
   

Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
(973) 596-4500 

Attorneys for Defendants 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

HAROLD M. HOFFMAN, individually and on 
behalf of those similarly situated, 

  Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

LIQUID HEALTH INC. and ALEX ABREU 

  Defendants. 

Civil Action No. __________________ 

Document electronically filed 

NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

[Previously pending in the Superior Court of 
New Jersey, Bergen County, Law Division, 
BER-L-1932-14] 

TO: THE JUDGES OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT Defendants Liquid Health Inc. (“Liquid Health”) and 

Alex Abreu (“Abreu”) (collectively, “Defendants”), by and through their counsel, Gibbons P.C., 

respectfully request that this action be removed from the Superior Court of New Jersey, Law 

Division, Bergen County to the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey under 

28 U.S.C. § 1441(a) and 28 U.S.C. § 1453, on the grounds of diversity jurisdiction under the 

Class Action Fairness Act (“CAFA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1132(d).  In support of this Notice of 

Removal, Defendants alleges as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. On or about February 27, 2014, Plaintiff Harold M. Hoffman (“Plaintiff 

Hoffman” or “Plaintiff”), pro se, on behalf of himself and as the representative of a class of 
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similarly situated persons, filed a nationwide class action complaint against Defendants in the 

Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen County, Law Division, captioned: Harold M. Hoffman, 

individually and on behalf of those similarly situated v. Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu, 

Docket No. BER-L-1932-14.  A copy of the Summons and Complaint, served upon Defendant 

Alex Abreu, is annexed hereto as Exhibit A.1 

2. Mr. Abreu was served with a copy of the Summons and Complaint on February 

27, 2014.  To date, Liquid Health Inc. has not been properly served with the Summons and 

Complaint. 

3. The Complaint alleges that Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and each class 

member for allegedly violating the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act, N.J.S.A. § 56:8-1, et seq., 

and committing common law fraud; the Complaint further alleges that Defendants have been 

unjustly enriched.  See Ex. A, Compl. at Counts I through VII. 

4. Specifically, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants advertise, promote, market, 

distribute, and sell “a dietary supplement for dogs in liquid form known as K9 Glucosamine” that 

can “maintain the health and resiliency of a dog’s joints and connective tissues” with “each fluid 

ounce of the product contain[ing] 1,200 mg of chondroitin sulfate (“Chondroitin”).”  Id., Compl. 

at Overview.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendants misrepresent K9 Glucosamine because “each fluid 

ounce of Defendant’s K9 Glucosamine contains only 16% of the claimed and promised 

concentration of Chondroitin.”  Id., Compl. at Overview. 

                                                 
1 Liquid Health does not waive the defense of insufficient service of process due to any 
purported and improper attempt to serve Liquid Health by virtue of delivery of the Summons and 
Complaint to Defendant Abreu.  See N.J. Court Rule 4.4-4(a)(6) (noting in personam jurisdiction 
may be obtained over “a corporation, by serving a copy of the summons and complaint . . . on 
any officer, director, trustee or managing or general agent, or any person authorized by 
appointment or by law to receive service of process on behalf of the corporation[.]”).  
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5. Plaintiff alleges that he and the class members were exposed to and read, saw 

and/or heard “Defendants’ advertising and marketing claims and promises with respect to its K9 

Glucosamine, including but not limited to product formulation, and thereafter purchased the 

product” in response thereto.  Id., Compl. at ¶¶ 1, 16. 

6. The Complaint alleges that Plaintiff and members of the class were damaged as a 

result of Defendants’ alleged violations of the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act and common law 

fraud.  See id., Compl. at Counts I through V, ¶¶ 36-55.  Specifically, the Complaint alleges that 

Plaintiff and members of the class suffered ascertainable losses: (1) “in the form of actual out of 

pocket payment and expenditure, as aforesaid, as a result of Defendants’ unlawful conduct as 

aforesaid”; (2) “when they received . . . a product that misrepresented its formulation and over-

stated the concentration of a key active ingredient”’ (3) “when they received, for their money, a 

product less than, and different from, the product promised by Defendant”; and (4) when they 

“received something less than, and different from, what they reasonably expected in view of 

Defendant’s representations.”  Id., Compl. at ¶¶ 25-28.  

