UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Jennifer J. Walter v. Sterling Jewelers Inc.

Walter v. Sterling Jewelers - No. CV 24-05581-MWF (PVCx) - Decided February 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The Central District of California granted Plaintiff Jennifer J. Walter’s motion to remand a putative
wage-and-hour class action against Sterling Jewelers Inc. The court held that the defendant failed to
establish by a preponderance of the evidence that more than $5 million was in controversy under the
Class Action Fairness Act because its violation-rate assumptions were unsupported by the complaint or
evidence. The court denied the defendant’s motion to dismiss as moot and remanded the action to Los

Angeles County Superior Court.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a putative wage-and-hour class action in Los Angeles

County Superior Court. Defendant removed under the Class Action

Fairness Act and moved to dismiss; plaintiff moved to remand.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence. In evaluating the
amount in controversy, the court considers the allegations existing at
the time of removal and may consider summary-judgment-type
evidence, but the defendant may not rely on speculation, conjecture, or

unreasonable assumptions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendant established by a preponderance of the evidence that more than $5 million was in

controversy for purposes of CAFA jurisdiction.

2. Whether defendant could establish the amount in controversy through assumed violation rates

unsupported by the complaint or additional evidence.

3. Whether defendant's motion to dismiss remained justiciable after remand.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that more than $5 million was in

controversy, so the action had to be remanded.

2. The phrase "systematic pattern" alone does not support any particular assumed violation rate for

calculating the amount in controversy.

3. Defendant's motion to dismiss was denied as moot after the action was remanded to state court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Defendant has failed to meet its burden to prove that more than $5,000,000 is in controversy in this action.”

“To pin a particular violation rate on the allegations in the Complaint would be to “pull[]” an assumption

“from thin air.”” (at *4)

“The important point here is that there simply is no clarity with respect to violation-rates in the Complaint, as

is almost always the situation in such cases.” (at *3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that Sterling Jewelers engaged in a systematic pattern of California wage-and-hour violations,
including unpaid minimum and overtime wages, missed meal and rest periods, unreimbursed business expenses,
inaccurate wage statements, and untimely payment of wages at separation. The complaint did not specify the
frequency of the alleged violations. Defendant removed under CAFA based on assumptions about violation rates

and calculated an amount in controversy of approximately $14.98 million, including damages and attorney fees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced the putative class action in Los Angeles County Superior Court on April 17, 2024.
Defendant removed the action to the Central District of California on July 1, 2024, asserting CAFA jurisdiction
and calculating more than $5 million in controversy. Plaintiff moved to remand, and defendant moved to
dismiss. The court decided the motions on the papers, granted remand, and denied the motion to dismiss as
moot.

DISPOSITION



remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is remanded to Los Angeles County Superior Court. The motion to dismiss is denied as moot.
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