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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California declined to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over the plaintiffs’ California Unruh Act claim. The court found exceptional
circumstances and compelling reasons under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(4), emphasizing California’s
procedural safeguards for high-frequency accessibility litigants and the principles of fairness and
comity. The Unruh Act claim was dismissed without prejudice to refiling in state court, while the
remaining claims were retained.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE On the court's order to show cause, the district court declined to
exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' California Unruh
Act claim and dismissed that claim without prejudice to refiling in
state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Discretionary consideration of whether to decline supplemental
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c), including the two-part
exceptional-circumstances and compelling-reasons inquiry under §
1367(c)(4).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' Unruh Act
claim under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(4).

2. Whether exceptional circumstances and compelling reasons based on economy, convenience, fairness,
and comity justified dismissal of the Unruh Act claim without prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may decline supplemental jurisdiction when exceptional circumstances and other
compelling reasons exist, provided it articulates the exceptional circumstances and considers the Gibbs
values of economy, convenience, fairness, and comity.

2. Exceptional circumstances existed because exercising supplemental jurisdiction would allow high-
frequency litigants to avoid California's procedural safeguards for construction-related accessibility
claims, undermining the state legislature's regulatory scheme.

3. Compelling reasons favored declining supplemental jurisdiction because fairness and comity strongly
supported allowing California courts to apply California's Unruh Act requirements, and economy and
convenience favored dismissal at the early stage of the case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Supplemental jurisdiction is ultimately “a doctrine of discretion, not of plaintiff’s right.”” (at 2)

“Here, as in Arroyo, those same California rules are rendered ineffectual where plaintiffs such as those here
are permitted to raise these claims in federal court and thus skirt California’s rules.” (at 4)

“it would not be “fair” to the defendants if plaintiffs could bypass the “limitations California state law has
imposed” on Unruh Act claims by simply bringing them in federal court.” (at 6)

“allowing federal courts to be an “escape hatch” for plaintiffs seeking to avoid the heightened requirements
would be an “affront to the comity between federal and state courts.”” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs asserted federal accessibility claims under the Fair Housing Act and ADA and a damages claim under
California's Unruh Act. The court noted that the Unruh Act provides monetary damages and contains procedural
safeguards for high-frequency litigants bringing construction-related accessibility claims. Plaintiffs did not
identify whether they would qualify as high-frequency litigants, and the court relied on the record showing
extensive prior filings in the district. The case remained at an early stage because the defendant had not yet
appeared.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiffs filed a federal action asserting claims for injunctive relief under the Fair Housing Act and ADA, as
well as damages under California's Unruh Act and other state-law claims. The court ordered Plaintiffs to show
cause why it should not decline supplemental jurisdiction over the Unruh Act claim. Plaintiffs responded two
days late and did not move to accept the late response; the court declined supplemental jurisdiction over the
Unruh Act claim while retaining jurisdiction over the remaining claims.

DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Unruh Act claim was dismissed without prejudice to Plaintiffs asserting it in state court. The court retained
jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' remaining claims.
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