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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California ordered the parties to show cause
why the action should not be dismissed without prejudice for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The
court concluded that the First Amended Complaint did not adequately establish diversity jurisdiction
or federal-question jurisdiction.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court, acting sua sponte, ordered Plaintiff to show cause in
writing why the action should not be dismissed without prejudice for
lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently examined subject matter jurisdiction sua
sponte; federal courts are presumed to lack jurisdiction unless
jurisdiction affirmatively appears from the record.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint adequately established diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §
1332(a)(1).

2. Whether the First Amended Complaint established federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

3. Whether the action should be dismissed without prejudice for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal district court must examine its subject matter jurisdiction sua sponte before proceeding to the
merits.

2. The First Amended Complaint did not establish either diversity jurisdiction or federal-question
jurisdiction.

3. If the court determines that subject matter jurisdiction is absent in this non-removal action, dismissal
without prejudice is appropriate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are courts of “limited jurisdiction,” possessing “only that power authorized by the
Constitution and statute[.]”” (at 1)

“Additionally, federal courts have an obligation to examine jurisdiction sua sponte before proceeding to the
merits of a case.” (at 1)

“The amount in controversy is not “facially evident” from the pleading, and “[clonclusory allegations as to
the amount in controversy are insufficient.”” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint asserted two claims based on California law against Wells Fargo Bank,
N.A., and other defendants. The complaint did not allege that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, and
the amount was not facially evident from the pleading. The court therefore found that the complaint did not
establish diversity or federal-question jurisdiction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a First Amended Complaint asserting two claims under California law. The court concluded that
the complaint did not adequately establish diversity jurisdiction because it did not allege an amount in
controversy exceeding $75,000 and that federal-question jurisdiction was not apparent because the claims arose
under state law. The court ordered a written response within fourteen days before determining whether dismissal
was warranted.
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OPINION

Xiangbin Long v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.
PER CURIAM.
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