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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Plaintiff’s motion to
remand and denied Defendant’s motion to dismiss as moot. The court held that it lacked subject matter
jurisdiction under both the federal question statute and the federal officer removal statute, concluding
that the Medicare Advantage organization did not act under a federal officer for purposes of removal.
The action was remanded to the Superior Court of California for Los Angeles County.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a California small-claims action to federal court
and moved to dismiss. Plaintiff moved to remand for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal
is proper. Doubts concerning subject matter jurisdiction are resolved in
favor of remand, and the court must remand if jurisdiction is lacking.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the state-law claims arose under federal law or necessarily required resolution of a substantial
federal question sufficient to support federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

2. Whether a Medicare Advantage Organization acts under a federal officer or agency for purposes of
removal under 28 U.S.C. § 1442(a)(1).

3. Whether the court should remand the action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and deny the pending
motion to dismiss as moot.

HOLDINGS

1. The action was not removable under federal-question jurisdiction because the complaint pleaded only
state-law claims, no federal question appeared on its face, and the claims did not necessarily depend on
resolution of a substantial federal question.

2. A Medicare Advantage Organization does not establish that it is acting under a federal officer merely
because its activities are extensively regulated, directed, supervised, or monitored by the Centers for
Medicare and Medicaid Services.

3. Because the court lacked subject matter jurisdiction under both asserted removal theories, it was
required to remand the action, and the motion to dismiss was denied as moot.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If there is any doubt regarding the existence of subject matter jurisdiction, the court must resolve those
doubts in favor of remanding the action to state court.” (§ II)

“The fact that MAOs are subject to extensive regulatory requirements does not alter the fact that they have an
“arms-length” relationship with CMS.” (§ IV.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Attenello MD APC, a health care provider, alleged that UnitedHealthcare Insurance Company failed to pay the
proper rate for care provided. UnitedHealthcare is a private Medicare Advantage Organization offering Medicare
Advantage plans to beneficiaries. The provider filed a state-law small-claims action, which UnitedHealthcare
removed to federal court based on federal-question jurisdiction and the federal-officer removal statute.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Attenello MD APC commenced the action in the Small Claims Court within the Los Angeles Superior Court on
July 1, 2025. Defendant removed the action on August 28, 2025, asserting federal-question jurisdiction and
federal-officer removal jurisdiction, and later moved to dismiss. The district court granted the motion to remand,
denied the motion to dismiss as moot, and remanded the action to the Los Angeles County Superior Court.

DISPOSITION



remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is remanded to the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles.
Defendant's motion to dismiss is denied as moot.
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