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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California grants Plaintiff Christopher
Lloyd Mitchel’s motion to remand a Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act action against Ford Motor
Company. The court concludes that Ford failed to show by a preponderance of the evidence that the
amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, and therefore finds no diversity jurisdiction. The case is
remanded to the Superior Court of Riverside County, California.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand an action removed from Riverside County
Superior Court on the ground that the amount-in-controversy
requirement for diversity jurisdiction was not satisfied.

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 and unambiguously allege more than
$75,000, the defendant must show that it is more likely than not that
the amount in controversy exceeds the jurisdictional minimum.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district court opinion; publication status is not
identified, and the document is a civil minutes order.

PARTIES Christopher Lloyd Mitchel v. Ford Motor Company, Does 1 through
10

TOPICS



subject matter jurisdiction civil procedure federalism consumer protection

PRACTICE AREAS

Civil procedure Federal jurisdiction Removal and remand Consumer warranty law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had diversity subject matter jurisdiction when the complaint did not allege
more than $75,000 in damages and Ford's supported economic-damages calculation was $63,636.42.

2. Whether speculative civil penalties and attorney's fees could be included to satisfy the amount-in-
controversy requirement.

HOLDINGS

1. Ford failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded
$75,000, so the district court lacked diversity jurisdiction.

2. The court declined to include speculative civil penalties or attorney's fees in determining whether the
amount in controversy exceeded $75,000.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If at any time before final judgment it appears that the district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the
case shall be remanded.” (at 2)

“A removing defendant “may not meet [its] burden by simply reciting some ‘magical incantation’ to the effect
that ‘the matter in controversy exceeds the sum of [$75,000],’ but instead, must set forth in the removal
petition the underlying facts supporting its assertion that the amount in controversy exceeds [$75,000].”” (at
3)

“Therefore, Defendant has only shown damages of $63,636.42. Because Defendant has not satisfied its
burden to show more than $75,000 is at issue in this case, the Court lacks diversity jurisdiction.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff purchased a Ford vehicle under a written warranty contract dated August 20, 2021. He alleged that the
vehicle had transmission, engine, and other defects that manifested during the express warranty period and that
Ford failed to repair, replace, or provide restitution for the vehicle under California's Song-Beverly Act. The
complaint alleged damages of not less than $35,001, while Ford calculated economic damages of $63,636.42
after applying a mileage offset to the vehicle's purchase price.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in Riverside County Superior Court on September 3, 2024, asserting California Song-Beverly
Act, warranty, fraudulent-inducement, and negligent-repair claims. After Plaintiff dismissed previously named
defendant Gosch Ford Hemet, Ford removed the action to the Central District of California on June 12, 2025.



The district court granted Plaintiff's motion to remand because Ford failed to prove by a preponderance of the
evidence that more than $75,000 was in controversy.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Superior Court of Riverside County, California. The Ex Parte Application to
Continue the CMC/Scheduling Conference was mooted.
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