UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA
Jared Rasmussen v. Fox Corporation; Fox Cable Network Services,
LLC; Christopher Ganny; Gregory Ochotorena; Diijon Williams;

Anna Druker; and Does 1-20, inclusive

Rasmussen v. Fox Corp. - No. 2:25-cv-08115-SPG-PVC - Decided November 21, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California denied Jared Rasmussen’s
motion to remand his employment-related action against Fox entities and individual defendants. The
court held that the individual defendants were fraudulently joined because the claims for intentional
and negligent infliction of emotional distress were barred by California’s two-year statute of
limitations. After discounting those defendants’ citizenship, the court concluded that removal was
proper and did not reach the parties’ remaining arguments concerning snap removal and other grounds

for fraudulent joinder.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to remand an employment-related action removed

from California state court on the basis of diversity jurisdiction,
arguing that removal violated the forum defendant rule and was
procedurally defective because it occurred before service. The court

denied the motion to remand.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The removing defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal
is proper, and doubts concerning removal jurisdiction are resolved in
favor of remand. In assessing fraudulent joinder, the court may pierce

the pleadings and consider summary-judgment-type evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order



PARTIES Jared Rasmussen v. Fox Corporation, Fox Cable Network Services,
LLC, Christopher Ganny, Gregory Ochotorena, Diijon Williams, Anna
Druker, Does 1-20, inclusive

TOPICS

civil procedure  subject matter jurisdiction  statute of limitations =~ employment law  ada / disability

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure ~ employment law  employment discrimination  torts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Individual Defendants were fraudulently joined because Rasmussen's intentional- and
negligent-infliction-of-emotional-distress claims against them were barred by California's two-year

statute of limitations.

2. Whether fraudulent joinder may be applied when a nondiverse defendant implicates the forum defendant

rule but does not destroy complete diversity.
3. Whether removal before formal service was procedurally barred under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b)(1).

4. Whether the Individual Defendants' citizenship should be disregarded for purposes of applying the
forum defendant rule.

HOLDINGS

1. The fraudulent-joinder doctrine applies when a forum-state defendant triggers the forum defendant rule
but does not destroy complete diversity; a defendant who was not properly joined because no viable
state-law claim can be stated against that defendant need not be considered under 28 U.S.C. § 1441(b)

Q).

2. The Individual Defendants were fraudulently joined because Rasmussen's intentional- and negligent-
infliction-of-emotional-distress claims accrued no later than his July 21, 2023 termination and were

barred by California's two-year statute of limitations when he filed suit on August 27, 2025.

3. After disregarding the Individual Defendants as fraudulently joined, the remaining parties did not violate

the forum defendant rule, and removal was proper.

4. Section 1446(b)(1) does not bar a defendant from filing a notice of removal before formal service; the

statute establishes a removal deadline rather than a period during which removal is prohibited.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under such circumstances, the Individual Defendants are deemed “sham defendants for purposes of

removal,” and their citizenship must be discounted.” (p. 10)

“The plain text of 1446(b)(1) sets a deadline for removal, not a ‘window’ for removal.” (p. 11 n.3)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rasmussen worked for Fox Corporation and Fox Cable Network Services, LLC beginning in September 2017.
He alleged retaliation for complaints concerning misappropriation of company funds and sexual assault,
workplace injury and failure to accommodate, and termination on July 21, 2023, following an investigation into
his expense reports. He asserted emotional-distress claims against the Individual Defendants, all of whom
resided in California, and filed suit on August 27, 2025.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rasmussen filed the action in Los Angeles County Superior Court on August 27, 2025. The Fox Defendants
removed it to the Central District of California the same day, before any defendant had been served. Rasmussen
moved to remand; the court concluded that the Individual Defendants were fraudulently joined because the

claims against them were time-barred, discounted their California citizenship, and denied remand.

DISPOSITION

other
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