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NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ARNOLD & PORTER LLP
TRENTON H. NORRIS (164781)
trent.norris@aporter.com
GEORGE LANGENDORF (255563)
george.langendorf@aporter.com
GINAMARIE CAYA (279070)
Ginamarie.Caya@aporter.com
Three Embarcadero Center, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111-4024
Telephone: 415.471.3100
Facsimile: 415.471.3400

Attorneys for Defendant
METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CARLO LABRADO, an individual, on behalf
of himself and others similarly situated

Plaintiff,

v.

METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

Defendant.

Case No.: _______________

DEFENDANT METHOD PRODUCTS,
PBC’S NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

(San Francisco Superior Court
Case No. CGC-16-554143)
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR

THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT Defendant Method Products, PBC (“Method”) hereby

removes the above-entitled action to this Court from the Superior Court of the State of California,

County of San Francisco, pursuant to the Class Action Fairness Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332, 1441 and

1446, and in support thereof states as follows:

I. REMOVAL IS TIMELY.

1. Plaintiff Carlo Labrado (“Plaintiff”) filed a civil action captioned Carlo Labrado, an

individual on behalf of himself and others similarly situated v. Method Products, PBC, Superior

Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco, Case No. CGC-16-554143 (“Labrado”

or the “State Action”) on September 8, 2016.

2. Method was served with the Complaint in Labrado on September 16, 2016. See

Complaint, Civil Case Cover Sheet, and summons executed by the Clerk of the Superior Court of

California, San Francisco County, attached hereto at Exhibit 1; see also Proofs of Service of

Summons upon Method, attached hereto at Exhibit 2. On October 12, 2016 Method filed an

answer generally denying the allegations in Labrado. See Exhibit 3. These papers are the only

process, pleadings or orders that have been served on Method in Labrado as of the date of this

Notice of Removal.

3. This Notice of Removal is being filed within thirty (30) days after Plaintiff served

the Complaint upon Method; it is timely under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b) and Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(a)(1)(C).

4. Promptly after filing this Notice of Removal with the United States District Court

for the Northern District Court of California, Method will file a copy of this Notice of Removal

with the Clerk of the Superior Court of San Francisco County, California, and serve notice on

Plaintiff, as required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d).

II. GROUNDS FOR REMOVAL.

5. As more fully explained below, this Court has jurisdiction over this Action pursuant

to the Class Action Fairness Act (“CAFA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d), because:
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

a. Labrado is a “class action” as defined by 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B), filed on behalf

of a putative class of consumers who purchased any of a number of Method products enumerated in

the Complaint during the four years prior to the filing of the Complaint;

b. The amount in controversy based on the aggregation of the proposed class

members’ alleged claims exceeds $5,000,000.00, exclusive of interest and costs (28 U.S.C.

§ 1332(d)(2) and (6)); and

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

class is a citizen of a different state than Method. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A)-(B).

III. SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION EXISTS IN THIS COURT.

6. Plaintiff’s Complaint alleges that Method violated California’s Unfair Competition

Law (Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200 et seq.), False Advertising Law (Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code

§ 17500, et seq.), and Consumers Legal Remedies Act (Cal. Civ. Code § 1750, et seq.) because

Method’s products are labeled as “natural,” “naturally derived,” “plant-based,” “non-toxic,” and

“hypoallergenic” but allegedly contain ingredients that are not “natural,” “naturally derived,”

“plant-based,” “non-toxic,” or “hypoallergenic.” See Complaint, Ex. 1 ¶ 1.

7. Plaintiff sued on behalf of himself as well as a putative class pursuant to Cal. Code

of Civ. Proc. § 382 and Cal. Civ. Code § 1781 and has defined the members of the class to consist

of “all persons in the State of California who, within four years prior to the filing of this Complaint,

purchased Defendant’s products.” See Complaint, Ex. 1 ¶ 33.

8. There are more than 100 members of the putative class.

9. Cal. Code of Civ. Proc. § 382 and Cal. Civ. Code § 1781, pursuant to which Plaintiff

proceeds in state court on a class-wide basis, are state statutes similar to Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of

Civil Procedure. Accordingly, Plaintiff’s State Action is a “class action” as defined in 28 U.S.C. § 1453

and 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B).1

1 Method does not agree that Plaintiff’s claims are appropriate for class treatment in any
form and reserves the right to make all available arguments in that regard in opposition to
any motion for class certification that Plaintiff may file.
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

IV. MINIMAL DIVERSITY OF CITIZENSHIP EXISTS.

10. District courts have subject matter jurisdiction over a “class action,” as defined in 28

U.S.C. § 1453 and 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B), where, inter alia, “any member of a class of plaintiffs is a

citizen of a State different from any defendant[.]” See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A).

