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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California sua sponte remands Joe
Montoya’s California employment action to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange. The
court concludes that Defendant did not establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in
controversy exceeded the $75,000 threshold for diversity jurisdiction. The court vacates all further
hearings and directs the Clerk to serve the minute order on the parties.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a California employment action from the Superior
Court of California, County of Orange, on the asserted basis of
diversity jurisdiction. The federal district court sua sponte determined
that Defendant had not established the amount-in-controversy
requirement and remanded the action to state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
subject-matter jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence when
the complaint does not clearly allege an amount in controversy
exceeding $75,000. The court may consider subject-matter jurisdiction
sua sponte and must remand when jurisdiction is lacking.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; federal district court civil minute order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had diversity jurisdiction when the complaint did not expressly allege that
more than $75,000 was in controversy.

2. Whether Defendant established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded $75,000.

3. Whether speculative damages, including front pay and other asserted damages and awards, could be
included in the amount-in-controversy calculation on the record presented.

HOLDINGS

1. When the complaint does not clearly allege an amount in controversy exceeding $75,000, the removing
defendant must establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the jurisdictional minimum is satisfied.

2. For purposes of the amount-in-controversy calculation in this case, the court counted lost wages from
the termination date through the removal date rather than through an estimated future trial date.

3. Defendant failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that more than $75,000 was in
controversy, so the district court lacked diversity jurisdiction and was required to remand the action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““If at any time before final judgment it appears that the district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the
case shall be remanded.”” (Page 2)

“Because Defendant has not satisfied its burden to show that more than $75,000 is at issue in this case, the
Court lacks diversity jurisdiction.” (Page 4)

“As federal diversity jurisdiction expands, state court jurisdiction to decide purely state law issues and
develop state law correspondingly decreases.” (Page 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Joe Montoya alleged that he worked for Flatiron Dragados USA, Inc. as a Batch Plant Operator beginning in
April 2023. He alleged workplace injuries, knee surgery, medical leave, and submission of medical
documentation stating that he could return to work in March 2025. The employer terminated him on January 31,
2025, and he asserted California wage, FEHA, whistleblower, retaliation, and wrongful-termination claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in Orange County Superior Court on March 28, 2025, and Defendant was served on
April 1, 2025. Defendant removed the action to the Central District of California on April 30, 2025, asserting
diversity jurisdiction. On May 7, 2025, the district court remanded the case sua sponte because Defendant failed
to show by a preponderance of the evidence that more than $75,000 was in controversy.



DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Superior Court of Orange County. All further hearings in the federal court were
vacated, and the Clerk was directed to serve the minute order on the parties.
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