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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California sua sponte remands a Song-
Beverly Consumer Warranty Act action to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange. The
court concludes that the removing defendant failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence
that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, relying on claimed actual damages of $13,389.95
and declining to include speculative civil penalties or attorneys’ fees.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a California state-law consumer warranty action to
federal court. The district court sua sponte determined that diversity
jurisdiction was lacking because the removing defendant did not
establish that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 and
remanded the case to state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
subject matter jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence when
the complaint does not clearly allege an amount in controversy
exceeding $75,000. Subject matter jurisdiction may be raised sua
sponte at any time.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court minute order with no reporter citation or
stated precedential designation.

PARTIES Virginia Martin v. FCA US, LLC, et al.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had diversity jurisdiction over the removed Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty
Act action.

2. Whether Defendant established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded the $75,000 jurisdictional threshold.

3. Whether the court should sua sponte remand the action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant failed to show by a preponderance of the evidence that more than $75,000 was in
controversy. The only non-speculative damages shown were $13,389.95, which was below the
jurisdictional threshold.

2. The court must remand a removed action when it determines before final judgment that subject matter
jurisdiction is lacking, and it may raise the jurisdictional issue sua sponte.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If at any time before final judgment it appears that the district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the
case shall be remanded.”

“Defendant has not met its burden to show that the amount in controversy requirement is satisfied.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs brought California Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act claims concerning a 2018 Jeep Compass.
Defendant calculated Plaintiffs' actual damages at $13,389.95 after deductions for mileage offset, third-party
service contracts, a manufacturer rebate, and negative equity. Although Defendant asserted that civil penalties
and attorneys' fees could bring the amount in controversy above $75,000, the court deemed those potential
awards speculative on the record presented.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange, on March 26, 2025, asserting claims
under the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act concerning the purchase of a 2018 Jeep Compass. Defendant
removed the action to the Central District of California on March 27, 2025. The district court sua sponte
remanded the case because Defendant failed to establish the amount-in-controversy requirement for diversity
jurisdiction.

DISPOSITION



remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk shall serve the minute order on the parties. The case is remanded to the Superior Court of California,
County of Orange.
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