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SUMMARY

The court sua sponte remands the action to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange,
because the defendant did not establish that the amount in controversy satisfied the requirements for
diversity jurisdiction. The court concludes that the plaintiff's claimed statutory damages, injunctive
relief, and attorneys' fees were insufficiently supported by factual evidence to meet the $75,000
threshold. The underlying action concerns alleged website accessibility barriers affecting a visually
impaired plaintiff under California's Unruh Act.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed Plaintiff's California Unruh Act action from the
Superior Court of California, County of Orange, asserting federal
diversity jurisdiction. The 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. When the complaint does not clearly allege
more than $75,000 in controversy, the defendant must establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that the jurisdictional minimum is
satisfied.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had diversity jurisdiction when Plaintiff alleged an amount in controversy of
$74,999 and Defendant failed to provide facts showing that statutory damages, injunctive relief, or
attorney fees would cause the amount in controversy to exceed $75,000.

2. Whether the action should be remanded sua sponte for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded $75,000.

2. The action was required to be remanded to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange, because
the district court lacked subject matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

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

“But a bare contention of similarity is not enough to demonstrate that the value will reach these amounts in
the instant case.” (4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael Sandoval, who is visually impaired and legally blind, uses screen-reading software to access website
content. He alleged that Visionworks's website contained unlabeled or incorrectly labeled graphics, links,
buttons, and product descriptions that prevented the software from providing access to goods and services.
Sandoval alleged that he intended to order sunglasses for pickup at a Fullerton, California, location but could not
do so because of the website's inaccessibility. He sought injunctive relief, statutory damages, attorney fees, and
costs under California's Unruh Act.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange, on October 6, 2025, alleging that
Defendant's website was inaccessible to a visually impaired user and asserting a claim under California's Unruh
Civil Rights Act. Defendant removed the case on November 14, 2025, asserting diversity jurisdiction. The
federal district court found that Defendant failed to show by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in
controversy exceeded $75,000 and remanded the case sua sponte.

DISPOSITION

remanded



REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk shall serve the minute order on the parties. The case is remanded to the Superior Court of Orange
County, California.
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