UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

7980 Sunset Associates v. Nunzio Donato Ciaraulo

7980 Sunset Associates - No. CV 25-4420-GW-BFMx - Decided June 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted the plaintiff’s motion to

remand an unlawful detainer action to the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The court held that the

defendant’s anticipated federal defenses and counterclaims, including alleged disability-related claims,

did not create federal-question jurisdiction because the federal issue did not appear on the face of the

plaintiff’s complaint. The court denied the plaintiff’s request for attorney’s fees and costs and vacated

the remand-motion hearing.
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remanded

Defendant removed an unlawful detainer action from California state
court. Plaintiff moved to remand and sought attorney fees and costs
under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal
is proper, and removal statutes are strictly construed against removal
jurisdiction. Federal courts presume that they lack subject matter

jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had subject matter jurisdiction over the removed unlawful detainer action
when the asserted federal issues appeared only in anticipated defenses or a proposed counterclaim and
not on the face of the plaintiff's complaint.

2. Whether plaintiff was entitled to attorney fees and costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) following remand.

HOLDINGS

1. The court lacked subject matter jurisdiction because the plaintiff's unlawful detainer complaint did not
arise under federal law, and anticipated federal defenses, counterclaims, or cross-claims could not

establish federal-question jurisdiction absent an applicable exception such as complete preemption.

2. The court denied plaintiff's request for attorney fees and costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).
KEY QUOTATIONS

“The defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal is proper”

“the removal statute is strictly construed against removal jurisdiction.”

“A defense based on federal law does not give this Court subject matter jurisdiction, nor does a

counterclaim.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying action was an unlawful detainer complaint brought by 7980 Sunset Associates. Defendant
removed the action based on his belief that federal questions would arise from a proposed cross-complaint
involving alleged violations of the Americans with Disabilities Act and other constitutional or federal statutory
violations. The federal issues were not pleaded in the face of the unlawful detainer complaint and would arise, if
at all, through defenses or counterclaims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendant removed the unlawful detainer action to the Central District of California on May 16, 2025, asserting
federal-question jurisdiction based on anticipated federal defenses and a proposed federal counterclaim or cross-
complaint. Plaintiff moved to remand to the Superior Court of California for Los Angeles County. The district

court granted remand, denied attorney fees and costs, and vacated the hearing on the motion.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The action was remanded to the Superior Court of California for the County of Los Angeles. The June 26, 2025

hearing on the motion to remand was vacated. Plaintiff's request for attorney fees and costs was denied.
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