UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Albert Margayan v. Nissan North America, Inc.

Margayan - No. CV 25-5653 PA (MBKX) - Decided July 1, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California grants the plaintiff’s motion to

remand an action removed under diversity jurisdiction. The court holds that Nissan North America,

Inc. failed to plausibly allege that the plaintiff was domiciled in California, noting that residence alone

does not establish citizenship and that the removing party bears the jurisdictional burden. The action is

remanded to the Los Angeles County Superior Court for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
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Defendant removed the action from Los Angeles County Superior
Court on the asserted basis of diversity jurisdiction. Plaintiff moved to
remand, arguing that the removal papers failed to establish subject
matter jurisdiction.

The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction, and removal statutes are strictly construed against
removal jurisdiction. Federal jurisdiction must be rejected if there is
any doubt as to the right of removal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Nissan plausibly alleged complete diversity of citizenship sufficient to support removal under
28 U.S.C. § 1332(a).

2. Whether allegations that Margayan resided in California, without adequate allegations or evidence of

domiciliary intent, established that he was a California citizen for diversity-jurisdiction purposes.

3. Whether the preponderance-of-the-evidence standard discussed in amount-in-controversy removal cases

displaced the strict presumption against removal jurisdiction when the removing party failed to establish
the plaintiff's citizenship.

HOLDINGS

1. A removing defendant must plausibly allege the plaintiff's actual citizenship, and allegations of
residence alone do not suffice to establish domicile or citizenship when they do not adequately show

intent to remain.

2. Where the removing defendant has not established the plaintiff's citizenship, any doubt concerning the

right of removal requires rejection of federal jurisdiction and remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction, having subject matter jurisdiction only over matters

authorized by the Constitution and Congress.” (at 2)

“The burden of establishing federal jurisdiction is on the party seeking removal, and the removal statute is

strictly construed against removal jurisdiction.” (at 2)

“Federal jurisdiction must be rejected if there is any doubt as to the right of removal in the first instance.” (at
2)

“Residence is physical, whereas domicile is generally a compound of physical presence plus an intention to

make a certain definite place one’s permanent abode” (at 5)

“Absent unusual circumstances, a party seeking to invoke diversity jurisdiction should be able to allege
dffirmatively the actual citizenship of the relevant parties.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Margayan filed an action in Los Angeles County Superior Court involving a vehicle leased from Nissan.
Nissan's removal papers alleged that Margayan resided in California, including during the period surrounding
the vehicle lease, but offered little or no evidence of his intent to remain in California. Nissan argued that the

alleged duration of Margayan's California residence established California citizenship by a preponderance of the
evidence.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Nissan North America, Inc. removed the action on June 20, 2025, and filed supplements addressing the alleged
basis for diversity jurisdiction. After a June 27, 2025 status conference, the court permitted Nissan to submit
further authority before ruling on plaintiff's oral motion to remand. The court found that Nissan had not plausibly

alleged Margayan's California citizenship and remanded the action to Los Angeles County Superior Court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was remanded to Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 25STCV 12883, for lack of subject

matter jurisdiction.
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