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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied Plaintiff Erin Kathleen
Doyle’s motion to remand her disability discrimination and wrongful termination action to state court.
The court held that diversity jurisdiction existed because Defendants established by a preponderance
of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 based on potential lost wages alone.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand an employment-discrimination action
removed from California state court on diversity-jurisdiction grounds,
arguing that the amount in controversy did not exceed $75,000.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing party bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence when the state-court
complaint is ambiguous as to the amount in controversy. The court
considers the removal petition and summary-judgment-type evidence
existing at the time of removal.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332 because the amount in
controversy exceeded $75,000.

2. Whether Defendants established by a preponderance of the evidence that Plaintiff's lost past wages alone
exceeded the jurisdictional amount.

HOLDINGS

1. The amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 because Defendants established that Plaintiff's claim for
lost past wages was approximately $84,073.60.

2. Remand was not warranted because diversity jurisdiction was proper.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction.” (2)

“Conclusory allegations as to the amount in controversy are insufficient.” (3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendants and alleged disability discrimination, failure to accommodate,
failure to engage in the interactive process, retaliation, and wrongful termination. She alleged that after injuries,
a request for ergonomic equipment, and a leave of absence, she informed a supervisor that she was ready to
resume her regular duties but was terminated. Defendants asserted that her lost wages alone placed more than
$75,000 in controversy, based on a full-time wage rate of $20.21 per hour.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Diego, on January 3,
2025. Defendants removed the action to the Southern District of California on March 11, 2025. Plaintiff moved
to remand, and the district court denied the motion after considering the papers without oral argument.
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