7. The Complaint further alleges that “there is a causal relationship between the 

Defendant’s misrepresentations of product formulation and the loss suffered by plaintiff and 

class members.”  Id., Compl. at ¶ 29. 

8. In addition, the Complaint claims that Defendants committed common law fraud 

by, in essence, misrepresenting and knowingly omitting material facts, resulting in damages to 

Plaintiff and the class.  Id., Compl. at Count VI, ¶¶ 51-55. 

9. The Complaint further alleges that Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and each 

class member for unjust enrichment.  Id., Compl. at Count VII, ¶¶ 56-62.  Specifically, Plaintiff 

alleges that as a result of Defendants’ unlawful conduct, “the class members paid money to and 
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conferred a benefit upon Defendant in connection with the sale of Defendant’s K9 Glucosamine 

by Defendant to class members . . . . ”  Id., Compl. at ¶ 57.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendants are 

“indebted to class members for the sums paid . . . for purchase of a misrepresented product.”  Id., 

Compl. at ¶ 60.  Plaintiff alleges that therefore, it would be “unlawful, unjust and inequitable” for 

Defendants to retain the benefit conferred by the class members, so Defendants must disgorge 

“[a]ll monies paid by class members to Defendant for purchase of Defendant’s K9 Glucosamine , 

including all interest earned by Defendant on such monies while in wrongful possession 

thereof . . . .”  Id., Compl. at ¶¶ 60-61.  Plaintiff generally alleges that the class has been 

damaged by Defendants’ conduct.  Id., Compl. at ¶ 62. 

10. The Complaint demands unspecified “punitive damages,” treble damages for each 

of the five New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act counts, as well as pre-judgment and post-judgment 

interest, fees, costs, attorneys’ fees, and civil penalties.   

11. The Complaint purports to seek certification of a potential class of “all U.S. 

purchasers of Defendant’s K9 Glucosamine for the six-year period preceding the filing of this 

suit.”  Id., Compl. at ¶ 30.   

JURISDICTIONAL REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

12. The Court has original jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(2)(A) because: 

a. The action filed by Plaintiff in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen 

County, Law Division, is a “class action” as defined in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B); 

b. There is minimal diversity.  Specifically, at least one member of the 

putative, potential nationwide class of plaintiffs is a citizen of a different state than Defendants; 

and 
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c. The aggregate value of the amount in controversy based on Plaintiff’s 

allegations exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of interest and costs, as required by 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(2). 

Minimal Diversity Exists Pursuant To 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A) 

13. Plaintiff Hoffman is a member of the plaintiff class.  See Ex. A, Compl. at ¶ 1. 

Plaintiff Hoffman is an individual purportedly domiciled in the State of New Jersey, Bergen 

County.  See id., Compl. at ¶ 1. 

14. Both at the time Plaintiff filed the Complaint in the Superior Court of New Jersey, 

Bergen County, Law Division against Defendants, and continuing to the present, Defendant 

Liquid Health was and is corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 

California, with a principal place of business located at 25799 Jefferson Street, Murrieta, 

California 92562.  See id., Compl. at ¶ 2; see also Certification of Alma Mattson (“Mattson 

Cert.”), annexed as Exhibit B, at ¶ 1; see also 28 U.S.C. § 1332(c).  

15. Both at the time Plaintiff filed the Complaint in the Superior Court of New Jersey, 

Bergen County, Law Division against Defendants, and continuing to the present, Defendant 

Abreu has been a resident of California and employed  by Liquid Health.  See id., Compl. at ¶ 3. 

