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Kimberly Hunt-Brown v. New Mexico General Services Department,

et al.

No. 1:23-cv-00782-SMD-KK - No. No. 1:23-cv-00782-SMD-KK - Decided March 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Mexico grants Plaintiff Kimberly Hunt-
Brown’s motion to remand her remaining New Mexico Human Rights Act disability-accommodation
claim to state court. The court declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction after granting summary
judgment on all federal claims, concluding that comity and federalism outweigh concerns about
judicial economy and the approaching trial date. The case is remanded to the First Judicial District

Court for Santa Fe County, New Mexico.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of New Mexico
WRITING FOR THE COURT Sarah M. Davenport

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of New Mexico
DECIDED March 10, 2026

DOCKET No. 1:23-cv-00782-SMD-KK

DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a removed action after the district court

granted defendants summary judgment on all federal claims, leaving

only a New Mexico Human Rights Act failure-to-accommodate claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The decision whether to exercise supplemental jurisdiction is
discretionary and is reviewed under the factors of judicial economy,

convenience, fairness, and comity.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only
PARTIES Kimberly Hunt-Brown v. New Mexico General Services Department,
et al.
TOPICS

civil procedure  subject matter jurisdiction =~ summary judgment  ada/disability  disability discrimination



PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure ~ employment law  disability discrimination =~ supplemental jurisdiction

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining NMHRA

disability-accommodation claim after dismissing all federal claims.

2. Whether considerations of judicial economy, convenience, fairness, and comity supported remanding the

remaining state-law claim to state court.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining NMHRA claim
because the federal claims had been dismissed and the interests of comity and justice favored allowing

New Mexico courts to decide the state-law issue.

2. The approaching trial and prior federal-court proceedings did not provide compelling reasons to retain

jurisdiction because remand would require few duplicative efforts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

»

“The decision to exercise supplemental jurisdiction is “purely discretionary.

“Federal courts must always avoid rendering “[n]eedless decisions of state law . . . both as a matter of
comity and to promote justice between the parties, by procuring for them a surer-footed reading of applicable

»

law.

“The Court therefore finds that “the interest in comity—Ileaving to the states to decide novel questions of
state-law—clearly predominates here” and declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s
NMHRA claim.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed claims under the FMLA and NMHRA in New Mexico state court, and defendants removed the
case based on federal-question jurisdiction. Following discovery and cross-motions for summary judgment, the
district court granted defendants summary judgment on all claims except plaintiff's NMHRA claim alleging
failure to accommodate a disability. Although trial preparation had begun and a trial date was approaching, the

court had not ruled on motions in limine, made evidentiary findings, or admitted witnesses.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in the First Judicial District Court for Santa Fe County, New Mexico, asserting claims under
the Family and Medical Leave Act and the New Mexico Human Rights Act. Defendants removed the action to
federal court under federal-question jurisdiction. After discovery and cross-motions for summary judgment, the
court dismissed all federal claims but left the NMHRA disability-accommodation claim. The district court
granted plaintiff's motion to remand the remaining state-law claim to the First Judicial District Court for Santa

Fe County.



DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the First Judicial District Court, County of Santa Fe, State of New Mexico.
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