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Case No. 13-cv-03952 NC 
ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

 

FELICIDAD GUMBAO, 

                            Plaintiff, 

              v. 

AURORA BANK, et al., 

                            Defendants. 

Case No. 13-cv-03952 NC 
 
ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE WHY 
REMOVAL IS PROPER 
 
Re: Dkt. No. 1 

On August 26, 2013, defendants Nationstar Mortgage LLC and Aurora Bank FSB 

removed this action to federal court on the basis of diversity jurisdiction.  Dkt. No. 1 at 2.  

The notice of removal states that the action was initiated in state court on April 12, 2013.  

Id. at 2, 8.  Defendants further state that their removal is timely “as the thirty-day period 

never commenced (or expired)” because “Plaintiff has not filed any proof of service 

alleging service on either Nationstar or Aurora.”  Id. at 5.   

In general, a defendant wishing to remove an action to federal court must file a notice 

of removal “within 30 days after the receipt by the defendant, through service or otherwise, 

of a copy of the initial pleading setting forth the claim for relief upon which such action or 

proceeding is based, or within 30 days after the service of summons upon the defendant if 

such initial pleading has then been filed in court and is not required to be served on the 

defendant, whichever period is shorter.”  28 U.S.C. § 1446(b)(1).  The federal courts “have 
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