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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California sua sponte remanded an
unlawful detainer action to Sacramento County Superior Court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
The court held that the defendant had not established federal-question or diversity jurisdiction and
denied the defendant’s motion to proceed in forma pauperis as moot.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a California unlawful detainer action from
Sacramento County Superior Court and moved to proceed in forma
pauperis. The federal district court sua sponte remanded the action for
lack of subject matter jurisdiction and denied the in forma pauperis
motion as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently examined subject matter jurisdiction because
a federal court has a duty to establish jurisdiction over a removed
action sua sponte. Removal statutes are strictly construed against
removal, with ambiguities resolved in favor of remand.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status unknown

PARTIES Schirelle Robertson v. The Vue on Seamist, LLC
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PRACTICE AREAS

federal civil procedure removal and remand subject matter jurisdiction landlord-tenant law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the removal papers established federal-question jurisdiction under the well-pleaded complaint
rule.

2. Whether the removal papers established diversity jurisdiction, including diversity of citizenship and the
amount-in-controversy requirement.

3. Whether remand was mandatory under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) when subject matter jurisdiction was not
established.

4. Whether the motion to proceed in forma pauperis should be denied as moot after remand.

HOLDINGS

1. A removed action may be removed on federal-question grounds only when a federal question appears on
the face of the plaintiff's properly pleaded complaint; anticipated federal defenses, constitutional-rights
allegations by the removing defendant, or a federal issue elsewhere in the controversy do not establish
jurisdiction. Because the state-court complaint was not before the court and the removal papers did not
establish a federal question on its face, federal-question jurisdiction was not shown.

2. Diversity jurisdiction was not established because the removal papers did not allege the parties'
citizenship or the required amount in controversy, and the court could not determine from the record that
more than $75,000 was in controversy.

3. When a district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over a removed case, remand under 28 U.S.C. §
1447(c) is mandatory rather than discretionary.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A district court has “a duty to establish subject matter jurisdiction over the removed action sua sponte,
whether the parties raised the issue or not.”” (at 1)

“The strong presumption against removal jurisdiction” means that “the court resolves all ambiguity in favor
of remand to state court.”” (at 1)

“The presence or absence of federal question jurisdiction is governed by the ‘well-pleaded complaint rule,’
which provides that federal jurisdiction exists only when a federal question is presented on the face of the
plaintiff’s properly pleaded complaint.” (at 2)

“This action is REMANDED forthwith to the Sacramento County Superior Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1447(c), for lack of subject matter jurisdiction;” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying action was an unlawful detainer proceeding brought under California state law by The Vue on
Seamist, LLC against Schirelle Robertson. Robertson removed the action and alleged that the state action and



underlying complaint involved violations of her civil and constitutional rights. The state-court complaint was not
included in the removal record; the attached exhibits appeared to include a stipulated judgment and notice of
filing of the unlawful detainer complaint. The removal notice also did not adequately allege diversity of
citizenship or the amount in controversy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Vue on Seamist, LLC brought an unlawful detainer action under California law in Sacramento County
Superior Court. Robertson removed the action to the Eastern District of California on April 2, 2025, asserting
that alleged civil and constitutional-rights violations supplied federal subject matter jurisdiction, and filed a
motion to proceed in forma pauperis. The district court determined that the removal papers did not establish
federal-question or diversity jurisdiction, remanded the case to state court, denied the in forma pauperis motion
as moot, and closed the case.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded forthwith to the Sacramento County Superior Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c)
for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The motion to proceed in forma pauperis was denied as moot, and the
Clerk was directed to close the federal case.
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