UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
WASHINGTON
Jeff Su v. The Terminix International Company Limited Partnership,

et al.

Su - No. 2:25-cv-02615-JNW - Decided December 23, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington issued an order to show cause
regarding whether the case should be remanded for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The court
concluded that complete diversity appeared absent because both the plaintiff and a defendant were
Washington citizens, and ordered the parties to explain by January 16, 2026, why remand should not

occur.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants removed a putative class action from King County

Superior Court based on diversity jurisdiction. The district court sua
sponte questioned whether complete diversity existed and ordered the

parties to show cause why the action should not be remanded.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently examined its subject-matter jurisdiction
because a federal court has a continuing and independent duty to do

SO.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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PRACTICE AREAS



civil procedure  federal jurisdiction = removal and remand

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court could exercise diversity subject-matter jurisdiction when the complaint

identified Plaintiff and a defendant as citizens of the same state.
2. Whether the defendants' reliance on the forum-defendant rule and potential snap removal could establish
or preserve federal subject-matter jurisdiction despite the apparent absence of complete diversity.
HOLDINGS

1. Removal based on diversity jurisdiction requires that the federal court have original diversity
jurisdiction, including complete diversity between all plaintiffs and defendants; the presence of a
Washington plaintiff and a Washington defendant therefore appeared to preclude diversity jurisdiction.

2. The forum-defendant rule is a procedural limitation on removal and does not establish diversity subject-
matter jurisdiction; its properly-joined-and-served language cannot be used to disregard a shared state

citizenship that defeats complete diversity.
KEY QUOTATIONS
“The Court has a continuing and independent duty to examine its own subject-matter jurisdiction.” (at 1)

“That rule prohibits removal, as a procedural matter, “if any of the parties in interest properly joined and
served as defendants is a citizen of the State in which such action is brought.”” (at 2)

“But even if snap removal were permissible, that does not solve the jurisdictional problem here.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Jeff Su filed a putative class action against The Terminix International Company Limited Partnership
and other defendants. The Terminix Defendants removed the case from King County Superior Court, asserting
diversity jurisdiction. The complaint identified both Su and Defendant Shane Thompson as Washington citizens,
creating an apparent lack of complete diversity.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Terminix Defendants removed the action from King County Superior Court on December 23, 2025,
invoking diversity jurisdiction. The district court observed that the complaint identified both Plaintiff Jeff Su and
Defendant Shane Thompson as Washington citizens, and therefore issued an order to show cause why the case

should not be remanded for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The parties were ordered to show cause by January 16, 2026, why the case should not be remanded for lack of

subject-matter jurisdiction. No final remand order was entered in this opinion.
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