UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION

Darin Ruf v. The Cincinnati Reds

Ruf - No. 1:25-cv-00424 - Decided January 23, 2026

SUMMARY

The court grants Darin Ruf’s motion to remand his Ohio negligence action against the Cincinnati Reds
to state court. It holds that Ruf’s premises-liability, vicarious-liability, and negligent hiring and
supervision claims are not substantially dependent on interpreting the Major League Baseball
collective-bargaining agreements and therefore are not preempted under section 301 of the Labor
Management Relations Act. The excerpt addresses the asserted relevance of the CBAs’ grievance
provisions, baseball rules and regulations, Safety and Health Advisory Committee provisions, and

compensation provisions.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand his state-law negligence action after

Defendant removed it to federal court on the ground that the claims
were completely preempted by § 301 of the Labor Management
Relations Act. Plaintiff also sought attorneys' fees and costs under 28
U.S.C. § 1447(c).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
subject-matter jurisdiction. Removal jurisdiction is assessed based on
the facts existing at the time of removal, and doubts about the
propriety of removal are resolved in favor of remand. The court

considered the legal bases asserted in the notice of removal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ruf's Ohio negligence claims were completely preempted under § 301 of the Labor

Management Relations Act such that removal to federal court was proper.

2. Whether adjudicating Ruf's negligence claims required interpretation of the parties' collective-bargaining
agreements, incorporated Major League Baseball rules and regulations, safety-committee provisions,

grievance provisions, or compensation provisions.

3. Whether Ruf was entitled to attorneys' fees and costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) because the Reds lacked

an objectively reasonable basis for removal.

HOLDINGS

1. Ruf's negligence claims were independent of the collective-bargaining agreements and were not
completely preempted under § 301 of the LMRA; therefore, the federal court lacked subject-matter
jurisdiction and remand was required.

2. The identified provisions did not require interpretation to resolve Ruf's negligence claims. The baseball
rules and regulations did not address the manner in which the tarp was stored; the Safety and Health
Advisory Committee was advisory and did not establish a contractual standard of care; the grievance and
safety-complaint provisions had no alleged application to Ruf's claim; and compensation provisions did

not govern claims against the Reds for conditions at the stadium.

3. Ruf was entitled to reasonable attorneys' fees and costs incurred as a result of the removal because the

Reds lacked an objectively reasonable basis for removal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If the plaintiff’s claim neither requires contract interpretation nor arises from the substance of the collective-
bargaining agreement, then the claim is “independent” of the agreement for § 301 purposes, and preemption
does not apply.” (Opinion and Order, § A)

“Section 301 of the LMRA “preempts only state law claims that are substantially dependent on an analysis of

a collective-bargaining agreement, not claims that only tangentially involve CBA provisions.”” (Opinion and
Order, § B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Darin Ruf, a professional baseball player, injured his knee on the sharp metal end of a tarp roller while
attempting to catch a foul ball during a June 2, 2023, game at Great American Ball Park. An advertisement

allegedly obscured the tarp roller and concealed the dangerous condition. Ruf sued the Cincinnati Reds under



Ohio negligence theories, including premises liability, vicarious liability, and negligent hiring, training,

supervision, and retention.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ruf filed negligence claims in the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas arising from injuries sustained
during a baseball game. The Cincinnati Reds removed the action to the Southern District of Ohio, asserting
federal-question jurisdiction based on LMRA § 301 preemption. The district court granted Ruf's motion to
remand and ordered him to submit additional briefing documenting reasonable attorneys' fees and costs before

the court determined the amount of the award.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk was ordered to remand the case to the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas. Ruf was ordered to
submit, within fourteen days, additional briefing documenting his reasonable attorneys' fees and costs so the

court could determine the appropriate award.
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