UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Adams v. Google LL.C

No. 25-cv-05020 NC (N.D. Cal. June 13, 2025) - No. 25-cv-05020 NC - Decided June 13, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California ordered Google LL.C to show

cause why removal from Santa Clara County Superior Court was proper and why federal subject

matter jurisdiction existed. The court noted that Google had not identified the citizenship of its LLC

members and advised that removal could also violate the local defendant rule if Google is a California

citizen.
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June 13, 2025

25-cv-05020 NC
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Google removed the action from Santa Clara County Superior Court
based on diversity jurisdiction. The district court issued an order to
show cause requiring Google to explain why removal was proper and

subject matter jurisdiction existed.

Subject matter jurisdiction may be considered sua sponte at any time,
and the party asserting federal jurisdiction bears the burden of

establishing it.

Unknown; district court order to show cause with no published
reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Google established federal subject matter jurisdiction through diversity of citizenship under 28
U.S.C. § 1332(a)(1).

2. Whether the removal may be procedurally defective under the local-defendant rule if Google is a citizen

of California.

3. Whether Adams must move to remand within 30 days to raise a violation of the local-defendant rule.

HOLDINGS

1. For diversity-of-citizenship purposes, an LLC is a citizen of every state of which its owners or members
are citizens. Because Google did not provide citizenship information for each owner or member, it had

not established subject matter jurisdiction.

2. If Google is a California citizen, removal based on diversity jurisdiction may be procedurally improper
under the local-defendant rule because a defendant that is a citizen of the state in which the action was
brought may not remove on that basis. A plaintiff must raise that procedural defect within 30 days.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The federal court is a court of limited jurisdiction and the party asserting jurisdiction (here, Google) has the

burden of establishing a basis to be in federal court.” (at 1)

“This means that “like a partnership, an LLC is a citizen of every state of which its owners/members are

citizens.”” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Google removed Adams's action from Santa Clara County Superior Court to federal court. Google asserted
diversity jurisdiction based on diversity of citizenship and an amount in controversy exceeding $75,000. The
removal notice did not provide citizenship information for each owner or member of Google LL.C, and the notice

allegedly identified Google as a California citizen, potentially implicating the local-defendant rule.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On June 13, 2025, Google removed the case to the Northern District of California. The court found that Google
had not supplied citizenship information for each of its LLC owners or members and therefore had not
established diversity jurisdiction. The court also identified a potential local-defendant-rule defect and advised

Adams that any motion to remand on that ground had to be filed within 30 days.

DISPOSITION

other
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Google was ordered to file a response by June 20, 2025, explaining why removal was proper and why subject
matter jurisdiction is satisfied. Adams was advised that any motion to remand based on violation of the local-
defendant rule had to be filed within 30 days after the notice of removal.
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