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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California orders pro se plaintiffs to file a
substantive opposition to a motion to dismiss and recommends denying their motion to remand. The
court concludes that diversity jurisdiction exists because the parties are diverse and the value of the
property at issue exceeds $75,000. The action concerns alleged mortgage-payment misapplication,
foreclosure proceedings, and related state-law claims.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs filed a California state-court action challenging mortgage
servicing and foreclosure proceedings. Freedom removed the action
based on diversity jurisdiction. Plaintiffs moved to remand, and
Freedom moved to dismiss. The magistrate judge issued an order
giving plaintiffs a final opportunity to oppose the motion to dismiss
and findings and recommendations that the motion to remand be
denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing party must establish complete diversity and, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the amount in controversy exceeds
$75,000. In actions seeking declaratory or injunctive relief, the amount
in controversy is measured by the value of the object of the litigation.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential magistrate judge findings and recommendations;
subject to district-judge review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether federal diversity jurisdiction existed where the parties were diverse and the action sought
declaratory and injunctive relief concerning real property.

2. Whether the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 when plaintiffs did not state a specific damages
amount and argued that only allegedly misapplied mortgage payments were at issue.

HOLDINGS

1. The court concluded that diversity jurisdiction was satisfied because the parties were diverse and the
amount in controversy was measured by the value of the property, which exceeded $75,000; it therefore
recommended denying the motion to remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In actions seeking declaratory or injunctive relief, it is well established that the amount in controversy is
measured by the value of the object of the litigation.” (at 3)

“As the authorities cited by the Chapman court make clear, the amount in controversy is determined by the
value of the Property.” (at 5-6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs obtained a $405,461 mortgage loan secured by a deed of trust on their Elk Grove, California property.
After receiving a Chapter 13 discharge in February 2024, plaintiffs allege that they continued making mortgage
payments, but Freedom failed to credit them and issued notices of default and foreclosure-related
communications. Plaintiffs sued in state court seeking damages, injunctive relief preventing a trustee sale,
declaratory relief, and quiet title relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs commenced the action in Sacramento County Superior Court on June 18, 2025. Freedom removed it to
the Eastern District of California on July 21, 2025, invoking 28 U.S.C. § 1332. Plaintiffs moved to remand,
arguing that the amount in controversy was below $75,000; defendants opposed. Plaintiffs did not substantively
oppose the motion to dismiss, so the court ordered them to file a written opposition within 21 days and
recommended denial of the motion to remand.



DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was not remanded to state court. Plaintiffs were ordered to file a substantive written opposition to the
motion to dismiss within 21 days. The recommendation was that the motion to remand be denied; the assigned
district judge was to review the recommendation after any objections.
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