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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied Plaintiff Marion J.
Carroll’s motion to remand a putative wage-and-hour class action to California state court. The court
held that Defendants sufficiently established the amount-in-controversy requirement for jurisdiction
under the Class Action Fairness Act and that the local controversy exception did not apply because
similar class actions had been filed within the preceding three years. The court also rejected Plaintiff’s
argument concerning federal jurisdiction over the restitution claim.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Robert S. Huie

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of California

DECIDED September 11, 2025

DOCKET 24-cv-1443-RSH-DTF

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a putative wage-and-hour class action that
defendants removed from California state court under the Class Action
Fairness Act.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction. For a contested CAFA amount-in-controversy allegation,
the court determines by a preponderance of the evidence whether the
jurisdictional threshold is satisfied. The applicability of the local
controversy exception turns on the statutory requirements of 28 U.S.C.
§ 1332(d)(4)(A).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants established that the amount in controversy exceeded $5 million under CAFA.

2. Whether the local controversy exception to CAFA required remand despite the existence of federal
jurisdiction.

3. Whether the presence of an unfair-competition claim seeking restitution deprived the federal court of
jurisdiction over the entire removed action.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants satisfied their burden to show by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in
controversy exceeded $5 million. The violation rates and other assumptions used in defendants'
calculations were reasonable in light of the complaint's allegations and the employment data.

2. The local controversy exception did not apply because similar class actions had been filed against
NASSCO within the three years preceding the action.

3. The presence of an unfair-competition claim seeking restitution did not require remand because federal
jurisdiction over at least some claims permits removal of the entire action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court therefore considers, not whether the phrase “at times” could reasonably support a lower
violation rate than that proposed by Defendants, but whether the violation rates assumed by Defendants here
are unreasonable.” (III.A.3)

“The Ninth Circuit’s recital of the statutory purpose of the fourth prong did not authorize district courts to
examine whether that purpose would be well served in a given case, as a substitute for applying the plain
language of the statute.” (III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carroll alleged that she and other non-exempt California employees were denied overtime and minimum wages,
meal and rest periods, timely payment of wages, accurate wage statements, expense reimbursement, vested
vacation pay, and paid sick leave. Ameri-Force submitted employment and payroll information showing 767
California employees during the relevant period and calculated more than $5 million in potential damages, plus
attorneys' fees. Plaintiff challenged the reasonableness of defendants' assumed violation rates but did not propose
alternative rates. Plaintiff also acknowledged that two similar class actions involving NASSCO employees had
been filed within the preceding three years.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Carroll filed the putative class action in the San Diego County Superior Court on June 6, 2024. Ameri-Force
removed the action to federal court on August 14, 2024, invoking CAFA jurisdiction. The federal court stayed
the case for mediation, later lifted the stay after mediation failed, and denied plaintiff's motion to remand.
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