UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Borowsky v. Hamilton Beach Brands, Inc.

Borowsky - No. 25-cv-02364-JSC - Decided June 27, 2025

SUMMARY

The Northern District of California grants Hamilton Beach Brands, Inc.’s motion to dismiss a putative

class action alleging that the company violated California Civil Code § 1793.01 by beginning its

express warranty period on the purchase date rather than the delivery date. The court holds that the

plaintiff failed to plausibly allege a concrete injury sufficient to establish Article III standing because

she alleged neither a product defect nor a denied warranty claim. The dismissal is without prejudice,

but the court denies leave to amend as futile.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1)
and 12(b)(6) to dismiss Plaintiff's putative class action for lack of

Article III standing and failure to state a claim.

On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor. The plaintiff bears the burden of establishing subject-matter
jurisdiction and must plausibly allege an injury in fact that is concrete,

particularized, and actual or imminent.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff plausibly alleged a concrete injury in fact sufficient to establish Article III standing

based on an express warranty that began on the purchase date rather than the delivery date.

2. Whether Plaintiff's alleged two-day reduction in warranty coverage constituted an economic injury

despite the absence of a product defect, warranty claim, or warranty denial.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without leave to amend because Plaintiff could not identify

a basis for standing beyond the allegations already pleaded.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff did not plausibly allege an injury in fact because the alleged harm from the warranty's two-day

earlier commencement was speculative and depended on multiple contingent events.

2. Plaintiff did not plausibly allege economic injury based on an overpayment or benefit-of-the-bargain
theory because she received the warranty she was promised and did not allege that she separately

bargained for a longer warranty or was misled about its terms.

3. Dismissal without leave to amend was appropriate because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Only those plaintiffs who have been concretely harmed by a defendant’s statutory violation may sue that

private defendant over that violation in federal court.” (at 3)

“Article III grants federal courts the power to redress harms that defendants cause plaintiffs, not a

freewheeling power to hold defendants accountable for legal infractions.” (at 4)

“The present allegations are many steps removed from a concrete injury.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff purchased a Hamilton Beach toaster oven through Amazon on January 9, 2025, and received it on
January 11, 2025. Hamilton Beach's one-year express warranty began on the purchase date rather than the
delivery date. Plaintiff did not allege that the appliance malfunctioned or that she submitted and was denied a
warranty claim. She alleged that the two-day difference reduced the warranty's value and that she would not

have purchased the product or would have paid less had she known the warranty practice violated California law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a putative class action alleging that Hamilton Beach's express warranty violated California Civil
Code section 1793.01 because the warranty period began on the purchase date rather than the delivery date.
Defendants moved to dismiss. After oral argument, the court treated the Rule 12(b)(1) motion as a facial
challenge, granted the motion for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction, denied leave to amend as futile, and

directed entry of judgment for Defendants without prejudice.
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