UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Nelson Chilin v. Frank Stillman

Chilin v. Stillman - No. 5:25-cv-02022-SVW-DTB - Decided August 8, 2025

SUMMARY

The Central District of California ordered the parties to submit a joint status report addressing alleged

ADA barriers, remedial measures, and potential summary judgment motions. The court also ordered

the plaintiff to show cause why it should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Unruh Act and

other state-law claims, identify the statutory damages sought, and provide declarations concerning

high-frequency litigant status. The order warns that failure to respond may result in dismissal of the

action or state-law claims.
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The district court issued an order to show cause and ordered the parties
to file a joint status report before the initial status conference in a
pending action alleging violations of Title III of the Americans with

Disabilities Act and related state-law claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What information should the parties provide concerning investigation or remediation of the alleged ADA
barriers and their potential effect on mootness?

2. Why should the court exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Unruh Act claim and any other state-
law claims under 28 U.S.C. § 1367?

3. Whether plaintiff and plaintiff's counsel must provide declarations concerning whether plaintiff qualifies
as a high-frequency litigant under California Code of Civil Procedure section 425.55(b)(1) and (2).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a defendant’s voluntary removal of alleged barriers prior to trial can have the effect of mooting a plaintiff’s
ADA claim.” (at 1)

“The supplemental jurisdiction statute “reflects the understanding that, when deciding whether to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction, ‘a federal court should consider and weigh in each case, and at every stage of the

litigation, the values of judicial economy, convenience, fairness, and comity.””” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff asserted claims under Title III of the ADA based on alleged access barriers and apparently also asserted
state-law claims, including a claim under California's Unruh Civil Rights Act. The order does not resolve
whether the alleged barriers existed, whether defendants remedied them, or whether they were reasonably likely
to recur. The court required defendant to describe any investigative or remedial measures and required plaintiff

to state its position regarding those measures and identify the statutory damages sought.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action was pending in the Central District of California before the initial status conference. The court
directed the parties to report on investigation and remediation of alleged ADA barriers and whether they
intended to move for summary judgment. The court also ordered the plaintiff to show cause why supplemental
jurisdiction should be exercised over the Unruh Act and any other state-law claims, and warned that failure to

respond could result in dismissal without prejudice.
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