16. Plaintiff asserts claims on behalf of himself, a New Jersey citizen, and a class 

consisting of all persons nationwide who purchased K9 Glucosamine for the six-year period 

preceding the filing of this action.  See Ex. A, Compl. at ¶ 6, ¶ 30.  Defendant Liquid Health has 

markets and sells K9 Glucosamine throughout the United States.  See Ex. B, Mattson Cert. ¶ 3. 

17. Based on the foregoing, minimal diversity exists because at least one member of 

the class is a citizen of a different state than Defendants (Plaintiff-NJ v. Defendants-CA).  See 28 

U.S.C. § 1132(d)(2). 
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The Aggregate Value of the Amount in Controversy Exceeds $5,000,000 

18. Removal is proper because based upon a fair reading of the Complaint and the 

Notice of Removal, it appears to a legal certainty that Plaintiff and class members could recover 

more than the CAFA jurisdictional amount of $5,000,000.  See Frederico v. Home Depot, 507 

F.3d 188, 196-97 (3d Cir. 2007) (citing Morgan v. Gay, 471 F.3d 469 (3d Cir. 2006)).  Although 

the conclusory allegations in the Complaint purport represent that the amount is controversy is 

less than the $5,000,000 jurisdictional threshold required for diversity jurisdiction under CAFA, 

see Ex. A, Compl. at ¶ 30, such an attempt to disclaim or limit the potential recovery of absent 

class members is unlawful and ineffectual.  See Standard Fire Co. v. Knowles, 133 S.Ct. 1345, 

1349 (2013) (Plaintiff “lacked the authority to concede the amount-in-controversy issue for the 

absent class members.”).  

19. “In removal cases, determining the amount in controversy begins with a reading 

of the complaint filed in the state court.”  Samuel-Bassett v. KIA Motors America, Inc., 357 F.3d 

392, 398 (3d Cir. 2004); “For jurisdictional purposes, [the Court’s] inquiry is limited to 

examining the case ‘as of the time it was filed in state court.’” Id. (citation omitted).  The 

complaint includes only conclusory statements that the amount in controversy as to “the 

individual plaintiff” is “less than $75,000” and “[a]s to the putative plaintiff class, the amount in 

controversy . . . is less than $5 million.”  See Ex. A., Compl. at ¶ 30.  Because Plaintiff has not 

stated an exact sum sought in the Class Action Complaint, the Court must perform an 

independent appraisal of the amount in controversy and, in doing so, may rely upon facts alleged 

in Defendants’ Notice of Removal, as well as those alleged in Plaintiff’s Class Action 

Complaint.  See Frederico, 507 F.3d at 197 (“In addition, to determine whether the minimum 

jurisdictional amount has been met in a diversity case removed to a district court, a defendant's 

notice of removal serves the same function as the complaint would if filed in the district court.”); 
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Russ v. Unum Life Ins. Co., 442 F. Supp. 2d 193, 197 (D.N.J. 2006) (“If the complaint is open-

ended and does not allege a specific amount, the court must perform an independent appraisal of 

the value of the claim by looking at the petition for removal or any other relevant evidence.”).  

20. Although Defendants disputes liability and any entitlement of Plaintiff or the 

proposed class to monetary relief, it is respectfully submitted that, based upon a fair reading of 

this Notice of Removal together with the Complaint — including consideration of the relief 

sought, the class definition, and the scope and size of the class — the Complaint seeks damages 

which exceed the minimum jurisdictional amount of $5,000,000 under CAFA, to a legal 

certainty.   

21. Although the Complaint does not identify the exact size of the proposed class, it 

alleges that the class is “so numerous that joinder of all members is impracticable.”  See Ex. A, 

Compl. at ¶ 32.  Moreover, the Complaint alleges that the “proposed Class consists of all U.S. 

purchasers of Defendant’s K9 Glucosamine for the six-year period preceding the filing of this 

suit.”  Id., Compl. at ¶ 30.  Therefore, the proposed class includes purchasers of K9 Glucosamine 

from February 27, 2008 to February 27, 2014.  See id. 

