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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Margaret N. Butler’s
motion to remand her lemon law action to the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The court held that
General Motors had not plausibly established the $50,000 amount-in-controversy requirement for
federal-question jurisdiction under the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act because attorneys’ fees
authorized by that Act could not be included where the underlying California Commercial Code claim
did not provide for fee shifting. The court did not reach whether removal was timely.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a removed lemon-law action to California
state court, arguing that removal was untimely and that the amount in
controversy was insufficient for federal jurisdiction. The district court
granted the motion on subject matter jurisdiction grounds.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Removal jurisdiction is strictly construed against removal, and the
removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction. At the pleading stage, the notice of removal need only
plausibly allege that the amount in controversy exceeds the
jurisdictional threshold.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion

TOPICS



subject matter jurisdiction civil procedure consumer protection uniform commercial code

commercial litigation

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure consumer protection commercial litigation uniform commercial code

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amount in controversy satisfied the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act's $50,000 federal
jurisdictional threshold.

2. Whether attorneys' fees authorized by the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act, rather than by the underlying
state-law claim, could be included in the amount-in-controversy calculation.

3. Whether the district court should decide the timeliness of removal after determining that subject matter
jurisdiction was lacking.

HOLDINGS

1. Attorneys' fees may be included in the Magnuson-Moss amount-in-controversy calculation only when
they are available to the prevailing plaintiff under an underlying state fee-shifting statute; fees authorized
solely by the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act cannot be included.

2. General Motors failed to establish that the amount in controversy exceeded the $50,000 Magnuson-Moss
threshold because the amounts alleged without attorneys' fees were only $35,760 in the notice of
removal and $24,292 in its opposition.

3. The action must be remanded to the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles because
General Motors did not establish federal subject matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The removal statute is strictly construed against removal jurisdiction”

“only when authorized by an underlying state statute”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Butler purchased a 2018 Buick Encore for an estimated $35,760 and filed a lemon-law action in California state
court. After dismissing the dealership and the Song-Beverly claims, she pursued breach-of-warranty claims
under the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act and California Commercial Code. General Motors removed the case
and relied on the vehicle price, potential damages, and attorneys' fees to contend that the federal amount-in-
controversy requirement was met.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Butler filed the action in Los Angeles County Superior Court concerning her purchase of a 2018 Buick Encore.
She later dismissed the dealership and voluntarily dismissed her Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act claims,



leaving claims under the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act and California Commercial Code. General Motors
removed the action under federal-question and diversity jurisdiction. The district court granted Butler's motion to
remand because the amount in controversy did not satisfy the Magnuson-Moss jurisdictional threshold and did
not reach the timeliness issue.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case is remanded to the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles. The court did not reach
whether the notice of removal was timely.
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