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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted Maria Lopez leave to
amend her slip-and-fall complaint to add Target employees Raul Medina and Lotty Rocha as
defendants. Because the proposed defendants were nondiverse California residents, the court deferred
ruling on remand and stated that it would address that request in a separate order or report and
recommendation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should permit Lopez to amend her complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(e) to add
nondiverse defendants whose joinder would destroy diversity jurisdiction.

2. Whether the proposed negligence and premises-liability claims against Medina and Rocha appeared
valid and were asserted for purposes other than solely defeating federal jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(e), a district court has discretion either to deny joinder of nondiverse defendants
or to permit joinder and remand the action, and the relevant factors favored permitting Lopez to amend
her complaint to add Medina and Rocha.

2. For purposes of joinder under § 1447(e), Lopez's negligence and premises-liability claims against
Medina and Rocha appeared valid; the allegations therefore did not establish that joinder was sought
solely to defeat diversity jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the court may deny joinder, or permit joinder and remand the action to the State court.” (at 1)

“The language of § 1447(e) is couched in permissive terms and it clearly gives the district court the
discretion” (at 1)

“In sum, the Court concludes that Lopez’s claims against Rocha and Medina appear valid and therefore, that
she is not seeking to add them as defendants solely to destroy diversity.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lopez alleged that she slipped on a cream-like substance while walking in the cosmetics aisle of a Target store in
Richmond, California, on September 10, 2023, sustaining severe and permanent injuries. She asserted
negligence and premises-liability claims against Target and Doe defendants alleged to include Target agents and
employees. After investigating, Lopez identified Raul Medina and Lotty Rocha, Target managers or supervisors,
as individuals allegedly involved in the unsafe condition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lopez filed negligence and premises-liability claims against Target and Doe defendants in Contra Costa Superior
Court. Target answered and removed the action to federal court based on diversity jurisdiction. Lopez then
moved to amend to identify and join Raul Medina and Lotty Rocha, alleged California residents whose joinder
would destroy diversity. The court granted leave to amend but reserved the remand issue for a separate order or
report and recommendation.

DISPOSITION



other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Plaintiff was directed to file the Proposed First Amended Complaint as a separate pleading. Within 30 days,
Target's counsel was directed to determine whether the new defendants would consent to magistrate jurisdiction
or would retain separate counsel. The court reserved the request for remand for a separate order or report and
recommendation.
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