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Ayona · No. 8:25-cv-00677-JVS-ADS · Decided July 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The Central District of California denied Cynthia Ayona’s motion to remand her consumer warranty
action against Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A., Inc. The court held that removal was timely and that the
amount-in-controversy requirement under the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act was satisfied through
potential Song-Beverly Act civil penalties and attorneys’ fees. The court also exercised supplemental
jurisdiction over Ayona’s related state-law claims and vacated the hearing.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a removed civil action to state court,
arguing that removal was untimely, the amount-in-controversy
requirement for the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act was not satisfied,
and the Court should decline supplemental jurisdiction over the state-
law claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal
is proper, and doubts concerning removability are resolved in favor of
remand. The amount in controversy for a Magnuson-Moss claim is
determined from the pleadings unless it appears to a legal certainty
that the plaintiff cannot recover the amount claimed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Toyota timely removed the action within the applicable thirty-day removal period.

2. Whether the amount in controversy exceeded the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act's $50,000 jurisdictional
threshold.

3. Whether the court should decline supplemental jurisdiction over Ayona's related state-law claims.

4. Whether Ayona was entitled to attorney fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) based on the removal.

HOLDINGS

1. Toyota's removal was timely because the last day of the thirty-day period is included when a time period
is stated in days, and the April 3, 2025 notice of removal fell within the applicable period.

2. The action satisfied the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act's $50,000 amount-in-controversy requirement.

3. The court exercised supplemental jurisdiction over Ayona's related state-law claims.

4. Ayona was not entitled to attorney fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This strong “presumption against removal jurisdiction means that ‘the defendant always has the burden of
establishing that removal is proper.’”” (II)

“The Court finds Romo instructive and opts to apply the civil penalties under the Song-Beverly Act towards
the MMWA amount in controversy.” (III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ayona leased and later purchased a 2019 Toyota Mirai. She alleged that the vehicle contained defects Toyota
failed to disclose, repair, or otherwise remedy. Her complaint sought restitution of $21,252.37, a civil penalty of
twice actual damages, attorney fees, and damages under the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act, the Song-Beverly
Act, and other state-law theories.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ayona filed suit in Orange County Superior Court concerning alleged defects in a 2019 Toyota Mirai and
asserted claims under the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act, the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act, and various
California causes of action. Toyota removed the action on April 3, 2025. Ayona moved to remand on June 4,
2025; Toyota opposed and Ayona replied. The district court denied the motion to remand, retained supplemental
jurisdiction over the state-law claims, denied attorney fees, and vacated the hearing.
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