UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Nhi Vo v. AB Car Rental Services, Inc. et al.

Vo v. AB Car Rental Services - No. 8:25-cv-02044-DOC-JDE - Decided October 1, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California sua sponte remands this
employment action to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange. The court concludes that
the state-law claims are not preempted under § 301 of the Labor Management Relations Act and that
defendants failed to establish diversity jurisdiction because the amount in controversy was not shown

to exceed $75,000. The court vacates all proceedings and removes the matter from its calendar.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants removed Plaintiff's California employment action from the

Superior Court of California, County of Orange, asserting federal-
question and diversity jurisdiction. The district court sua sponte
determined that it lacked subject-matter jurisdiction and remanded the

action to state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently assessed subject-matter jurisdiction,
including federal-question and diversity jurisdiction, and applied the
rule that removal statutes are strictly construed against removal and

that the removing party bears the burden of establishing federal

jurisdiction.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; persuasive value only.
PARTIES AB Car Rental Services, Inc., Avis Budget Group, Inc. v. Nhi Vo
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's state-law employment claims were completely preempted under § 301 of the
Labor Management Relations Act because their resolution allegedly required interpretation of a

collective bargaining agreement.

2. Whether federal diversity jurisdiction existed when Defendants failed to show by a preponderance of the

evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000.

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

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiff's state-law employment claims were not preempted under § 301 of the LMRA because they
asserted rights arising from state law and could be resolved without interpreting the collective bargaining

agreement.

2. Defendants failed to establish that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, so diversity jurisdiction
was absent.

3. When the district court lacks subject-matter jurisdiction, it must remand a removed action to state court,
including when the jurisdictional defect is identified sua sponte.
KEY QUOTATIONS

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

“A state-law right is “substantially dependent on the analysis of the CBA” if “the claim cannot be resolved”
without interpreting the CBA versus “simply looking to the CBA.”” (p. 5)

“Therefore, under this two-step test, Plaintiff’s state-law claims are not preempted by § 301.” (p. 7)

“For the reasons set forth above, the Court hereby REMANDS this case to the Superior Court of Orange
County.” (p. 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Nhi Vo worked as a rental sales agent for AB Car Rental Services and Avis Budget Group. She alleged sexual
harassment by a coworker, retaliation after reporting the harassment and workplace conduct, whistleblower
retaliation, wrongful termination, and unpaid commissions and vacation wages. After receiving warnings,
suspension, and termination in August 2023, she filed state-law employment claims in California state court;
Defendants removed the case based on alleged federal-question and diversity jurisdiction.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Vo filed suit in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange, on August 11, 2025. Defendants removed the
action to the Central District of California on September 10, 2025. On October 1, 2025, the district court

remanded the case sua sponte and vacated all proceedings.
DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Superior Court of Orange County. All proceedings were vacated and removed

from the federal court's calendar, and the Clerk was directed to serve the minute order on the parties.
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