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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California ordered Plaintiff Robert Mena to
show cause why the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over his state-law claims
accompanying an Americans with Disabilities Act claim. The court cited Ninth Circuit authority
concerning exceptional circumstances in ADA/Unruh Act litigation and required Plaintiff to identify
the statutory damages sought and provide declarations addressing whether he qualifies as a high-
frequency litigant under California law.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court issued an order to show cause requiring Plaintiff to explain
why the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over his state-
law claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Discretionary review under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c); supplemental
jurisdiction is a doctrine of discretion rather than a plaintiff's right.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential interlocutory district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff's California state-law claims
accompanying his ADA claim.

2. Whether Plaintiff must identify the statutory damages sought and provide facts establishing whether
Plaintiff and counsel satisfy California's definition of a high-frequency litigant.

HOLDINGS

1. Supplemental jurisdiction is discretionary, not a plaintiff's right, and a district court may decline to
exercise it when one of the circumstances specified in 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) is present, including
exceptional circumstances with compelling reasons for declining jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Supplemental jurisdiction “is a doctrine of discretion, not of plaintiff’s right.”” (at 1)

“Plaintiff is ORDERED TO SHOW CAUSE why supplemental jurisdiction should be exercised by the Court
over the state law claims.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robert Mena alleged that Defendant Kelly Allen and unnamed Doe defendants violated the Americans with
Disabilities Act, California's Unruh Civil Rights Act, the Disabled Persons Act, and the Health and Safety Code,
and were negligent. He sought ADA injunctive relief and statutory damages under the Unruh Act and Disabled
Persons Act. The court identified the possibility that the ADA and state-law claims presented exceptional
circumstances warranting declination of supplemental jurisdiction, particularly in light of California procedural
requirements applicable to high-frequency litigants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a federal action asserting claims under the Americans with Disabilities Act and several California
statutes, including the Unruh Civil Rights Act, the Disabled Persons Act, and the Health and Safety Code, as
well as negligence. Plaintiff invoked federal-question jurisdiction for the ADA claim and supplemental
jurisdiction for the state-law claims. The district court ordered Plaintiff to show cause why it should exercise
supplemental jurisdiction and required information concerning statutory damages and whether Plaintiff and
counsel qualify as high-frequency litigants under California law.
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