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MEMORANDUM*

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Central District of California

Michael W. Fitzgerald, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted July 21, 2015**  

Before:  CANBY, BEA, and MURGUIA, Circuit Judges.

Due Hau Tran appeals pro se from the district court’s order denying his

motion for attorney’s fees and costs following his successful motion to remand. 

We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review for an abuse of
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discretion a denial of fees and costs.  Lussier v. Dollar Tree Stores, Inc., 518 F.3d

1062, 1065 (9th Cir. 2008).  We affirm.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Tran’s motion for

attorney’s fees and costs because the Housing Authority of the County of Los

Angeles had an objectively reasonable basis to remove Tran’s action, as the

complaint contained allegations concerning violations of federal laws.  See Martin

v. Franklin Capital Corp., 546 U.S. 132, 141 (2005) (discussing when attorney’s

fees should be awarded under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) and explaining that absent

unusual circumstances, “when an objectively reasonable basis [for removal] exists,

fees should be denied”).

We reject Tran’s contentions that further efforts to meet and confer would

have been futile, and that the district court was required to determine whether

Tran’s requested fees and costs were reasonable.

AFFIRMED.
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