11. Method maintains its principal place of business in California, and accordingly, is a

citizen of California.

12. Plaintiff’s Complaint does not limit the putative class to citizens of California as of the

date the Complaint was filed, but rather defines the putative class to include, “all persons in the State of

California who, within four years prior to the filing of this Complaint, purchased Defendant’s

products.” See Complaint, Ex. 1 ¶ 33. Accordingly, the putative class includes, among other

persons, citizens of states other than California who were in California when they purchased

Method products; persons who are former citizens of California who were located in California at

the time they purchased Method products, but who as of the date the Complaint was filed were no

longer citizens of California; and persons who are not citizens of the United States who were in

California when they purchased Method products.

13. Accordingly, one or more members of the putative class are citizens of a State that is

different from that of the Defendant, Method.

V. THE AMOUNT IN CONTROVERSY REQUIREMENT IS SATISFIED.

14. District courts have subject matter jurisdiction over a “class action,” as defined in 28

U.S.C. § 1453 and 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B), where, inter alia, “the matter in controversy exceeds

the sum or value of $5,000,000, exclusive of interest and costs.” See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(6), the claims of each putative class member can be aggregated to

determine whether the amount in controversy requirement is satisfied. Based on the allegations in

Plaintiff’s Complaint and the nature of the relief Plaintiff seeks, the amount in controversy

requirement is satisfied.

15. Plaintiff’s Complaint seeks relief on behalf of “all persons in the State of California

who, within four years prior to the filing of this Complaint, purchased Defendant’s products.” See

Complaint, Ex. 1, at ¶ 33.
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

16. Plaintiff alleges that he purchased Method products at a Target store in Lemon

Grove, California, ranging in price from $2.99 to $12.99. See Complaint, Ex. 1, at ¶ 26. Defendant

seeks to recover, inter alia, the “monies paid to Defendants for the products,” any order as may be

necessary to “disgorge Defendant’s ill-gotten gains and to restore to any person in interest any

monies paid for the products.” See Complaint, Ex. 1, at ¶¶ 57-58, 82 and prejudgment interest, id.

¶ 59, plus attorneys’ fees, id. ¶ 59 and punitive damages. Id. ¶ 86.

17. Plaintiff also seeks injunctive relief, including, inter alia, an order enjoining Method

from “continuing to market, advertise, distribute and sell” its products in the “unlawful manner

described herein” and ordering Method to “engage in corrective action.” Id. at ¶ 86, Prayer (C). As

alleged, this would obligate Method to change is product formulas and/or its labeling, and to

remove all products within the scope of the Complaint from stores in California.

18. Plaintiff does not specifically allege the total amount of damages that he seeks for

himself or on behalf of the putative class. Defendant has no obligation to venture beyond the

pleadings to try to calculate the amount in controversy. Kuxhausen v. BMW Fin. Servs. NA LLC,

707 F.3d 1136, 1140 (9th Cir. 2013).

19. Nevertheless, Method has made a reasonable determination that more than

$5,000,000 worth of Method products were sold in California stores during the putative class

period. Moreover, Plaintiff’s request for monetary relief based on actual sales of Method products

during the entire Class Period will exceed $5,000,000. Accordingly, the matter in controversy

exceeds the sum or value of $5,000,000, exclusive of interests and costs. See 28 U.S.C.

§ 1332(d)(2).

20. Plaintiff also prays for attorneys’ fees as permitted by law. Complaint ¶ 86, Prayer

(D). Attorneys’ fees can be taken into account in determining the amount in controversy if a statute

authorizes fees to a successful litigant,” see Goldberg v. CPC International Inc., 678 F.2d 1365,

1367 (9th Cir. 1982), and here, the CLRA permits prevailing plaintiffs to recover attorneys’ fees

under certain circumstances. See Civ. Code §§ 1780(e), 1794(d). Plaintiff’s request for attorneys’

fees and injunctive relief will increase the amount in controversy, and indeed, the requirement that

Method products in California be recalled and destroyed or relabeled is likely to increase the
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

amount in controversy substantially. See e.g., Mora v. Harley-Davidson Credit Corp., 2009 WL

464465, *5 (E.D. Cal. Feb. 24, 2009) (denying motion to remand and including aggregate value of

injunctive relief as part of amount in controversy calculation). Method is informed and believes

that these additional claims for relief will independently, or in combination with the requested

monetary relief, exceed $5,000,000.

