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SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations addressing Plaintiff Mary Catherine Baldi’s
motion to remand an action removed from the Madera County Superior Court by Service Finance Co.
LLC. The court recommends denying remand, concluding that the notice of removal adequately
invoked federal-question jurisdiction, concurrent state-court jurisdiction does not preclude removal,
and supplemental jurisdiction over the Rosenthal Act claims is appropriate. Objections were ordered
due within thirty days.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand an action removed from California state
court on the basis that the notice of removal failed to establish Article
III standing, that state courts had concurrent jurisdiction over the
federal claims, that removal prejudiced discovery, and that
supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claim should be declined.
The magistrate judge issued findings and recommendations
recommending denial of the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Removal statutes are strictly construed against removal jurisdiction,
and the party invoking federal jurisdiction bears the burden of
establishing it. The court assessed subject-matter jurisdiction and
supplemental jurisdiction under the applicable statutory standards.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

TOPICS



subject matter jurisdiction civil procedure consumer protection fair debt collection credit reporting

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure federal jurisdiction consumer protection debt collection credit reporting

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the case should be remanded because the notice of removal did not include a separate analysis
establishing Article III standing.

2. Whether the existence of concurrent state-court jurisdiction over the federal claims required remand
after proper removal.

3. Whether alleged prejudice from denial of a discovery motion or the defendant's purported strategic
timing of removal required remand.

4. Whether the court should decline supplemental jurisdiction over the Rosenthal Act claims under 28
U.S.C. § 1367(c).

HOLDINGS

1. A removing defendant bears the burden of establishing Article III jurisdiction, but a notice of removal
need not contain a separate standing analysis when it provides the short and plain statement of the
grounds for removal required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a). Remand was therefore not required because the
notice did not expressly discuss standing.

2. The existence of concurrent state-court jurisdiction over claims arising under the TCPA, FCRA, FDCPA,
and FCBA does not require remand when the defendant has properly removed the action under 28
U.S.C. § 1441.

3. Alleged prejudice from the denial of a discovery motion or the possibility that state-court discovery rules
would be more favorable does not provide a legal basis to remand an otherwise properly removed action.

4. The court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Rosenthal Act claims because they arise
from the same facts and closely related legal issues as the federal claims, and the factors of economy,
convenience, fairness, and comity do not warrant declining jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, Plaintiff is incorrect that the notice of removal itself must address this issue or that the Court must
remand the case because Defendant’s notice fails to include a standing analysis.” (at 5)

“Article III standing is thus satisfied, and the district court properly retained jurisdiction to hear this case.”
(at 6)

“And with such closely related factual and legal issues, the factors of economy, convenience, fairness, and
comity warrant exercising supplemental jurisdiction over the Rosenthal Act claims.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Baldi entered an installment contract for HVAC equipment that was later assigned to Service Finance Co. LLC.
After the parties disputed whether she was delinquent, Baldi alleges that she paid the principal balance but was
charged an additional $1,096.20, that the account was reported as delinquent, and that the defendant attempted to
collect the disputed debt. She asserted claims under the FCRA, TCPA, FDCPA, Rosenthal Act, and FCBA,
alleging, among other things, 47 automated calls and harm from negative credit reporting.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Baldi filed suit in Madera County Superior Court on February 19, 2025. Service Finance Co. LLC removed the
action on March 25, 2025, invoking federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331. Baldi moved to
remand, and the district judge referred the motion to the magistrate judge for findings and recommendations.
The recommendation was that the motion to remand be denied, subject to objections within thirty days.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The assigned district judge is to consider any objections under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1). No remand was
recommended.
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