
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Debra Biane, et al. v. Universal City Studios, LLC, et al.
Biane v. Universal City Studios · No. 2:25-cv-01271-AB-PD · Decided May 16, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Plaintiffs’ motion to
remand the action to Los Angeles County Superior Court. The court held that Defendant’s removal
was untimely because discovery responses and medical records made the amount in controversy
facially apparent more than 30 days before removal, but denied Plaintiffs’ request for attorneys’ fees
and costs.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved to remand a removed state-court action and requested
attorneys' fees and costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).
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civil procedure removal and remand federal jurisdiction

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Universal's notice of removal was timely under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b).

2. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to attorneys' fees and costs incurred in obtaining remand under 28
U.S.C. § 1447(c).

HOLDINGS

1. Universal's removal was untimely because Plaintiffs' October 17, 2024 discovery responses and medical
records made it facially apparent that the amount in controversy exceeded $75,000, triggering the thirty-
day removal period; Universal's February 13, 2025 removal occurred well after that deadline.

2. Plaintiffs were not entitled to attorneys' fees and costs because they did not show that Universal lacked
an objectively reasonable basis for removal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Plaintiff’s discovery responses allege in detail the nature of Plaintiffs’ injuries and the surgeries
received, the Court concludes that it was facially apparent from the discovery responses served on October
17, 2024 that the amount in controversy exceeded the jurisdictional minimum for diversity jurisdiction.”

“Although removal was untimely, Defendant’s basis of removal was objectively reasonable as the parties were
diverse (in Defendant’s eyes) and the amount-in-controversy exceeded $75,000.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged injuries including neck, back, and rib injuries, multiple medical evaluations and medications,
two rib-resection surgeries, and the need for a further surgery. On October 17, 2024, Plaintiffs served
interrogatory responses and medical records describing the injuries and treatment. Universal did not remove the
action until February 13, 2025.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs commenced the action in Los Angeles County Superior Court in April 2024 and later amended the
complaint to name Universal City Studios, LLC. Plaintiffs served discovery responses and medical records on
October 17, 2024, and Universal removed the action on February 13, 2025. The district court granted the motion
to remand because removal was untimely, denied attorneys' fees and costs, and directed the Clerk to close the
matter.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The action was remanded to the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The Clerk of Court was directed to close
the matter.
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