UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

William Crigler v. XPO, Inc., et al.

Crigler v. XPO - No. 5:25-cv-01776-MRA-JPR - Decided December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted William Crigler’s

motion to remand his employment-related action against XPO, Inc. and Saundra Coyle to San

Bernardino County Superior Court. The court held that Coyle was not fraudulently joined because

there was at least some possibility that the complaint stated a viable racial-harassment claim against

her under California’s Fair Employment and Housing Act, defeating complete diversity. The court

denied Crigler’s request for attorney’s fees and directed the clerk to close the federal case.
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remanded

Plaintiff moved to remand an employment-related action removed
from California state court on the asserted basis of diversity
jurisdiction. Defendants opposed remand, arguing that the nondiverse

individual defendant was fraudulently joined.

The court independently assessed whether subject matter jurisdiction
existed and whether removal was proper. On fraudulent joinder, the
removing defendants bore the burden to show that the plaintiff could
not possibly state a viable claim against the nondiverse defendant

under settled state-law rules.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Coyle was fraudulently joined such that her California citizenship could be disregarded for
purposes of diversity jurisdiction.

2. Whether the allegations against Coyle presented at least a possibility that a California court would find a

viable FEHA harassment claim.

3. Whether Crigler was entitled to attorney's fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) for obtaining remand.

HOLDINGS

1. Coyle was not fraudulently joined because there was at least some possibility that a California state
court would find that Crigler's complaint stated a FEHA harassment claim against her. Because Crigler
and Coyle were both California citizens, complete diversity was absent and the federal court lacked

subject matter jurisdiction; remand was therefore required.

2. Crigler was not entitled to attorney's fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) because the defendants had an
objectively reasonable basis for removal, notwithstanding the court's conclusion that remand was
required.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“if there is a possibility that a state court would find that the complaint states a cause of action against any of
the resident defendants, the federal court must find that the joinder was proper and remand the case to the

state court.” (at 4)

“The Court disagrees with Defendants that no reasonable person would find that these interactions created a
hostile work environment.” (at 5)

“Because Defendants’ arguments go to the sufficiency of the complaint, rather than to the possible viability of

Plaintiff’s claims against Coyle, they do not establish fraudulent joinder.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Crigler, a Black male sales representative employed by XPO from January 9, 2023, through November 1, 2024,
alleged that his supervisor, Saundra Coyle, subjected him to race-based harassment. The alleged conduct
included demeaning comments, micromanagement, heightened scrutiny, harsher discipline than similarly
situated non-Black employees, and placement on a performance improvement plan. Crigler asserted a FEHA

racial-harassment claim against both XPO and Coyle.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Crigler filed the action in San Bernardino County Superior Court on April 16, 2025, asserting California
employment-law claims against XPO and Coyle. Defendants removed the action to federal court on July 14,
2025, asserting diversity jurisdiction and fraudulent joinder of Coyle. Crigler moved to remand, and the district
court granted the motion, denied his request for attorney's fees, remanded the action to state court, and directed

the clerk to close the federal case.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is remanded to San Bernardino County Superior Court, Case No. CIVSB2510688. The clerk is

directed to close the federal case.
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