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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denies plaintiff Cecilia Macedo’s

motion to remand and denies defendants’ motion for sanctions. The court concludes that the amount in

controversy requirement for diversity jurisdiction is satisfied based on the settlement demand,

potential emotional-distress and punitive damages, and attorneys’ fees. The court also finds

insufficient evidence of subjective bad faith to support sanctions under 28 U.S.C. § 1927.
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Plaintiff moved to remand a removed employment-discrimination
action to state court for failure to establish the amount-in-controversy
requirement for diversity jurisdiction. Defendants moved for sanctions
under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 and the court's inherent authority based on
plaintiff's filing and refusal to withdraw the motion to remand after

making a settlement demand exceeding $500,000.

The removing party bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction. When the complaint does not make the amount in
controversy evident and removal jurisdiction is contested, the
defendant must establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the
amount in controversy exceeds $75,000. Sanctions under 28 U.S.C. §
1927 and the court's inherent authority are reviewed under the court's
discretionary authority and require frivolousness and subjective bad
faith.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy

exceeded $75,000 for purposes of diversity jurisdiction.

2. Whether Macedo's post-removal settlement demand, together with the nature of her claims and

requested damages, demonstrated that the jurisdictional threshold was satisfied.

3. Whether Macedo and her counsel acted in subjective bad faith by filing and refusing to withdraw the

motion to remand, warranting sanctions under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 or the court's inherent authority.

4. Whether Macedo was entitled to attorneys' fees incurred as a result of removal.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants established that the amount in controversy plausibly exceeded $75,000. The settlement
demand, emotional-distress and punitive-damages claims, attorneys' fees potentially recoverable through

trial, and other claimed damages collectively satisfied the jurisdictional threshold.

2. Sanctions were not warranted under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 or the court's inherent authority because the
settlement demand made after removal did not establish that the motion to remand was filed recklessly,
frivolously, or in subjective bad faith.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The amount in controversy is simply an estimate of the total amount in dispute, not a prospective assessment
of defendant’s liability.” (at 7)

“The district court should weigh the reasonableness of the removing party’s assumptions, not supply further

assumptions of its own.” (at 8)

“Macedo’s settlement demand in excess of the amount in controversy a year dfter removal does not

automatically make Macedo’s motion to remand frivolous.” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Macedo alleged that Dollar General terminated her employment the day after she informed human resources that
she was pregnant and requested job-duty information for her physician to evaluate possible accommodations.
She asserted claims under California's Fair Employment and Housing Act, the California Labor Code, the
California Family Rights Act, and related employment laws, seeking lost wages, emotional-distress and punitive
damages, attorneys' fees, and other damages. Her complaint alleged damages exceeding $25,000 but did not
specify a total amount. After removal, Macedo made a settlement demand exceeding $500,000, including

$300,000 for emotional distress and approximately $350,000 in attorneys' fees through trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Macedo filed the action in Kern County Superior Court on March 27, 2023. Defendants removed the case to the
Eastern District of California on June 1, 2023, asserting complete diversity and an amount in controversy
exceeding $75,000. Macedo moved to remand and requested removal-related attorneys' fees. After Macedo later

made a settlement demand exceeding $500,000, defendants moved for sanctions. The court denied both motions.
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