22. The Complaint alleges ascertainable loss “in the form of actual out of pocket 

payment and expenditure” for the purchase of K9 Glucosamine, and alleges a claim of unjust 

enrichment because Plaintiff and the class members purportedly “conferred a benefit” upon 

Defendants through their purchases of K9 Glucosamine.  See id., Compl. at ¶¶ 25, 57.   

23. The Complaint alleges that Plaintiff purchased K9 Glucosamine “in liquid form.” 

Id., Compl. at Overview.  The Complaint does not allege which size bottle Plaintiff purchased. 
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24. K9 Glucosamine in liquid form is available in a 8-ounce bottle that retails at 

approximately $12.56; a 32-ounce bottle that retails at approximately $33.77; and a 128-ounce 

bottle that retails at approximately $107.38.  See Ex. B, Mattson Cert. ¶ 4. 

25. From February 27, 2008 to February 27, 2014, Liquid Health’s total nationwide 

sales of K9 Glucosamine were more than $5 million.  See id., Mattson Cert. ¶ 5. 

26. Given that the Complaint alleges an ascertainable loss in the form of out-of-

pocket payment and expenditures, and seeks treble damages under each of the five counts 

asserted under the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act, N.J.S.A. § 56:8-1, et seq., see Ex. A, 

Compl. at Counts I through V, the damages sought in the Complaint based upon Liquid Health’s 

sales during the time period in question, each trebled under the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act, 

far exceeds the CAFA jurisdictional threshold minimum amount in controversy of $5,000,000. 

27. In addition to the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act claims, the Complaint also 

seeks “punitive damages” for alleged common law fraud.  See Ex. A, Compl. at Count VI.  

Punitive damages must be considered in calculating the amount-in-controversy.  See Frederico, 

507 F.3d at 199; Vigilante v. Statharos, No. 08-cv-3408, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 68768, at *4-5 

(E.D. Pa. Sept. 10, 2008) (complaint seeking $50,000 in compensatory damages and unspecified 

punitive damages satisfied the jurisdictional threshold).  Under New Jersey law, a plaintiff may 

collect punitive damages of up to five times the compensatory damages.  Frederico, 507 F.3d at 

199 (citing N.J.S.A. § 2A:15-5.14(b)).  The Complaint also seeks the disgorgement of all profits 

of K9 Glucosamine for alleged unjust enrichment.  See Ex. A, Compl. at Count VII. 

28. As such, it appears to a legal certainty that the amount in controversy in this 

action is above the mandatory minimum threshold for jurisdiction under CAFA.  Because the 

Complaint alleges damages in the form of the “out of pocket payment” for K9 Glucosamine for 

Case 2:14-cv-01838-SRC-CLW   Document 1   Filed 03/21/14   Page 8 of 10 PageID: 8



9 

nationwide consumers for a six year period, the amount of sales from February 27, 2008 to 

February 27, 2014 — especially when trebled under the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act — 

would bring the matter in controversy over the $5 million threshold for purposes of CAFA 

jurisdiction.  This calculation does not take into consideration the punitive damages sought for 

common law fraud, the disgorgement of all profits of K9 Glucosamine for alleged unjust 

enrichment, or attorneys fees, which would lend further support to the conclusion that Plaintiff 

and the Class could recover the jurisdictional amount.   

29. Therefore, based on the allegations of the Complaint, it appears to a legal 

certainty that the amount in controversy exceeds the sum or value of $5,000,000, exclusive of 

interest and costs, and thus diversity jurisdiction exists under CAFA. 

30. In addition, 28 U.S.C. § 1453 provides an alternate, independent basis for 

removal.  Section 1453 provides that “[a] class action may be removed to a district court of the 

United States in accordance with section 1446 . . . without regard to whether any defendant is a 

citizen of the State in which the action is brought, except that such action may be removed by 

any defendant without the consent of all defendants.”  Such minimal diversity exists here 

because, as explained above, Plaintiff is a citizen of New Jersey and Defendants are citizens of 

California. 

