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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Jonathan Brancati’s
motion to remand his Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act action against Ford Motor Company to
California state court. The court held that Ford failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence
that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 because civil penalties and attorneys’ fees could not
be included on the evidence presented. The court also vacated the scheduled hearing and directed the
clerk to close the federal case.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a removed Song-Beverly Consumer
Warranty Act action to California state court, arguing that the amount-
in-controversy requirement for diversity jurisdiction was not satisfied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction. When the amount in controversy is unclear or ambiguous
from the complaint, the defendant must prove by a preponderance of
the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000.
Removal statutes are strictly construed, and doubts are resolved in
favor of remand.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ford established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded
$75,000 for purposes of diversity jurisdiction.

2. Whether the vehicle's actual purchase price, potential Song-Beverly civil penalty, and recoverable
attorney fees established the jurisdictional amount.

3. Whether the district court had subject matter jurisdiction over the removed action.

HOLDINGS

1. The amount in controversy was not facially evident because the complaint did not specify a monetary
value, and the civil case cover sheet's statement that the amount demanded exceeded $35,000 did not
establish a sufficiently specific amount in controversy.

2. The appropriate initial measure of actual damages was the vehicle's total cash price of $40,125, reduced
by the statutory mileage offset, resulting in $35,106.03 in alleged actual damages.

3. The court would not include a civil penalty in the amount-in-controversy calculation merely because
Brancati alleged a willful violation; Ford had to provide evidence supporting the likelihood and potential
amount of such an award.

4. Ford did not establish that recoverable attorney fees were more likely than not to bring the amount in
controversy above $75,000.

5. Ford failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded
$75,000; therefore, the district court lacked subject matter jurisdiction and the action had to be
remanded.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““[A]ny doubt about the right of removal requires resolution in favor of remand.”” (Legal Standard)

“The Court, therefore, will “not simply assume that a civil penalty will be awarded,” especially considering
that “the removal statute is strictly construed against removal jurisdiction.”” (Discussion, section B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brancati purchased a new 2024 Ford Maverick in January 2024 and alleged that it was delivered with serious
defects, including severe shaking under hard acceleration and front-axle vibration. He asserted express- and
implied-warranty claims under the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act and sought restitution, a civil penalty,
and attorney fees. The vehicle had approximately 18 miles at purchase and was presented for repair at
approximately 15,028 miles; the vehicle's total cash price was $40,125.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Brancati filed the action in the California Superior Court for the County of Riverside alleging breach of express
and implied warranties under the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act. Ford removed the action based on
diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332. The district court granted Brancati's motion to remand, vacated the
scheduled hearing, directed the clerk to close the case, and remanded the action to state court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded to the California Superior Court for the County of Riverside. The clerk was directed to
close the federal case, and the April 28, 2025 hearing was vacated.
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