UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Aghanazari v. American Medical Response Ambulance Service, Inc.

Aghanazari - No. 2:22-cv-00630-TLN-AC - Decided March 27, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted American Medical

Response Ambulance Service, Inc.’s motion to dismiss claims arising from alleged conduct by a

paramedic during an in-flight medical emergency. The court held that the claims were subject to

California’s Medical Injury Compensation Reform Act statute of limitations and were time-barred

because the action was filed more than one year after the alleged injury. The dismissal was without

leave to amend, and the case was closed.
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dismissed

Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss plaintiffs' Second Amended Complaint as time-barred and for
failure to state sufficient claims. The court granted the motion without
leave to amend.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court tests the legal sufficiency of the
complaint, accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true, draws
reasonable inferences in plaintiffs' favor, and determines whether the
complaint states a facially plausible claim for relief. Legal conclusions

and conclusory allegations are not presumed true.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether California or Nevada substantive law governed the statute-of-limitations issue.

2. Whether the claims against AMR and DOE 2 arose from professional negligence by a health care
provider and therefore fell within MICRA and California Code of Civil Procedure section 340.5.

3. Whether plaintiffs' claims were time-barred because the injuries were discovered on the date of the

alleged incident.

4. Whether plaintiffs should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. There was no material conflict between California and Nevada law because the analogous statutes of
limitations would produce the same result; therefore, the court ended its governmental-interest choice-
of-law analysis at the first step.

2. The claims against AMR and DOE 2 were subject to MICRA because DOE 2 was alleged to be a
paramedic, a health care provider under California Code of Civil Procedure section 340.5, and the
gravamen of the claims was professional negligence in rendering medical assistance.

3. Plaintiffs' claims were barred by California Code of Civil Procedure section 340.5 because the alleged

injuries were discovered on September 24, 2019, but plaintiffs did not file their original complaint until
September 3, 2021.

4. Leave to amend was denied because plaintiffs could not cure the statute-of-limitations defect through
additional factual allegations or by changing the description of DOE 2.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts must look past the labels Plaintiffs use and examine the nature or gravamen of the claim.” (at 5)

“Because the Court finds “other facts consistent with the challenged pleading could not possibly cure the
deficiency” discussed above, the Court GRANTS AMR’s Motion to Dismiss without leave to amend.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On September 24, 2019, plaintiffs were traveling on a Southwest Airlines flight that diverted to Las Vegas after
Aghanazari began experiencing heart attack symptoms. A paramedic employed by AMR allegedly treated
Aghanazari roughly and violently while placing him on a gurney, including grabbing and jerking him.
Aghanazari was transported to a Las Vegas hospital and diagnosed with an arterial blockage, while Moghadam

alleged that she suffered emotional distress and trauma after observing the paramedic's conduct.
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Plaintiffs filed the action in Sacramento Superior Court on September 3, 2021. Southwest Airlines removed the
action to the Eastern District of California based on diversity jurisdiction, and plaintiffs later filed a Second
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