REMOVAL REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

31. As required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b), this Notice of Removal is being filed within 

thirty (30) days after Defendants received a copy of the Complaint, see supra at ¶¶ 1-2 & n.1, 

that was filed by Plaintiff in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen County, Law Division. 

32. Defendants have not filed a responsive pleading in the action commenced by 

Plaintiff in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen County, Law Division against Defendants 

and no other proceedings have transpired in that action. 
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33. This Notice of Removal is being filed in the District of New Jersey, the district 

court of the United States for the district and division within which the state court action is 

pending, as required by 28 U.S.C. §§ 1446(a) and 1441(a). 

34. Promptly after filing this Notice of Removal with the District Court for the 

District of New Jersey, a copy of this Notice of Removal, along with the Notice of Filing of 

Notice of Removal, will be filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen 

County, Law Division pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d).  A copy of both documents will also be 

served upon Plaintiff’s counsel.  A copy of the letter notifying the Clerk of the New Jersey 

Superior Court, Bergen County, Law Division, of removal from state court, is annexed hereto as 

Exhibit C. 

35. This Notice of Removal is signed pursuant to Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure, as required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a). 

WHEREFORE, Defendants respectfully request that this action be duly removed from 

the Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen County, Law Division, to this Court, and that it 

proceed herein. 

Dated: March 21, 2014 By: s/ Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
Phone:  (973) 596-4500 
Facsimile:  (973) 639-6295 
mmcdonald@gibbonslaw.com 
jthibodaux@gibbonslaw.com 

 Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 
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transfers or multidistrict litigation transfers. 

Multidistrict Litigation.  (6) Check this box when a multidistrict case is transferred into the district under authority of Title 28 U.S.C. 
Section 1407.  When this box is checked, do not check (5) above. 

Appeal to District Judge from Magistrate Judgment.  (7) Check this box for an appeal from a magistrate’s decision. 

VII.  Requested in Complaint.  Class Action.  Place an “X” in this box if you are filing a class action under Rule 23, F.R.Cv.P. 

Demand.  In this space enter the dollar amount (in thousands of dollars) being demanded or indicate other demand such as a 
preliminary injunction. 

Jury Demand.  Check the appropriate box to indicate whether or not in a jury is being demanded. 

VIII.  Related Cases.  This section of the JS-44 is used to reference relating pending cases if any.  If there are related pending cases, 
insert the docket numbers and the corresponding judge names for such cases. 
Date and Attorney Signature.  Date and sign the civil cover sheet. 
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Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
(973) 596-4500 

Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

HAROLD M. HOFFMAN, individually and on 
behalf of those similarly situated, 

  Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

LIQUID HEALTH INC. and ALEX ABREU 

  Defendants. 

Civil Action No. __________________ 

Document electronically filed 

CERTIFICATION OF  
ALMA MATTSON  

 

 I, Alma Mattson, certify as follows: 

1. I am the Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) of Liquid Health, Inc. (“Liquid 

Health”), a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of California.  The 

principal place of business for Liquid Health is 25799 Jefferson Street, Murrieta, California 

92562. 

2. I am familiar with the marketing and sales of our product K9 Glucosamine, which 

is identified in the Complaint filed by Plaintiff in this matter. 

3. Liquid Health has marketed and sold K9 Glucosamine throughout the United 

States since at least 2000.   
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Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
(973) 596-4500 

Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

HAROLD M. HOFFMAN, individually and on 
behalf of those similarly situated, 

  Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

LIQUID HEALTH INC. and ALEX ABREU 

  Defendants. 

