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NEW YORK

Flores v. Carry-On Trailer; Fleet Farm
Flores · No. 1:25-CV-1731 · Decided April 30, 2026

SUMMARY

A United States Magistrate Judge recommends dismissing Valerie Flores's pro se complaint against
Carry-On Trailer and Fleet Farm without prejudice and without leave to amend. The recommendation
concludes that the complaint does not satisfy the amount-in-controversy requirement for diversity
jurisdiction, does not present a federal question, and appears to have been filed in an improper venue.
The court grants in forma pauperis status and recommends dismissing Carry-On Trailer's premature
motion to dismiss as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE On initial review of a pro se complaint filed with an application to
proceed in forma pauperis, the magistrate judge recommended
dismissal without prejudice and without leave to amend for lack of
subject matter jurisdiction and recommended dismissal as moot of a
prematurely filed motion to dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Initial screening of an in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2), accepting well-pleaded factual allegations while liberally
construing pro se submissions, but requiring sufficient factual matter
to state a plausible claim and establish subject matter jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint established diversity-of-citizenship jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332.

2. Whether the complaint presented a federal question under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

3. Whether venue was proper in the Northern District of New York under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).

4. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without leave to amend because its jurisdictional defects
could not plausibly be cured.

5. Whether defendant Carry-On Trailer's motion to dismiss should be dismissed as moot because it was
filed before completion of the court's in forma pauperis screening.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint did not establish diversity jurisdiction because, although the allegations sufficiently
indicated diverse citizenship, the amount in controversy was plainly below the $75,000 threshold
required by 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a)(1).

2. The complaint did not establish federal-question jurisdiction because its reference to a 'Consumer Law
issue' and allegations concerning a defective or overpriced trailer described, at most, a state-law contract
dispute and did not assert a colorable claim arising under federal law.

3. The complaint should be dismissed without prejudice and without leave to amend because its lack of
subject matter jurisdiction was substantive and there was no plausible basis to conclude that amendment
could establish federal jurisdiction.

4. Venue appeared improper in the Northern District of New York because the complaint alleged no
material connection between that district and the events, property, or defendants, and plaintiff's residence
alone did not establish venue.

5. Carry-On Trailer's motion to dismiss should be dismissed as moot because it was filed prematurely
before the court completed the required in forma pauperis screening and before service was authorized.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, plaintiff has failed to demonstrate that this Court has subject matter jurisdiction, and the
undersigned has no plausible basis to conclude that plaintiff would be able to establish this Court's
jurisdiction through amendment.” (Discussion, Subject Matter Jurisdiction)

“RECOMMENDED, that plaintiff's complaint (Dkt. No. 1) be DISMISSED without prejudice and without
opportunity to amend for lack of subject matter jurisdiction” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff, a New York citizen, alleged that Carry-On Trailer and Fleet Farm sold her a defective, faulty, and
overpriced cargo trailer. She claimed damages including a $300 towing fee, replacement tires, a trailer lock, a
$400 repair fee, and approximately $5,300 representing the difference between the trailer's purchase price and its
resale value. The complaint identified defendants as associated with Georgia and Wisconsin and did not allege
facts connecting the transaction to the Northern District of New York.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a complaint alleging that defendants sold her a defective and overpriced cargo trailer and sought to
proceed in forma pauperis. The court granted the in forma pauperis application and conducted screening under
28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). The magistrate judge concluded that the complaint did not establish diversity
jurisdiction or federal-question jurisdiction, that venue appeared improper in the Northern District of New York,
and that amendment would be futile. The report-recommendation also recommended dismissing defendant
Carry-On Trailer's motion to dismiss as moot because the motion was filed before screening and service.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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