UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Theresa Miner v. L3Harris Maritime Power and Energy Solutions,

Inc.

Case No. SA CV 25-00676-DFM - No. SA CV 25-00676-DFM; 8:25-cv-00676 - Decided July 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Theresa Miner’s motions

to remand and for leave to amend her complaint. The court permitted joinder of Miner’s former

supervisor, Carmen Henry, a California citizen, concluding that the proposed claims under California

Labor Code section 558.1 were potentially viable and that joinder would destroy diversity jurisdiction.

The court therefore remanded the action to state court.
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remanded

Plaintiff moved to remand a diversity action to state court and sought
leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15 to amend the
complaint to add her California supervisor, Carmen Henry, as a
defendant. Defendant opposed the motions, arguing that the proposed

joinder was fraudulent and intended to defeat federal jurisdiction.

The court exercised discretion under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(e) and Rule
15(a) to assess whether to permit a post-removal amendment adding a
nondiverse defendant. On the fraudulent-joinder issue, the court
applied the rule that remand is required if there is any possibility that a
state court could find that the complaint states a cause of action against
the nondiverse defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should permit Miner to amend her complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(e) and Rule

15(a) to join nondiverse defendant Carmen Henry.

2. Whether Henry was fraudulently joined because there was no possibility that Miner could state a claim
against her under California Labor Code § 558.1.

3. Whether joinder of Henry destroyed complete diversity and required remand under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

HOLDINGS

1. Joinder of Carmen Henry should be permitted because the relevant § 1447(e) factors, considered

together, weighed in favor of amendment and joinder.

2. Henry was not shown to have been fraudulently joined because L.3Harris did not establish that there was

absolutely no possibility that Miner could state a claim against Henry in state court.

3. Permitting joinder of Henry, a California citizen like Miner, destroyed complete diversity, requiring

remand to state court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a federal court must find that a defendant was properly joined and remand the case to state court if there is a
possibility that a state court would find that the complaint states a cause of action against any of the [non-
diverse] defendants.” (Discussion § IV.E)

“must prove that there is absolutely no possibility that the plaintiff will be able to establish a cause of action”
(Discussion § IV.E)

“Section 1332 requires complete diversity of citizenship; each of the plaintiffs must be a citizen of a different
state than each of the defendants.” (Discussion § IV.G)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Miner worked as a manufacturing shift lead for L3Harris in Anaheim, California, and developed bilateral carpal
tunnel syndrome during her employment. After medical leave, she returned with restrictions involving lifting,
typing breaks, and an ergonomic workstation, but alleged that L.3Harris failed to accommodate those restrictions
and retaliated after she complained. She also alleged that her direct supervisor, Carmen Henry, directed or
permitted interruptions of Miner’s meal and rest breaks and failed to correct those violations. Miner alleged that

these conditions contributed to an intolerable work environment and her resignation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Miner filed the action in Orange County Superior Court on January 14, 2025. L3Harris answered and removed
the action on April 3, 2025, invoking diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a). Miner moved to remand
based on her proposed joinder of California citizen Carmen Henry; the court ordered her to file a formal motion
for leave to amend and proposed amended complaint. The court granted both motions, permitted joinder, and

remanded the action to the Orange County Superior Court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action shall be remanded to the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Orange. The

Clerk of Court shall send a certified copy of the order to the state court.
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