Civil Action No. __________________ 

Document electronically filed 

CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO 
LOCAL CIVIL RULE 11.2 

 
I, Michael R. McDonald, Esq., admitted to the bars of the State of New Jersey and this Court 

and a member of the law firm of Gibbons P.C., counsel for Defendants Liquid Health Inc. and Alex 

Abreu in the above-captioned matter, hereby certify that the matter in controversy is not the subject 

of any other action pending in any court, or of any pending arbitration or administrative proceeding.   

I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Dated: March 21, 2014 By: s/ Michael R. McDonald, Esq.  
Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
Phone:  (973) 596-4500 
Facsimile:  (973) 639-6295 
mmcdonald@gibbonslaw.com 
jthibodaux@gibbonslaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 
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Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
(973) 596-4500 

Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

HAROLD M. HOFFMAN, individually and on 
behalf of those similarly situated, 

  Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

LIQUID HEALTH INC. and ALEX ABREU 

  Defendants. 

Civil Action No. __________________ 

Document electronically filed 

 
STATEMENT PURSUANT TO LOCAL 

CIVIL RULE 10.1(a) 

Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 10.1(a), attached hereto as Exhibit A is a Service List that 

sets forth the names and addresses of each party, as well as counsel for each of the parties, in the 

above-captioned action.    

Dated: March 21, 2014 By: s/ Michael R. McDonald, Esq.  
Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
Phone:  (973) 596-4500 
Facsimile:  (973) 639-6295 
mmcdonald@gibbonslaw.com 
jthibodaux@gibbonslaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 
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Exhibit A 
 

HAROLD M. HOFFMAN v. LIQUID HEALTH INC. and ALEX ABREU 
Civil Action No.: __________________________ 

 
 

Service List 
 

Plaintiff / Plaintiff’s Counsel 
 
Harold M. Hoffman, Esq. 
240 Grand Avenue 
Englewood, New Jersey 07631 
(201) 569-0086 
hoffman.esq@verizon.net 
 

Defendants 
 
Liquid Health Inc. 
25799 Jefferson Avenue 
Murrieta, CA  92562 
 
Alex Abreu 
Liquid Health Inc. 
25799 Jefferson Avenue 
Murrieta, CA  92562 
 
Defendants’ Counsel 
 
Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
Phone:  (973) 596-4500 
Facsimile:  (973) 639-6295 
mmcdonald@gibbonslaw.com 
jthibodaux@gibbonslaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 
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Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
(973) 596-4500 

Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

HAROLD M. HOFFMAN, individually and on 
behalf of those similarly situated, 

  Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

LIQUID HEALTH INC. and ALEX ABREU 

  Defendants. 

Civil Action No. __________________ 

Document electronically filed 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I, MICHAEL R. MCDONALD, ESQ., hereby certify as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law admitted to practice before this Court and am a member of 

the firm Gibbons P.C., attorneys for Defendants Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 

(“Defendants”) in the above-captioned matter.  On March 21, 2014, I electronically filed and 

served the following documents on behalf of Defendants: 

• Notice of Removal with accompanying exhibits; 

• Corporate Disclosure Statement Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 7.1; 

• Statement Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 10.1(a); 

• Certificate Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 11.2; 

• Civil Cover Sheet; and 

• Certificate of Service. 
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2. Service was also made on this date upon the following counsel in accordance with 

the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the District of New Jersey’s Local Rules on Electronic 

Service: 

Harold M. Hoffman, Esq. 
240 Grand Avenue 
Englewood, New Jersey 07631 
Phone:  (201) 569-0086 
hoffman.esq@verizon.net 

 
I certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true.  I am aware that if any of the 

foregoing statements made by me are willfully false, I am subject to punishment. 

Dated: March 21, 2014 By: s/ Michael R. McDonald, Esq.  
Michael R. McDonald, Esq. 
Jennifer Marino Thibodaux, Esq. 
GIBBONS P.C. 
One Gateway Center 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
Phone:  (973) 596-4500 
Facsimile:  (973) 639-6295 
mmcdonald@gibbonslaw.com 
jthibodaux@gibbonslaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Liquid Health Inc. and Alex Abreu 
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