UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

207 Seaside Partners LL.C v. Andrew Knight

207 Seaside Partners - No. CV 25-2906-DMG (ASx) - Decided April 9, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California sua sponte remands an unlawful
detainer action to the Los Angeles County Superior Court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The
court concludes that federal-question jurisdiction, removal under 28 U.S.C. § 1443, bankruptcy

jurisdiction, and diversity jurisdiction are not established.

CASE DETAILS
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The defendant removed a California unlawful detainer action to

federal district court. The district court sua sponte reviewed the notice
of removal and state-court records and remanded the action for lack of

subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court independently reviewed subject matter jurisdiction
and the notice of removal, including sua sponte consideration of

whether federal jurisdiction existed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the federal district court had subject matter jurisdiction over the removed California unlawful

detainer action.
2. Whether federal affirmative defenses could establish federal-question jurisdiction.
3. Whether removal was authorized under 28 U.S.C. § 1443.
4. Whether bankruptcy or diversity jurisdiction supported removal.

5. Whether the removing party's status and the allegations concerning citizenship and amount in
controversy satisfied the requirements for removal.

HOLDINGS

1. The court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the removed unlawful detainer action and was required

to remand it to California state court.

2. Federal affirmative defenses do not create federal-question jurisdiction or make a state-court action

removable.
3. The defendant failed to establish a basis for removal under either subsection of 28 U.S.C. § 1443.

4. The underlying unlawful detainer action did not arise under Title 11, so 28 U.S.C. § 1334 did not

provide a basis for federal jurisdiction.

5. Diversity jurisdiction was not established because complete diversity and the amount-in-controversy
requirement were lacking or inadequately alleged, and the action was a limited civil unlawful detainer
proceeding not exceeding $25,000.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The right of removal is entirely a creature of statute and ‘a suit commenced in a state court must remain

there until cause is shown for its transfer under some act of Congress.’” (Order at 1)

“Under the plain terms of § 1441(a), in order properly to remove [an] action pursuant to that provision, [the
removing defendant] must demonstrate that original subject-matter jurisdiction lies in the federal courts.”
(Order at 1)

“If at any time before final judgment it appears that the district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the

case shall be remanded.” (Order at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying action was an unlawful detainer proceeding governed by California law. The removing defendant
relied on asserted federal affirmative defenses and invoked federal-question, civil-rights-removal, bankruptcy,

and diversity jurisdiction. The complaint did not plead a federal claim, the action did not arise under Title 11, the
parties and amount in controversy did not establish diversity jurisdiction, and the removing party was not alleged

to be a named defendant in the state complaint.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



207 Seaside Partners, LLC filed an unlawful detainer action in the Superior Court of California for Los Angeles

County. Andrew Knight removed the action to the Central District of California, asserting federal-question, civil-

rights-removal, bankruptcy, and diversity grounds. The district court concluded that none supported federal

jurisdiction and remanded the case to state court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand the action to the Superior Court of California for the County of Los Angeles for lack of subject matter

jurisdiction.
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