UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Laszo Valladolid v. General Motors, LLC et al.

Valladolid - No. 2:25-cv-07145-MWC-MAR - Decided October 15, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted in part and denied in part
Plaintiff Laszo Valladolid’s motion to remand a Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act and Magnuson-
Moss Warranty Act action against General Motors, LLC. The court held that General Motors had
sufficient information from the complaint and related sales agreement to determine removability,
making its removal untimely under 28 U.S.C. § 1446. The court denied Plaintiff’s request for

attorney’s fees because General Motors had an objectively reasonable basis for removal.
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DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand a removed California lemon-law action to

state court and requested attorney's fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Removal statutes are strictly construed against removal jurisdiction;
the removing defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal
is proper, and doubts are resolved in favor of remand. A fee award
under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) is reviewed under the district court's
discretion and is appropriate when the removing party lacked an

objectively reasonable basis for removal, absent unusual

circumstances.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
PARTIES Laszo Valladolid v. General Motors, LLC
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint and related information supplied sufficient notice that the amount in controversy
exceeded the $50,000 jurisdictional threshold for the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act, thereby triggering
the thirty-day removal period under 28 U.S.C. § 1446.

2. Whether General Motors timely removed the action when it removed more than thirty days after

receiving the complaint and later receiving the sales agreement.

3. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to attorney's fees and costs incurred in obtaining remand under 28 U.S.C.
8§ 1447(c).

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint supplied sufficient information to put General Motors on notice that the amount in
controversy exceeded $50,000 for purposes of federal-question jurisdiction under the Magnuson-Moss
Warranty Act.

2. General Motors' removal was untimely because the thirty-day removal period began when it received the
complaint, and the complaint and subsequent sales agreement established removability more than thirty

days before removal.

3. The presumption against removal jurisdiction remains applicable even though Plaintiff's remand
challenge was based on a procedural removal defect.

4. Plaintiff was not entitled to attorney's fees because General Motors had an objectively reasonable basis
for removal and no unusual circumstances warranted an award.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction, possessing only that power authorized by Constitution and
statute.” (2)

“A defendant seeking removal has the burden to establish that removal is proper and any doubt is resolved
against removability.” (2)

“Absent unusual circumstances, courts may award attorney’s fees under § 1447(c) only where the removing
party lacked an objectively reasonable basis for seeking removal. Conversely, when an objectively reasonable
basis exists, fees should be denied.” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The action arose from Plaintiff's purchase of a 2022 GMC Canyon manufactured by General Motors. The
complaint identified the vehicle's make, model, year, and VIN, alleged defects substantially impairing the



vehicle's use, value, or safety, and sought restitution, actual damages, a civil penalty of up to twice actual
damages, consequential and incidental damages, attorney's fees, costs, and other statutory remedies. Plaintiff
later produced a sales agreement showing a total sales price of $46,319.14.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in Los Angeles County Superior Court on March 5, 2025. General Motors removed the
action to the Central District of California on August 1, 2025. Plaintiff moved to remand on August 15, 2025,
arguing that the removal was untimely because the complaint supplied sufficient information to trigger the
thirty-day removal period. The court granted remand but denied the request for attorney's fees and closed the
federal case.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand the action to Los Angeles County Superior Court. Plaintiff's request for attorney's fees is denied. The

October 17, 2025 hearing is vacated, and the federal case is closed.
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