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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California denied Plaintiffs’ motion to
remand and request for attorney’s fees in an insurance-coverage action. The court determined that
Liberty Insurance Corporation, rather than the trade name “Liberty Mutual Insurance,” was the proper
defendant, and that complete diversity existed because LIC was incorporated in Illinois and had its
principal place of business in Massachusetts. The court also found that removal had an objectively
reasonable basis and denied fees and costs.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved to remand an insurance action removed from Los
Angeles Superior Court on the basis of diversity jurisdiction and
requested attorney's fees and costs.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing party bears the burden of establishing federal
jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence when jurisdictional
facts are factually challenged. The district court may resolve disputed
jurisdictional facts, and removal statutes are strictly construed with
doubts resolved in favor of remand.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the action was properly removable based on complete diversity of citizenship and an amount in
controversy exceeding $75,000.

2. Whether Liberty Insurance Corporation was the proper defendant despite the complaint's designation of
Liberty Mutual Insurance.

3. Whether Plaintiffs' failure to comply adequately with the local meet-and-confer requirement warranted
denial of the motion to remand.

4. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to attorney's fees and costs incurred because of the removal.

HOLDINGS

1. A technical violation of the local meet-and-confer requirement does not per se require denial of a
motion, particularly where the nonmoving party identifies no prejudice and further discussion would not
have changed the outcome.

2. Removal was proper because the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000 and complete diversity
existed between the California plaintiffs and Liberty Insurance Corporation, which was an Illinois
corporation with its principal place of business in Massachusetts.

3. Plaintiffs were not entitled to attorney's fees and costs because Defendant had an objectively reasonable
basis for removal under diversity jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Defendant has shown by a preponderance of the evidence that LIC is the proper defendant, and LIC
is incorporated in Illinois and has its principal place of business in Massachusetts, there is complete diversity
between Plaintiff and Defendant. Thus, diversity jurisdiction is proper.” (III.B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs obtained a California homeowners insurance policy for their residence, which was burglarized and
damaged on December 22, 2022. Plaintiffs submitted an insurance claim, which Defendant allegedly denied or
partially adjusted, calculating covered damages at $572.72. The complaint named Liberty Mutual Insurance, but
evidence showed that Liberty Insurance Corporation issued and underwrote the policy and was incorporated in
Illinois with its principal place of business in Massachusetts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Iman Zahedi and Azam Cheraghian filed suit in Los Angeles Superior Court against Liberty Mutual Insurance.
Liberty Insurance Corporation removed the action to the Central District of California, asserting that Liberty
Mutual Insurance was a trade name and that LIC was the actual insurer and defendant. After briefing, a hearing,



and supplemental declarations concerning the identity and citizenship of the insurer, the court denied the motion
to remand and denied the request for attorney's fees and costs.
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