UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Ricardo Estrada Castillo v. Varinder Singh, et al.

Castillo v. Singh - No. CV 25-1511 FMO (AJRXx) - Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California remanded the action to the Los

Angeles County Superior Court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The court held that the

removing defendant failed to establish complete diversity because it did not identify the members of

Horizon Royal Carrier Transport, LLC or their citizenships, and denied pending motions as moot.
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remanded

Defendants removed a personal-injury action from California state
court under 28 U.S.C. § 1441. After ordering the parties to show cause
regarding the citizenship of an LLC defendant, the district court

remanded the action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal
is proper. Any doubt concerning federal subject matter jurisdiction
must be resolved in favor of remand, and the court must remand sua
sponte when it appears before final judgment that subject matter

jurisdiction is lacking.
Nonprecedential unpublished district-court order

Ricardo Estrada Castillo v. Varinder Singh, Horizon Royal Carrier
Transport, LLC, other defendants
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the removing defendants established federal diversity subject matter jurisdiction.

2. Whether an LLC's state of organization and principal place of business establish its citizenship for
diversity purposes.

3. Whether the action had to be remanded when the LLC failed to identify its members and their

citizenship.

HOLDINGS

1. The removing defendants failed to establish complete diversity because Horizon Royal Carrier

Transport, LLC did not identify its members or the citizenship of each member.

2. For diversity-jurisdiction purposes, an LLC's state of organization and principal place of business are
irrelevant; the LLC has the citizenship of each of its members.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The strong presumption against removal jurisdiction means that the defendant always has the burden of

establishing that removal is proper.” (Order at 1)

“Federal jurisdiction must be rejected if there is any doubt as to the right of removal in the first instance.”
(Order at 1)

“An LLC’s principal place of business [or] state of organization is irrelevant” (Order at 2)

“a citizen of every state of which its owners/members are citizens.” (Order at 2)

“There is no such thing as ‘a [state name] limited partnership’ for purposes of . . . diversity jurisdiction.

There are only partners, each of which has one or more citizenships.” (Order at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The defendants removed the action on the asserted basis of federal diversity jurisdiction. In response to the
court's jurisdictional order to show cause, Horizon Royal Carrier Transport, LL.C stated only that it was
registered in Washington and had its principal place of business there. The LLC did not identify its members or

the citizenship of each member, leaving the court unable to determine whether complete diversity existed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action was removed to the Central District of California on February 21, 2025. The court issued an order to
show cause concerning the citizenship of Horizon Royal Carrier Transport, LLC. After reviewing the parties'
jurisdiction memoranda, the court concluded that the removing defendants had not established complete
diversity and remanded the action to the L.os Angeles County Superior Court; all pending motions were denied

as moot.



DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded to the Los Angeles County Superior Court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under

28 U.S.C. § 1447(c). The Clerk was directed to send a certified copy of the order to the state court. All pending
motions were denied as moot.
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