UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

MMT City View Properties, LL.C v. Orange Grove Ventures, L1.C

No. 2:25-cv-01920-WLH-SK (C.D. Cal. May 7, 2025) - No. 2:25-cv-01920-WLH-SK - Decided May 7, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California grants Plaintiff MMT City View
Properties, LL.C’s motion to remand. The court holds that removal was barred by the forum defendant
rule and that complete diversity was lacking because both limited liability companies’ sole members
were California citizens. The court denies jurisdictional discovery and declines to award attorney’s

fees and costs because Plaintiff did not provide sufficient billing information.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a diversity action removed from the Los

Angeles Superior Court. The district court granted remand, denied
jurisdictional discovery, and denied plaintiff's request for costs and

attorney's fees.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the statutory standards governing removal and
remand, construed removal statutes strictly, and reviewed the request

for jurisdictional discovery under the abuse-of-discretion standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether removal was barred by the forum defendant rule because defendant was a citizen of California.

2. Whether plaintiff waived its right to invoke the forum defendant rule by filing a first amended

complaint, demanding a jury trial, and filing a certificate of interested parties after removal.

3. Whether complete diversity existed where both plaintiff's and defendant's sole members were California

citizens.

4. Whether defendant was entitled to jurisdictional discovery concerning plaintiff's sole member's

citizenship.

5. Whether plaintiff was entitled to costs and attorney's fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

HOLDINGS
1. The forum defendant rule barred removal because defendant was a citizen of California, the forum state.

2. Plaintiff did not waive the forum defendant rule by timely moving to remand, filing a first amended

complaint, demanding a jury trial, or filing a certificate of interested parties.

3. Complete diversity was lacking because both plaintiff and defendant were citizens of California through

their respective sole members, so the district court lacked subject matter jurisdiction.

4. Jurisdictional discovery was unwarranted because defendant failed to show actual and substantial

prejudice or identify evidence that could change the jurisdictional outcome.

5. Plaintiff's request for costs and attorney's fees was denied because plaintiff failed to provide counsel's
hourly rate and the number of hours expended, preventing the court from assessing reasonableness.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts strictly construe the removal statutes, rejecting removal jurisdiction in favor of remand to the state

court if any doubts as to the right of removal exist.” (at 2)

“Plaintiff’s filing its FAC — after Defendant filed its motion to dismiss — and demanding a jury trial are

minimal case-management obligations.” (at 4)

“The Court concludes that Defendant’s request is “based on little more than a hunch that it might yield

jurisdictionally relevant facts[.]”” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff MMT City View Properties, LLC possessed property in Los Angeles, and defendant Orange Grove
Ventures, LL.C owned higher-elevation lots nearby. After heavy rains in January 2023, mud allegedly slid from
defendant's lots onto plaintiff's property, causing damage. Both LL.Cs were alleged to be citizens of California
because each had a sole member who was a California citizen.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed claims for private nuisance and negligence in the Los Angeles Superior Court on December 20,
2024. Defendant removed the action on March 5, 2025, asserting diversity jurisdiction, and filed a motion to



dismiss. Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint, defendant answered, and plaintiff timely moved to remand.

The district court granted the motion and ordered the case remanded to the Los Angeles Superior Court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case is remanded to the Los Angeles Superior Court. The request for costs and attorney's fees is denied.
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