UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Titanium Trading Group Pty, Ltd. v. CN-USA Express, Inc., et al.

Titanium Trading Group - No. CV 25-8688-GW-AJRx - Decided September 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California issued an order to show cause

concerning subject-matter jurisdiction in an action brought by Titanium Trading Group Pty Ltd.

against several defendants, including entities organized in the United States, China, and Hong Kong.

The court questioned whether diversity jurisdiction exists because foreign citizens may be present on

both sides and ordered the plaintiff to establish the citizenship of all members of any limited liability

company that is a party.
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The plaintiff filed a diversity action and an ex parte application for a
writ of possession, temporary restraining order, and order to show
cause regarding a preliminary injunction. The court sua sponte ordered
the plaintiff to show cause why subject matter jurisdiction exists and
deferred consideration of the ex parte application pending resolution of

the jurisdictional issue.

The court independently examines subject matter jurisdiction and may

raise jurisdictional defects sua sponte at any time.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court has subject matter jurisdiction under the diversity-of-citizenship statute when the

plaintiff is an Australian entity and some defendants are citizens or entities of China and Hong Kong.

2. Whether Titanium must establish the citizenship of every member of each limited liability company that

is a party to the action.

3. Whether the court should defer consideration of Titanium's ex parte application pending clarification of

subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal district court must consider its subject matter jurisdiction in every case and may raise a
jurisdictional challenge sua sponte at any time.

2. Diversity jurisdiction under the alienage provision is generally unavailable when aliens are present on

both sides of the litigation; the court therefore required Titanium to explain why jurisdiction exists.

3. For purposes of subject matter jurisdiction, a limited liability company is a citizen of every state or
country of which its members are citizens, and a party relying on diversity jurisdiction must establish the

citizenship of all members of each party LLC.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction and have subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate only those

cases authorized by the United States Constitution and Congress.”

“Jurisdictional challenges can be raised at any time — indeed, federal courts have “a duty to consider them

29

sua sponte.

“It is especially noted that Plaintiff must establish the citizenship of all members of any limited liability

company that is a party in this action.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Titanium alleged that it is an Australian limited liability company and sued CN-USA Express, a California
corporation, HJY Tech, a Chinese limited liability company, and FlexFulfills, a Hong Kong limited liability
company. The complaint asserted claims for breach of contract, intentional interference with contractual
relations, claim and delivery, conversion, withholding stolen property, and trespass to chattel. Titanium alleged
that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, but the court questioned whether complete diversity existed

because foreign citizens appeared on both sides of the litigation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Titanium filed the action in the Central District of California on September 12, 2025, invoking diversity
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a)(1). The court identified a potential defect because the plaintiff and some
defendants appeared to be foreign entities, ordered Titanium to submit a written jurisdictional showing by noon

on September 29, 2025, and set an October 2, 2025 hearing. No final jurisdictional ruling was made in this order.
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