a federal district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over a removed action, it must remand the
action to state court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““If at any time before final judgment it appears that the district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the
case shall be remanded.”” (2)

“A removing defendant “may not meet [its] burden by simply reciting some ‘magical incantation’ to the effect
that ‘the matter in controversy exceeds the sum of [$75,000],’ but instead, must set forth in the removal
petition the underlying facts supporting its assertion that the amount in controversy exceeds [$75,000].”” (3)

“Therefore, the Court respectfully encourages Congress to reconsider the amount in controversy minimum.”
(5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael Sandoval alleged that Little Caesar Enterprises's website was inaccessible to blind and visually impaired
consumers. The original complaint asserted claims under the Americans with Disabilities Act and California's
Unruh Civil Rights Act. After removal, Sandoval amended the complaint to plead only the Unruh Act claim,



limit injunctive relief to $50,000, and seek $4,000 per statutory violation, $4,000 for deterrence, and attorney's
fees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the original complaint in Orange County Superior Court on April 2, 2025, alleging violations of
the Americans with Disabilities Act and California's Unruh Civil Rights Act. Defendant removed the case to the
Central District of California on April 9, 2025. Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint on April 15, 2025,
eliminating the federal claim and limiting the requested relief. The district court remanded the case sua sponte on
April 16, 2025, concluding that neither federal-question nor diversity jurisdiction existed.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Superior Court of Orange County, California. The Clerk was directed to serve the
minute order on the parties.
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