UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Clifford Larsen v. Christian Dior Perfumes LLC et al.

No. 2:25-cv-00539-HDV-MAA, United States District Court for the Central District of California (April 10,
2025)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Plaintiff Clifford
Larsen’s motion to remand a putative wage-and-hour class action. The court held that Defendants
failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded
$75,000, relying on speculative damages calculations and improperly attributing class-related

attorney’s fees solely to the named plaintiff. The case was remanded to state court.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a putative class action removed from

California state court on the basis of diversity jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendants bore the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence. When the amount in
controversy was contested, the court evaluated the complaint and
permitted summary-judgment-type evidence, while rejecting

calculations based on mere speculation and conjecture.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy

exceeded $75,000 for purposes of diversity jurisdiction.

2. Whether defendants could attribute $58,000 in anticipated attorneys' fees to the named plaintiff

individually rather than allocate the fees among the putative class members.

3. Whether the case should be remanded because defendants relied on speculative, unsupported

assumptions concerning damages and attorneys' fees.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded $75,000, because their damages calculations rested on unsupported assumptions and
conclusory statements rather than evidence.

2. In a putative class action, anticipated attorneys' fees may not be attributed solely to the named plaintiff
when calculating the amount in controversy; the fees must be allocated among the putative class

members.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The defendant may rely on reasonable assumptions, Anderson, 556 F. Supp. 3d at 1136, but the defendant
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may not rely on “mere speculation and conjecture.
“That is plainly improper.”

“But even the Plaintiff’s deposition and document discovery would be litigated for the benefit of the class and

must be divided among the class for purposes of calculating the amount in controversy.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Clifford Larsen worked as a Selling Specialist for the defendants from November 17, 2020, through June 28,
2024, selling cosmetics and perfumes at department-store retail counters in Los Angeles County. He alleged
wage-and-hour violations involving unpaid minimum and overtime wages, missed meal and rest breaks,
unreimbursed business expenses, and inaccurate wage statements. Defendants removed the putative class action
after estimating Larsen's damages at $27,315 and attorneys' fees at $58,000, for a total asserted amount in

controversy of $85,315.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Larsen filed a putative wage-and-hour class action in Los Angeles County Superior Court on December 9, 2024.
Defendants removed the action to the Central District of California on January 21, 2025, asserting diversity
jurisdiction. Larsen moved to remand, and after briefing, an amended complaint, and a permitted sur-reply, the

court heard oral argument and granted the motion.



DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is remanded to the Los Angeles County Superior Court because defendants failed to establish the

amount in controversy required for diversity jurisdiction.
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