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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California remanded this putative class
action to the Los Angeles Superior Court for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The court held that the
plaintiffs failed to establish Article III standing because they did not allege a credible threat that
Paramount Global would enforce the challenged Terms of Use against them. The court deemed all
other pending federal motions moot.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Putative class action filed in Los Angeles Superior Court and removed
by Paramount Global under the Class Action Fairness Act. After
jurisdictional discovery concerning Article III standing, the district
court remanded the action for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing party bears the burden of establishing that removal is
proper, and any doubt concerning removal is resolved in favor of
remand. The district court must remand if, at any time before final
judgment, it determines that subject-matter jurisdiction is lacking.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiffs established Article III standing to pursue their pre-enforcement challenge to
Paramount Global's Terms of Use.

2. Whether the action had to be remanded to state court because the federal court lacked subject-matter
jurisdiction.

3. Whether the remaining motions should be resolved after the court determined that Article III standing
was absent.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs lacked Article III standing because they failed to allege or demonstrate a credible threat that
Paramount Global would enforce the challenged Terms of Use against them and failed to show with
concrete detail that they intended to violate those terms.

2. Remand, rather than dismissal, was mandatory because the federal court lacked Article III subject-matter
jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To satisfy Article III standing, the plaintiff must have (1) suffered an injury in fact, (2) that is fairly traceable
to the challenged conduct of the defendant, and (3) that is likely to be redressed by a favorable judicial
decision.” (at 3)

“If at any time before final judgment it appears that the district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the
case shall be remanded.” (at 4)

“Mere insinuation is not enough.” (at 6)

“In the absence of standing, remand is mandatory.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs challenged Paramount Global's Terms of Use, alleging that the terms threatened restrictions or
punishment of speech and violated California Civil Code section 1670.8. The complaint did not allege that
Paramount had enforced, or planned to enforce, the challenged terms against Plaintiffs or anyone else. After
jurisdictional discovery, Plaintiffs' responses referred generally to threats against individuals and still did not
establish a personal and concrete threat of enforcement or concrete intent to violate the terms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a putative class action in Los Angeles Superior Court alleging that Paramount Global violated
California Civil Code section 1670.8. Paramount removed the action under the Class Action Fairness Act and
moved to dismiss or transfer venue. The district court deferred ruling, permitted limited jurisdictional discovery,



and received supplemental briefing on Article III standing. The court concluded that Plaintiffs had not shown
standing and remanded the action to the Los Angeles Superior Court, rendering the remaining federal motions
moot.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded the matter to the Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 23STCV31038, at the Stanley Mosk
Courthouse. All other pending federal motions were deemed moot with respect to the proceedings in federal
court.
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