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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama remanded a removed state-court
action involving alleged improper mortgage-account charges. The court held that the defendant failed
to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded the diversity-
jurisdiction threshold because the claimed interest was prejudgment interest and therefore excluded
from the jurisdictional calculation. The court denied pending motions as moot and terminated all
pending deadlines and hearings.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed a state-court action to federal court based on
diversity jurisdiction. The district court sua sponte examined subject
matter jurisdiction and remanded the action to state court for failure to
establish the amount-in-controversy requirement.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court independently examined subject matter jurisdiction
sua sponte. Because the court questioned the removing defendant's
jurisdictional allegations, the defendant was required to establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded the jurisdictional threshold.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amount in controversy for diversity jurisdiction may include the interest sought by
plaintiffs.

2. Whether the defendant established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded $75,000.

3. Whether the case should be remanded for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiffs' requested interest was prejudgment interest arising solely from delay in payment, not
interest owed as part of an underlying contractual obligation, and therefore was excluded from the
amount in controversy.

2. Defendant failed to show by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy exceeded
$75,000.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Defendant has not shown that the amount in controversy requirement is satisfied. Because the Court lacks
subject matter jurisdiction over this case, it must remand.”

“But the interest sought by Plaintiffs would not be included under either approach because it was not owed to
Plaintiffs by Defendant under the contract at issue.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged that Wells Fargo improperly charged their mortgage account $63 per month for approximately
three years, resulting in a claimed principal loss of $1,856. They also sought interest compounded at a rate stated
in the mortgage, allegedly continuing for fourteen years, and punitive damages. At the jurisdictional hearing,
plaintiffs' counsel clarified that the requested interest was prejudgment interest rather than interest owed under
the mortgage contract.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed claims for conversion and fraudulent concealment in the Circuit Court of Lowndes County,
Alabama, seeking $1,856 in compensatory damages, prejudgment interest, and punitive damages. Defendant
removed the case, asserting that the requested contractual-rate interest caused the amount in controversy to
exceed $75,000. After a hearing concerning subject matter jurisdiction, the district court concluded that the
interest sought was prejudgment interest excluded from the amount in controversy and remanded the case.



DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Circuit Court of Lowndes County, Alabama. The clerk was directed to take all
steps necessary to effectuate the remand; pending motions were denied as moot, and pending deadlines and
hearings were terminated.
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