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David T. Biderman, Bar No. 101577
DBiderman@perkinscoie.com 
Oliver M. Gold, Bar No. 279033 
OGold@perkinscoie.com 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
1888 Century Park E., Suite 1700 
Los Angeles, CA  90067-1721 
Telephone:  310.788.9900 
Facsimile:   310.843.1284 
 
Charles Sipos, pro hac vice forthcoming 
Elvira Castillo, pro hac vice forthcoming 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 4900 
Seattle, WA  98101 
Telephone:  206.359.8000 
Facsimile:   206.359.9000 

Attorneys for Defendants 
DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP, INC., MOTT’S 
LLP, and GENERAL MILLS, INC., 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

JONATHAN CHUANG, on behalf of 
himself and all others similarly 
situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP, 
INC., MOTT’S LLP, and GENERAL 
MILLS, INC., 

Defendants. 

Case No. 2:17-cv-01875  

DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF 
REMOVAL 

[Complaint filed February 6, 2017 and 
removed from the Superior Court of the 
State of California for the County of Los 
Angeles, Case No. BC649291 

[Declaration of Brandon McKay in 
support thereof filed concurrently with 
this notice] 

TO THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d), 1441(a), 

and 1446, defendants DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP, INC., MOTT’S LLP, and 

GENERAL MILLS, INC. (collectively, “Defendants”) hereby remove to this 

Federal Court the state court action described below. 
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I. THE STATE COURT ACTION 

On February 6, 2017, Plaintiff Jonathan Chuang commenced this case in the 

Superior Court of California for the County of Los Angeles, tilted Johnathan 

Chuang, on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated v. Dr Pepper Snapple 

Group, Inc., Mott’s, LLP, and General Mills, Inc., Case No. BC649291. Pursuant to 

28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), a copy of the Complaint filed in that action is attached hereto 

as Exhibit 1. Plaintiff served General Mills, by hand, with a copy of the Complaint 

and Summons from the Superior Court on February 8, 2017. A copy of the 

Summons is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

The Complaint alleges six causes of action against Defendants: (1) breach of 

express warranty; (2) unjust enrichment; (3) violation of California Consumer 

Legal Remedies Act, Civil Code § 1750, et seq.; (4) unlawful business acts and 

practices in violation of California Business and Professions Code § 17200, et seq.; 

(5) fraudulent business acts and practices in violation of California Business and 

Professions Code § 17200, et seq.; and (6) violation of California Business and 

Professions Code § 17500, et seq. Compl. ¶¶ 68–107. Each cause of action derives 

from Defendants’ advertising (product labeling) and sale of several products 

Plaintiff groups under the label “Mott’s Fruit Snacks.”1 

Plaintiff brings this action as a putative class action. He seeks to represent a 

class of “all persons in California who purchased [Mott’s Fruit Snacks] during the 

Class Period (the ‘Class’).” Compl. ¶ 59. Plaintiff alleges that the members of the 

putative class “are so numerous that joinder of all members of the Class is 

impracticable.” Compl. ¶ 60. 

Plaintiff seeks, among other things, the following forms of relief: (1) 

“compensatory, treble, and punitive damages”; (2) “[f]or an order of restitution and 

                                           
1 Per the Complaint, “the Products at issue include (but are not limited to) Mott’s Fruity Rolls; Mott’s Medleys Fruit 
Flavored Snacks—Assorted Fruit, Assorted Fruit Plus Fiber, Berry and Strawberry Apple.” Compl. ¶ 1 n.2. 
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all other forms of equitable monetary relief”; and (3) injunctive relief. Compl. at 24. 

II. GROUNDS FOR REMOVAL 

A. This Action Is Removable Under the Class Action Fairness Act of 2005, 
28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d) and 1453. 

“[A]ny civil action brought in State court of which the district courts of the 

United States have original jurisdiction, may be removed by the defendant . . . .” 28 

U.S.C. § 1441(a). This action is removable under § 1441 because the District 

Courts of the United States have original jurisdiction over it pursuant to the Class 

Action Fairness Act of 2005 (“CAFA”). See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d); see also 28 

U.S.C. § 1453(b) (setting procedure for removing class actions). 

