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SUMMARY

This document is Findings and Recommendations from the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of California recommending denial of Caroline R. Homan’s motion to remand a
putative class action against Colonial Penn Life Insurance Company. The court concludes that the
Class Action Fairness Act provides subject-matter jurisdiction and that, under Ruiz v. Bradford
Exchange, Ltd., the defendant may waive the adequate-remedy-at-law objection applicable to
equitable relief. The court also rejects the argument that the requested injunctive relief requires remand
because of a lack of Article III standing.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a putative class action removed from
California Superior Court under the Class Action Fairness Act. The
magistrate judge issued findings and recommendations recommending
that the motion to remand be denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion to remand, the removing defendant bears the burden of
establishing that removal is proper, and any ambiguity is resolved in
favor of remand. The court examines whether the complaint contains a
cause of action within the district court's original jurisdiction.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

TOPICS

motions to dismiss class actions subject matter jurisdiction remedies insurance



PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure class actions insurance life insurance litigation consumer protection equitable relief

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant's waiver of the adequate-remedy-at-law defense defeated plaintiff's argument that
the federal court lacked equitable jurisdiction.

2. Whether the Ninth Circuit's decision in Ruiz v. Bradford Exchange, Ltd. applies to cases seeking
equitable relief generally, rather than only equitable restitution.

3. Whether the possibility that plaintiff lacks Article III standing to pursue injunctive relief requires remand
of the UCL claim or partial remand of the requested injunctive remedy.

4. Whether principles of federalism, comity, fairness, or judicial economy required the federal court to
reject defendant's waiver or remand the action.

HOLDINGS

1. Ruiz applies generally to cases in which a plaintiff files a state-court action seeking only equitable relief;
it is not limited to cases seeking equitable restitution.

2. Defendant's unambiguous waiver of its adequate-remedy-at-law defense established that removal was
proper and permitted the case to proceed in federal court.

3. The possibility that plaintiff lacks Article III standing to pursue injunctive relief does not divest the
district court of subject-matter jurisdiction over the underlying UCL claim when the claim is within
CAFA's original jurisdiction.

4. The court should not partially remand the injunctive-relief portion of plaintiff's UCL claim while
retaining the remainder of the action in federal court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“federal courts in diversity cases apply federal principles of equitable jurisdiction; a plaintiff who fails to
allege the lack of an adequate remedy at law cannot utilize a federal court’s equitable jurisdiction; equitable
jurisdiction is not a matter of subject matter jurisdiction; and when a case is initially filed in federal court
and the defendant demonstrates that equitable jurisdiction is lacking, a court must dismiss the case, but
without prejudice.” (at 8)

“when a case is removed from state court and the district court concludes it lacks equitable jurisdiction, the
court has the authority to remand the case to state court” (at 9)

“a plaintiff files a lawsuit in state court seeking only equitable relief and the case is properly removed to
federal court, a defendant can defeat remand on equitable jurisdiction grounds by waiving the adequate-
remedy-at-law issue.” (at 10)

“the presence of at least some claims over which the district court has original jurisdiction is sufficient to
allow removal of an entire case, even if others of the claims alleged are beyond the district court’s power to
decide.” (at 17)



“The lack of injunctive relief does not equate to the lack of subject matter jurisdiction over the underlying
claim.” (at 18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Caroline R. Homan was the beneficiary of a life insurance policy insuring her late husband's life. She alleges that
Colonial Penn terminated the policy for nonpayment without providing the statutory 60-day grace period, notice
of pending lapse or termination, or an annual opportunity to designate a third party to receive notice. After her
husband's death, Homan contacted Colonial Penn to submit a claim and was told that the policy had been
terminated and the claim would not be paid. She filed a putative class action under California's Unfair
Competition Law seeking class certification, injunctive relief, restitution, and attorney's fees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a California Unfair Competition Law action in the Superior Court of California, Mariposa County,
on February 4, 2025. Defendant removed the action to federal court on March 10, 2025. Plaintiff moved to
remand on April 9, 2025, and the district judge referred the motion to the magistrate judge for findings and
recommendations. After a September 3, 2025 hearing and supplemental briefing, the magistrate judge
recommended denial of remand, subject to review by the assigned district judge after objections.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The magistrate judge recommended that the assigned district judge deny plaintiff's motion to remand. The
recommendation was submitted for review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C), with objections due within fourteen
days of service.
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