VI. VENUE

21. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a).

VII. NOTICE

22. Method will promptly serve this Notice of Removal on all parties and will promptly

file a copy of this Notice of Removal with the clerk of the state court in which this action has been

pending. See 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d).

VIII. CONCLUSION

23. Method respectfully removes this action to this Court. Should Plaintiff assert any

challenge to removal, Method requests the opportunity to present evidence in the form of a brief

supported by an affidavit or other admissible evidence in support of its Notice of Removal, and to

present brief oral argument in support of its argument that jurisdiction is proper in this Court. See,

e.g., Altamirano v. Shaw Indus., Inc., 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 84236, at *9-10 (N.D. Cal. 2013)

(recognizing that, “[a] court may properly consider evidence the removing party submits in its

opposition to remand, even if this evidence was not submitted with the original removal petition”)

(citing Cohn v. Petsmart, Inc., 281 F.3d 837, 840 n.1 (9th Cir. 2002)); see also Willingham v.

Morgan, 395 U.S. 402, 407 n.3 (1969) (“[I]t is proper to treat the removal petition as if it had been

amended to include the relevant information contained in the later-filed affidavits.”)

Dated: October 12, 2016 ARNOLD & PORTER LLP

By: /s/Trenton H. Norris
Trenton H. Norris
Three Embarcadero Center, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
Facsimile: 415-471-3400
Telephone: 415-471-3100
trenton.norris@aporter.com

Attorneys for Defendant Method Products, PBC
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ANSWER OF DEFENDANT METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC
CASE NO: CGC-16-554143

ARNOLD & PORTER LLP
TRENTON H. NORRIS (164781)
Trent.Norris@aporter.com
GEORGE LANGENDORF (255563)
George.Langendorf@aporter.com
GINAMARIE CAYA (279070)
Ginamarie.Caya@aporter.com
Three Embarcadero Center, 10th Floor
San Francisco, California 94111-4024
Telephone: 415.471.3100
Facsimile: 415.471.3400

Attorneys for Defendant
METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CARLO LABRADO, an individual on behalf
of himself and others similarly situated,

Plaintiff,

v.

METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC,

Defendant.

Case No.: CGC-16-554143

ANSWER OF DEFENDANT
METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC
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ANSWER OF DEFENDANT METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

CASE NO: CGC-16-554143

Defendant METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC (“Method” or “Defendant”), hereby answers and

responds to the averments contained in the Complaint for (1) Violations of California’s Unfair

Competition Law; (2) Violations of California’s False Advertising Law; and (3) Violations of

California’s Consumers Legal Remedies Act (“Complaint”) filed by plaintiff Carlo Labrado,

individually and on behalf of others similarly situated (“Plaintiff”), as follows:

GENERAL DENIAL

Pursuant to Cal. Code Civil Proc. § 431.30, Method denies the allegations of the Complaint,

and each cause of action, and each paragraph in each cause of action, and each and every part

thereof.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Failure to State a Claim for Relief)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part to the extent that Plaintiff has failed to state

facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action against Defendant.

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Equitable Defenses)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by the doctrines of acquiescence, estoppel,

laches, unclean hands, promissory estoppel, and/or waiver.

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Abstention / Primary Jurisdiction)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part pursuant to the primary jurisdiction doctrine

and/or the doctrine of abstention.

FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(No Injury)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiff and the putative class

members have not sustained any injury, harm, and/or damage as a result of any actions allegedly
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ANSWER OF DEFENDANT METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

CASE NO: CGC-16-554143

taken by Defendant and are thus barred from asserting any claims against, and/or obtaining

monetary and/or injunctive relief from Defendant.

FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Speculative Damages)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part because the damages sought by Plaintiff and

the putative class members are speculative.

SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Good Faith)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part because Defendant acted in an honest and

reasonable manner, in good faith, with reasonable diligence, and without scienter or negligence with

regard to the matters alleged in the Complaint.

SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Lack of Standing)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiff and the putative class

members lack authority or constitutional and prudential standing, under both Article III of the

Constitution and any state Constitutions and laws and statutes thereof, to bring some or all of the

claims raised in the Complaint.

EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Failure to Meet Requirements for Class Action)

The Complaint fails to allege a proper class action because, among other things, Plaintiff is

not an adequate representative of the putative class described in the Complaint, Plaintiff’s claims

are not typical of the claims of other members of the class described in the Complaint, common

issues of law and fact do not predominate over individual issues, the putative class described in the

Complaint is not manageable or ascertainable, and/or a class action is not superior to the other

available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the purported claims for relief alleged in

the Complaint.
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ANSWER OF DEFENDANT METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

CASE NO: CGC-16-554143

NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(No Punitive Damages)

Plaintiff’s claims for punitive damages are barred to the extent that they are not available

and/or because any alleged unlawful conduct was not knowing, willful or malicious.

TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Disclosure)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part because all material facts relating to

Method’s conduct, as embraced by the allegations in the Complaint, were disclosed and available to

Plaintiff and all putative class members at all relevant times.

ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Absence of Causation)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiff and the putative class

cannot demonstrate that any of the injuries they purport to have suffered were caused by Method’s

acts, practices, or failures to act. Plaintiff’s alleged injuries were instead caused, in whole or in part,

by Plaintiff’s own voluntary actions.

TWELFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(No Basis for Injunctive Relief)

No threat of immediate harm exists sufficient to support a grant of injunctive relief.

THIRTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Defenses to Claims of Absent Putative Class Members)

The claims of absent putative class members are barred by some or all of the defenses

asserted above that bar Plaintiff’s claims. In the event that any attempt is made to certify a class in

this action, Method reserves the right to identify and advance any further affirmative defenses that

may apply to persons other than the named Plaintiff.
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ANSWER OF DEFENDANT METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC

CASE NO: CGC-16-554143

FOURTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Statute of Limitations)

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by the applicable statutes of limitations.

FIFTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Prior Settlement)

Plaintiff’s claims are or will be barred by a prior class settlement that is pending approval in

the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York.

SIXTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Reservation of Rights)

Method reserves the right to rely on all defenses lawfully available to it, including, but not

limited to, those defenses asserted herein. Method also reserves the right to amend, supplement,

alter, augment, or change this Answer and to rely upon any other additional defenses at law or in

equity that may be, or become, available to it as the discovery in this case progresses and/or in the

event that Plaintiff attempts to certify this case as a class action.

WHEREFORE, Method prays for judgment as follows:

A. That Plaintiff and members of the putative class take nothing by reason of the

Complaint or any claims stated therein and be awarded no relief from Method;

B. That the Complaint and each cause of action contained therein be dismissed with

prejudice and judgment entered in favor of Method;

C. That Method recover its costs, disbursements, expenses and attorneys’ fees herein;

D. That the Court grant such other and further relief as it may deem just and proper.

Dated: October 12, 2016 ARNOLD & PORTER LLP

By: /s/ Trenton H. Norris
Trenton H. Norris
Attorney for Defendant
METHOD PRODUCTS, PBC
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 110 Insurance      PERSONAL INJURY       PERSONAL INJURY  625 Drug Related Seizure  422 Appeal 28 USC § 158  375 False Claims Act 
 120 Marine  310 Airplane  365 Personal Injury –    of Property 21 USC § 881  423 Withdrawal  376 Qui Tam (31 USC  
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 195 Contract Product Liability  360 Other Personal    Property Damage  740 Railway Labor Act  865 RSI (405(g))  890 Other Statutory Actions 
 196 Franchise    Injury  385 Property Damage  751 Family and Medical    891 Agricultural Acts 
   362 Personal Injury -    Product Liability  Leave Act 893 Environmental Matters
     Medical Malpractice   790 Other Labor Litigation 895 Freedom of Information

REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRISONER PETITIONS 791 Employee Retirement FEDERAL TAX SUITS Act
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 220 Foreclosure  441 Voting  463 Alien Detainee     or Defendant)  899 Administrative Procedure 
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 240 Torts to Land  443 Housing/    Sentence  26 USC § 7609 Agency Decision
 245 Tort Product Liability    Accommodations  530 General 950 Constitutionality of
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     Other  550 Civil Rights       Actions
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Proceeding 
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VI.  CAUSE OF ACTION 

Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing  (Do not cite jurisdictional statutes unless diversity): 
  
Brief description of cause: 
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 CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION 
UNDER RULE 23, Fed. R. Civ. P. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR ATTORNEYS COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET FORM JS-CAND 44 
 

Authority For Civil Cover Sheet. The JS-CAND 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and 
service of pleading or other papers as required by law, except as provided by local rules of court. This form, approved in its original form by the Judicial 
Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the Clerk of Court to initiate the civil docket sheet. Consequently, a civil cover sheet is 
submitted to the Clerk of Court for each civil complaint filed. The attorney filing a case should complete the form as follows:  

