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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California remanded the action to the Los
Angeles County Superior Court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The court held that Defendant
failed to respond to the order to show cause and failed to establish the amount-in-controversy
requirement for diversity jurisdiction, and it vacated the March 31, 2025 order.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed the action from Los Angeles County Superior
Court based on asserted diversity jurisdiction. The federal court issued
an order to show cause regarding the amount in controversy and, after
Defendant failed to respond, remanded the action for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The federal court independently examined subject matter jurisdiction
sua sponte; the removing defendant bore the burden of establishing
that removal was proper, including by a preponderance of the evidence
when the amount in controversy was contested or questioned.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court had subject matter jurisdiction over the removed action based on diversity
jurisdiction.

2. Whether Defendant established that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 and that removal was
proper.

3. Whether the action should be remanded after Defendant failed to respond to the order to show cause.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant failed to meet its burden to establish that removal was proper because the record did not
establish that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 or that diversity jurisdiction existed.

2. Defendant's failure to timely respond to the order to show cause was independently sufficient grounds to
remand the action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are courts of “limited jurisdiction,” possessing “only that power authorized by the
Constitution and statute[.]”” (at 1)

“District courts are presumed to lack jurisdiction unless the contrary appears affirmatively from the record.”
(at 1)

“The ‘strong presumption’ against removal jurisdiction means that the defendant always has the burden of
establishing that removal is proper.” (at 1)

“This, in and of itself, is a sufficient basis to remand the action.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendant removed the action to federal court, asserting diversity jurisdiction. The court could not determine
from the Notice of Removal that the amount-in-controversy requirement was satisfied or that diversity
jurisdiction existed. After the court issued an order to show cause, Defendant failed to file any response.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed the action in Los Angeles County Superior Court, and Defendant removed it to the
Central District of California. The court issued an order to show cause why the action should not be remanded
because the amount in controversy appeared insufficient. Defendant did not respond, and the court remanded the
action to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, vacated all federal dates and deadlines, and ordered the federal
action administratively closed. The court also vacated an erroneous March 31, 2025 order.

DISPOSITION



remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 24VECV02749. All dates and
deadlines in the federal court were vacated, and the clerk was directed to close the federal action
administratively. The March 31, 2025 order was vacated as erroneously issued.
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