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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California remands Eva Montalvo’s
employment-law action against Wal-Mart Associates, Inc. for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The
court held that the defendant did not establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in
controversy exceeded $75,000, because the plaintiff’s $350,000 settlement demand lacked a
substantiated factual basis. The court vacated all deadlines and hearings and directed the Clerk to close
the action.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a California employment-law action from state
court based on diversity jurisdiction. After issuing an order to show
cause concerning the amount in controversy, the district court
remanded the action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction, and removal statutes are strictly construed against
removal. Where a notice of removal plausibly alleges jurisdiction, the
court must give the defendant an opportunity to establish the
jurisdictional facts by a preponderance of the evidence before
remanding.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant established that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 as required for
diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332.

2. Whether Plaintiff's $350,000 settlement demand plausibly established the amount in controversy when
the demand lacked a factual basis and the asserted damages were speculative.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant failed to plausibly allege that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, so the district
court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the removed action.

2. When a notice of removal plausibly alleges a basis for federal jurisdiction, the court must give the
removing defendant an opportunity to establish the jurisdictional requirements by a preponderance of the
evidence before remanding.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts must “strictly construe the removal statute against removal jurisdiction” and remand an action “if
there is any doubt as to the right of removal in the first instance.”” (at 1)

“Accordingly, the Court finds that Defendant has not satisfied its burden of plausibly alleging that the amount
in controversy meets the jurisdictional requirement.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff asserted various employment-related violations of California law. Defendant removed the action based
on diversity jurisdiction and relied principally on Plaintiff's $350,000 settlement demand to support the amount-
in-controversy requirement. The demand did not provide calculations or other factual substantiation showing
that the amount represented a reasonable estimate of Plaintiff's claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the complaint in California state court on July 15, 2025. Defendant removed the action to the
Central District of California on October 17, 2025. The court issued an order to show cause regarding the
amount in controversy, reviewed Defendant's response, and remanded the action to state court, vacating all
deadlines and hearings and directing the clerk to close the case.

DISPOSITION

remanded



REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is remanded to the Los Angeles Superior Court for all further proceedings. All deadlines and hearings
before the federal court are vacated, and the clerk shall close the federal action.
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