I. a)   Plaintiffs-Defendants. Enter names (last, first, middle initial) of plaintiff and defendant. If the plaintiff or defendant is a government agency, use 
only the full name or standard abbreviations. If the plaintiff or defendant is an official within a government agency, identify first the agency and 
then the official, giving both name and title. 

   b)   County of Residence. For each civil case filed, except U.S. plaintiff cases, enter the name of the county where the first listed plaintiff resides at the 
time of filing. In U.S. plaintiff cases, enter the name of the county in which the first listed defendant resides at the time of filing. (NOTE: In land 
condemnation cases, the county of residence of the “defendant” is the location of the tract of land involved.) 

   c)   Attorneys. Enter the firm name, address, telephone number, and attorney of record. If there are several attorneys, list them on an attachment, noting 
in this section “(see attachment).” 

 
II.     Jurisdiction. The basis of jurisdiction is set forth under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), which requires that jurisdictions be shown in 

pleadings. Place an “X” in one of the boxes. If there is more than one basis of jurisdiction, precedence is given in the order shown below. 

(1) United States plaintiff. Jurisdiction based on 28 USC §§ 1345 and 1348. Suits by agencies and officers of the United States are included here. 

(2) United States defendant. When the plaintiff is suing the United States, its officers or agencies, place an “X” in this box. 

(3) Federal question. This refers to suits under 28 USC § 1331, where jurisdiction arises under the Constitution of the United States, an amendment 
to the Constitution, an act of Congress or a treaty of the United States. In cases where the U.S. is a party, the U.S. plaintiff or defendant code 
takes precedence, and box 1 or 2 should be marked. 

(4) Diversity of citizenship. This refers to suits under 28 USC § 1332, where parties are citizens of different states. When Box 4 is checked, the 
citizenship of the different parties must be checked. (See Section III below; NOTE: federal question actions take precedence over diversity 
cases.) 

III.    Residence (citizenship) of Principal Parties. This section of the JS-CAND 44 is to be completed if diversity of citizenship was indicated above. 
Mark this section for each principal party. 

IV.    Nature of Suit.  Place an “X” in the appropriate box. If the nature of suit cannot be determined, be sure the cause of action, in Section VI below, is 
sufficient to enable the deputy clerk or the statistical clerk(s) in the Administrative Office to determine the nature of suit. If the cause fits more than 
one nature of suit, select the most definitive. 

V.     Origin.  Place an “X” in one of the six boxes. 

(1) Original Proceedings. Cases originating in the United States district courts. 

(2) Removed from State Court. Proceedings initiated in state courts may be removed to the district courts under Title 28 USC § 1441. When the 
petition for removal is granted, check this box. 

(3) Remanded from Appellate Court. Check this box for cases remanded to the district court for further action. Use the date of remand as the filing 
date. 

(4) Reinstated or Reopened. Check this box for cases reinstated or reopened in the district court. Use the reopening date as the filing date. 

(5) Transferred from Another District. For cases transferred under Title 28 USC § 1404(a). Do not use this for within district transfers or 
multidistrict litigation transfers. 

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

(8) Multidistrict Litigation Direct File. Check this box when a multidistrict litigation case is filed in the same district as the Master MDL docket. 

Please note that there is no Origin Code 7. Origin Code 7 was used for historical records and is no longer relevant due to changes in statute.  

VI.    Cause of Action. Report the civil statute directly related to the cause of action and give a brief description of the cause. Do not cite jurisdictional 
statutes unless diversity. Example: U.S. Civil Statute: 47 USC § 553. Brief Description: Unauthorized reception of cable service. 

VII.   Requested in Complaint.  Class Action. Place an “X” in this box if you are filing a class action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23. 

Demand. In this space enter the actual dollar amount being demanded or indicate other demand, such as a preliminary injunction. 

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

VIII. Related Cases.  This section of the JS-CAND 44 is used to identify related pending cases, if any. If there are related pending cases, insert the docket 
numbers and the corresponding judge names for such cases. 

IX.    Divisional Assignment. If the Nature of Suit is under Property Rights or Prisoner Petitions or the matter is a Securities Class Action, leave this 
section blank. For all other cases, identify the divisional venue according to Civil Local Rule 3-2: “the county in which a substantial part of the 
events or omissions which give rise to the claim occurred or in which a substantial part of the property that is the subject of the action is situated.” 

Date and Attorney Signature. Date and sign the civil cover sheet. 
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