UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Smith v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A.

Smith - No. 24-CV-1287 JLS (DTF) - Decided June 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denies Marcia Smith’s motion

to remand, concluding that the action falls within federal jurisdiction under the Edge Act based on an

international wire transfer. The court overrules the parties’ evidentiary objections, grants JPMorgan

Chase Bank, N.A.’s motion to compel arbitration under the deposit account agreement, and stays the

action pending completion of arbitration proceedings.
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Plaintiff moved to remand a removed California state-court action and
opposed Defendant Chase's motion to compel arbitration. The district
court denied remand, overruled the parties' evidentiary objections,
compelled arbitration, and stayed the action pending arbitration.

Removal jurisdiction is reviewed according to whether the action
could originally have been filed in federal court, with the removing
party bearing the burden of establishing federal jurisdiction. A motion
to compel arbitration is evaluated under the summary-judgment
evidentiary standard. At that stage, the court considers whether the
evidence's contents could be presented in admissible form at trial.
Contract formation and arbitration-agreement enforceability are
determined under ordinary state-law principles, while challenges to the

contract as a whole are generally for the arbitrator.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the action was properly removable under the Edge Act because the claims arose out of

transactions involving international or foreign banking.

. Whether the court should consider Plaintiff's amount-in-controversy and diversity-jurisdiction arguments

when Edge Act jurisdiction independently supported removal.

. Whether Plaintiff entered into a valid agreement to arbitrate by signing the Personal Signature Card

incorporating Chase's Deposit Account Agreement.

. Whether the arbitration agreement was procedurally or substantively unconscionable under California

law.

. Whether California's McGill rule barred arbitration of Plaintiff's Unfair Competition Law claim because

she sought public injunctive relief.
. Whether the action should be stayed pending completion of arbitration.

. Whether the parties' evidentiary objections should be sustained.

OLDINGS

The action falls within the Edge Act because it is a civil action involving a United States-organized
corporation and Plaintiff's alleged harm derives in significant part from an international wire transfer

received abroad. The court therefore denied the motion to remand.

. Plaintiff formed a valid agreement to arbitrate by signing the Personal Signature Card, which
incorporated Chase's Deposit Account Agreement containing a mandatory arbitration provision. Plaintiff

did not dispute that her claims fell within the provision's scope.

. Plaintiff failed to establish that the arbitration agreement was procedurally or substantively

unconscionable. The court therefore enforced the agreement.

The McGill rule did not preclude arbitration of Plaintiff's California Unfair Competition Law claim
because Plaintiff failed to allege a threat of future harm and therefore lacked the Article III standing
necessary to seek public injunctive relief.

. The action must be stayed in its entirety pending completion of arbitration because the claims are subject

to binding arbitration and a party requested a stay.



6. The court overruled Plaintiff's and Chase's evidentiary objections because it did not rely on evidence that

could not be presented in admissible form at trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts have widely recognized three requirements for Edge Act jurisdiction: “(1) a civil action, (2) in which
a ‘corporation organized under the laws of the United States’is a party, and which (3) ‘aris[es] out of

transactions involving international or foreign banking.’”” (at 4)

“In deciding whether to compel arbitration, courts must generally “determine two ‘gateway’ issues: (1)
whether there is an agreement to arbitrate between the parties; and (2) whether the agreement covers the
dispute.”” (at 12)

“When a court “finds that a lawsuit involves an arbitrable dispute, and a party requests a stay pending

arbitration, § 3 of the FAA compels the court to stay the proceeding.”” (at 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Smith alleged that unknown individuals perpetrated an Amazon-related scam that caused her to withdraw funds
from her Chase account, deposit money into a Bitcoin ATM, and wire money to a bank account in Hong Kong in
August 2023. She alleged that Chase employees knew or should have known she was being scammed when she
sought to complete a $37,000 international wire transfer and that Chase failed to assist her after she reported the
scam. When Smith opened her Chase account in 2021, she signed a Personal Signature Card acknowledging
receipt of and agreeing to be bound by Chase's Deposit Account Agreement, which contained an arbitration

provision.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Smith filed suit in California Superior Court alleging financial elder abuse and, against Chase, violations of
California's Unfair Competition Law arising from an alleged scam involving a cash withdrawal and an
international wire transfer. Chase removed the action under the Edge Act and, alternatively, diversity
jurisdiction. After discharging an order to show cause concerning removal, the court considered Smith's motion
to remand and Chase's motion to compel arbitration. The court denied remand, granted arbitration, and stayed

the case.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is stayed in its entirety pending completion of arbitration. The parties must file a joint status update

every 120 days beginning on the date of the Order and within 14 days after the arbitration proceedings conclude.
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