UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Tiffany E. Towns v. Capital One, NA

Towns v. Capital One - No. CV 25-11666-E - Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The court remanded Plaintiff’s removed small claims action to the California Superior Court for Los
Angeles County for lack of federal subject matter jurisdiction. The court concluded that the complaint
did not reference the Fair Credit Reporting Act and could be construed to assert state-law claims, and

it deemed Defendant’s motion to dismiss moot.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed Plaintiff's California small-claims action to federal

court, asserting that the complaint arose under the Fair Credit
Reporting Act. The court ordered Defendant to show cause why the
action should not be remanded for lack of federal subject matter
jurisdiction. Defendant did not timely respond.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court assessed subject matter jurisdiction under the well-pleaded

complaint rule and construed the removal jurisdictional allegations.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished

TOPICS

subject matter jurisdiction  credit reporting  consumer protection  civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

Civil procedure Federal jurisdiction Fair Credit Reporting Act Consumer protection



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had subject matter jurisdiction over the removed small-claims action when the

complaint did not plead a federal Fair Credit Reporting Act claim.

2. Whether remand was required because Defendant failed to establish that Plaintiff's claims arose under

federal law.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal question must appear on the face of the well-pleaded complaint at the time of removal for
federal-question jurisdiction to exist; the plaintiff may elect to proceed solely on state-law theories when

claims could arise under either state or federal law.

2. The action must be remanded to the California Superior Court because Defendant failed to establish

federal subject matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “[w]ell-pleaded complaint” rule requires a federal question to be present on the face of the complaint

at the time of removal for federal jurisdiction to exist.”

“In addition, the plaintiff is the ‘master’ of her case, and if she can maintain her claims on both state and

federal grounds, she may ignore the federal question, assert only state claims, and defeat removal.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged in a California small-claims complaint that Defendant reported her account as over the credit
limit several times when it was not, lowering her credit score. She sought $10,000 in damages and described the
damages as defamation. The complaint did not reference the federal Fair Credit Reporting Act and could be

construed to assert state-law claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, proceeding pro se, filed a California small-claims complaint alleging that Defendant incorrectly
reported her account as over the credit limit and thereby lowered her credit score. Defendant removed the action
to the Central District of California on December 8, 2025. After Defendant failed to respond to the court's order
to show cause, the court remanded the matter to the California Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles and

directed the Clerk to close the federal case.
DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk shall immediately effect remand to the California Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles, case
number 25STSC04681, and close the federal case. Defendant's motion to dismiss, docket number 7, is deemed

moot.
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