UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Rebecca Castillo v. Tommy Bahama R&R Holdings, Inc. et al.

Castillo v. Tommy Bahama - No. 2:25-cv-02696-ODW (RAOx) - Decided July 9, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California grants Rebecca Castillo’s motion
to remand an action against Tommy Bahama R&R Holdings, Inc. concerning alleged website
accessibility barriers. The court holds that Castillo’s amended Unruh Civil Rights Act claim includes
an independent state-law theory and therefore does not necessarily present a federal question, and that
the defendant failed to establish the amount-in-controversy requirement for diversity jurisdiction. The
court remands the action to Los Angeles County Superior Court and denies Castillo’s request for

removal-related attorneys’ fees.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed plaintiff's California state-court action to federal

court based on asserted federal-question and diversity jurisdiction.
Plaintiff amended the complaint to withdraw her ADA claim and
moved to remand; the district court granted remand and denied her

request for removal-related attorney fees.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing party bears the burden of establishing federal subject-
matter jurisdiction. Removal statutes are strictly construed against
removal, and doubts are resolved in favor of remand. The amount in

controversy must be established by a preponderance of the evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint's Unruh Civil Rights Act claim presented a federal question
because it referenced or was partly premised on ADA violations.

2. Whether Tommy Bahama established diversity jurisdiction by proving that the amount in controversy

exceeded $75,000, including statutory damages, injunctive relief, and attorney fees.

3. Whether Castillo was entitled to attorney fees incurred because of the removal under 28 U.S.C. §
1447(c).

HOLDINGS

1. Federal-question jurisdiction did not attach because Castillo plausibly pleaded an alternative,
independent state-law theory of liability under the Unruh Civil Rights Act based on intentional

discrimination; therefore, federal law was not a necessary element of the claim.

2. Tommy Bahama failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded $75,000. The court calculated $12,000 in statutory damages, credited Castillo's $50,000
limitation on injunctive-relief costs, and included $1,500 in attorney fees, for a total of $63,500.

3. Castillo was not entitled to attorney fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) because Tommy Bahama had an

objectively reasonable basis for removal in light of ambiguity concerning federal jurisdiction over Unruh
claims seeking injunctive relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a claim can be supported by alternative and independent theories—one of which is a state law theory

and one of which is a federal law theory—federal question jurisdiction does not attach because federal law is
not a necessary element of the claim.” (at 5)

“Given that $12,000 in statutory damages, $50,000 of injunctive relief, and $1,500 in reasonable attorneys’
fees amounts to $63,500, and does not exceed the $75,000 jurisdictional minimum, Tommy Bahama fails to

meet its burden to prove diversity jurisdiction exists here.” (at 9)

“Absent unusual circumstances, courts may award attorney’s fees under § 1447(c) only where the removing

party lacked an objectively reasonable basis for seeking removal.” (at 10)
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rebecca Castillo, a legally blind person who uses screen-reading software, encountered multiple accessibility
barriers while attempting to use Tommy Bahama's retail website. Her original state-court complaint asserted
ADA and Unruh Civil Rights Act claims seeking damages and injunctive relief. After removal, she filed a First



Amended Complaint withdrawing the ADA claim and proceeding only under the Unruh Act, while alleging that

Tommy Bahama knowingly maintained an inaccessible website and failed to correct the barriers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Castillo filed suit in Los Angeles County Superior Court alleging website accessibility barriers and asserting

ADA and Unruh Civil Rights Act claims. Tommy Bahama removed the action, asserting federal-question and
diversity jurisdiction. Castillo filed a First Amended Complaint asserting only an Unruh claim, then moved to
remand. The district court held that neither federal-question nor diversity jurisdiction was established, granted

the motion, denied attorney fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c), and remanded the action to state court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded to the Superior Court of the State of California, County of Los Angeles, West Covina
Courthouse, 1427 West Covina Parkway, West Covina, California 91790, Case No. 25PSCV00624. Castillo's

request for $1,500 in attorney fees associated with removal was denied.
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