UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Adam Ghadiri v. L&C Tire Supply et al.

Ghadiri - No. SACV 23-00445-CJC (ADSx) - Decided March 16, 2023

SUMMARY

The Central District of California ordered Plaintiff Adam Ghadiri to show cause why the court should

not decline supplemental jurisdiction over his California Unruh Civil Rights Act and negligence
claims accompanying his ADA claim. The order relies on 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) and Ninth Circuit

precedent concerning high-frequency litigants and California’s procedural requirements, and directs

Plaintiff to provide information about the statutory damages sought and his litigation history.
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At the commencement of an action asserting claims under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, California's Unruh Civil Rights Act,
and negligence, the district court issued an order to show cause why it

should not decline supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims.

Supplemental jurisdiction is discretionary, and a district court may
decline to exercise it under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c), including when state-
law claims substantially predominate or exceptional circumstances

provide compelling reasons to decline jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over plaintiff's Unruh Act

claim under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c), particularly because the state claim may substantially predominate or
exceptional circumstances may exist.

2. What information plaintiff and counsel must provide to permit the court to determine whether plaintiff

satisfies California's definition of a high-frequency litigant.

3. Whether the negligence claim should remain within the court's supplemental jurisdiction if the court
declines jurisdiction over the Unruh Act claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The court did not finally determine whether to exercise supplemental jurisdiction; instead, it ordered
plaintiff to show cause why the court should not decline supplemental jurisdiction over the Unruh Act
claim and warned that failure to respond could result in declining jurisdiction over the Unruh Act and

negligence claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Supplemental jurisdiction “is a doctrine of discretion, not of plaintiff’s right.”” (at 1)

“The Court therefore orders Plaintiff to show cause as to why it should not decline to exercise supplemental

jurisdiction over his Unruh Act claim based on the Ninth Circuit’s reasoning in Arroyo.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adam Ghadiri sued L&C Tire Supply and related defendants, alleging violations of the ADA, California's Unruh
Civil Rights Act, and negligence. He sought ADA injunctive relief and Unruh Act statutory damages. The court
focused on the possibility that the Unruh Act claim could substantially predominate over the ADA claim and that
exercising supplemental jurisdiction could permit circumvention of California's procedural requirements for

high-frequency litigants.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on March 11, 2023. The complaint alleged a federal ADA claim and state-law Unruh Act
and negligence claims, invoking federal-question jurisdiction for the ADA claim and supplemental jurisdiction
for the state claims. The district court did not resolve the jurisdictional issue in this order; it directed plaintiff to
respond and provide information concerning claimed statutory damages and whether plaintiff and counsel

qualified as high-frequency litigants.
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