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Appeal from the United States District Court
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Cristina D. Silva, District Judge, Presiding
Submitted May 26, 2026™
Before: S.R. THOMAS, MILLER, and H.A. THOMAS, Circuit Judges.
Frasberg Selassie appeals pro se from the district court’s order remanding

plaintiff’s action to state court and entering a vexatious litigant pre-filing review

order against him. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review for
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an abuse of discretion. Molski v. Evergreen Dynasty Corp., 500 F.3d 1047, 1056
(9th Cir. 2007). We affirm in part and dismiss in part.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in declaring Selassie to be
a vexatious litigant and entering a pre-filing review order against him after
providing notice and an opportunity to be heard, developing an adequate record for
review, making substantive findings of frivolousness and harassment, and narrowly
tailoring the order to prevent abusive litigation conduct. See Ringgold-Lockhart v.
County of Los Angeles, 761 F.3d 1057, 1062 (9th Cir. 2014) (setting forth
requirements the district court must consider before imposing pre-filing
restrictions).

A review of the record demonstrates that this court lacks jurisdiction over
the portion of this appeal challenging the district court’s order remanding the
removed action to state court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. See 28 U.S.C.
§ 1447(d) (order remanding a removed action to state court for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction pursuant to § 1447(c) “is not reviewable on appeal or
otherwise”); Acad. of Country Music v. Cont’s Cas. Co., 991 F.3d 1059, 1066 (9th
Cir. 2021) (review of district court’s characterization of remand for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction under § 1447(c) limited to confirming that that characterization

was colorable); Kunzi v. Pan Am. World Airways, Inc., 833 F.2d 1291, 1293 (9th
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Cir. 1987) (noting that prohibition under § 1447(d) applies “even if the district
court's jurisdictional decision was erroneous”).

We do not consider matters not specifically and distinctly raised and argued
in the opening brief, or arguments and allegations raised for the first time on
appeal. See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009).

The opposed motion (Docket Entry No. 13) to file a supplemental brief is
granted. The clerk will file the brief at Docket Entry No. 12. All other pending
motions and requests are denied.

AFFIRMED in part, DISMISSED in part.
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