UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Theodore Nelson v. Textron Ground Support Equipment, Inc., et al.

Nelson - No. CV 25-9961-JFW(RAOx) - Decided January 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California ordered the defendants to show
cause why the action should not be remanded for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The court
questioned whether diversity jurisdiction was adequately established, particularly because the
citizenship and legal form of Alliance Ground International were unclear, and directed defendants to

respond by January 8, 2026.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE After removal from Los Angeles Superior Court based on alleged

diversity jurisdiction, the district court issued an order to show cause
requiring defendants to demonstrate why diversity jurisdiction exists
and why the action should not be remanded for lack of subject matter

jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Federal courts must independently examine their subject matter
jurisdiction, and removal statutes are strictly construed against
removal; jurisdiction is presumed absent unless it affirmatively

appears.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; interlocutory district court order to show cause
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the pleadings adequately establish complete diversity of citizenship under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a).

2. Whether the court should remand the action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction because the
citizenship and legal form of Alliance Ground International cannot be determined from the removal

papers.

HOLDINGS

1. Because federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction and removal jurisdiction is strictly construed, the
removing defendants must establish that federal jurisdiction exists; any doubt requires rejection of

removal jurisdiction.

2. The removal papers did not presently establish diversity jurisdiction because Alliance Ground
International was described inconsistently as a corporation and a limited liability company, and the

citizenship allegations would be insufficient if it is an LLC.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because of the Congressional purpose to restrict the jurisdiction of the federal courts on removal, the statute
is strictly construed, and federal jurisdiction must be rejected if there is any doubt as to the right of removal in

the first instance.”

“There is a strong presumption that the Court is without jurisdiction unless the contrary affirmatively

appears.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The complaint names Textron Ground Support Equipment, Inc., Tug Technologies Corporation, Airport Terminal
Services, Inc., and Alliance Ground International as defendants. Textron removed the action on the asserted basis
of diversity jurisdiction. The removal notice characterized Alliance Ground International as a Delaware

corporation with its principal place of business in Florida, but Alliance later referred to itself both as AGI Cargo,
LLC, formerly Alliance Ground International, LL.C, and as Alliance Ground International, Inc., leaving its entity

type and citizenship unclear.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on September 10, 2025. Textron removed the action on October 17, 2025, alleging
diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a). The court identified uncertainty regarding the legal identity and
citizenship of Alliance Ground International and ordered defendants to respond by January 8, 2026; the court

stated that failure to respond would result in remand to Los Angeles Superior Court.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Defendants must show cause in writing by January 8, 2026, why diversity jurisdiction exists and why the action
should not be remanded to L.os Angeles Superior Court. Failure to respond will result in remand. The order will

be submitted on the written response, and no oral argument will be heard unless otherwise ordered.
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