CAFA gives federal courts original jurisdiction over putative class actions in 

which: (1) the aggregate number of members in the proposed class is 100 or more; 

(2) the amount in controversy “exceeds the sum or value of $5,000,000, exclusive 

of interests and costs”; and (3) the parties are minimally diverse, meaning, “any 

member of a class of plaintiffs is a citizen of a State different from any defendant.” 

28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2), (d)(5)(B). For the following reasons, and as shown in the 

accompanying declaration of Brandon McKay, these requirements are met, and this 

matter is removable. 

1. This Is a Putative Class Action in Which the Aggregate Number of 
Members Is 100 or More 

This action is a putative class action within the meaning of CAFA. CAFA 

defines “class action” as “any civil action filed under rule 23 of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure or similar State statute or rule of judicial procedure authorizing an 

action to be brought by 1 or more representative persons as a class action.” 28 

U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B). Plaintiff filed this action under section 382 of the 

California Code of Civil Procedure, Compl. at ¶ 59, which authorizes “one or more 

[to] sue . . . for the benefit of all” when “the question is one of common or general 

interest, of many persons, or when the parties are numerous, and it is impracticable 

to bring them all before the court,” Cal. Civ. Pro. § 382. See also Vigil v. Naturals, 
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2016 WL 6806206, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 17, 2016) (noting that the requirements of 

class certification under § 382 “parallel those of Fed. R. Civ. P. 23”). 

Plaintiff’s putative class action likewise contains 100 or more members. 

Plaintiff seeks to represent a class “of all persons in California who purchased 

[Mott’s Fruit Snacks] during the Class Period.” Compl. at ¶ 59. Plaintiff alleges that 

“Class members are so numerous that joinder of all members of the class is 

impracticable” given “the nature of the claims and the number of retail stores 

selling Defendant’s Products.” Compl. ¶ 60.  

Defendants sold at least $9,011,106 worth of Motts Fruit Snacks in 

California in calendar years 2014, 2015, 2015, and part of 2017. See Declaration of 

Brandon McKay (“McKay Decl.”) at ¶ 5; Hunter v. Nature’s Way Prods., LLC, 

2016 WL 4262188, at *11 (S.D. Cal. Aug. 12, 2016) (explaining that the “statute of 

limitations for actions under FAL or CLRA is three years” and “[t]he statute of 

limitations for UCL or breach of warranty claims is four years”). It is reasonable to 

assume from more than $9 million in California sales that the number of unique 

purchasers is 100 or greater. See Blevins v. Republic Refrigeration, Inc., 2015 WL 

12516693, at *6 (C.D. Cal. Sept. 28, 2015) (defendants may “‘rel[y] on a 

reasonable chain of logic’ based on the allegations of the complaint” to show that 

CAFA’s requirements are met).  

2. The Amount in Controversy Exceeds $5,000,000 

CAFA permits courts to aggregate the claims of the individual class members 

“to determine whether the matter in controversy exceeds the sum or value of 

$5,000,000, exclusive of interests and costs.” 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(6). In 

determining the amount in controversy, “a court must ‘assum[e] that the allegations 

of the complaint are true and assum[e that] a jury [will] return[] a verdict for the 

plaintiff on all claims made in the complaint.” Kenneth Rothschild Trust v. Morgan 

Stanley Dean Witter, 199 F. Supp. 2d 993, 1001 (C.D. Cal. 2002). Where, as here, 

the plaintiff does not allege an amount in controversy in the complaint, “a 
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defendant can establish the amount in controversy by an unchallenged, plausible 

assertion of the amount in controversy in its notice of removal.” Ibarra v. Manheim 

Invs., 775 F.3d 1193, 1197–98 (9th Cir. 2015). “A ‘defendant’s . . . allegations 

should be accepted when not contested by the plaintiff or questioned by the court.’” 

Argyropoulous v. Ocwen Loan Servs., LLC, 2016 WL 1703255, at *4 (C.D. Cal. 

Apr. 27, 2016) (citation omitted). If defendant’s assertions are challenged, it bears 

the burden of establishing the amount in controversy by a preponderance of the 

evidence. See Dart Cherokee Basin Operating Co., LLC v. Owens, 135 S. Ct. 547, 

553–54 (2014). “This burden is not ‘daunting’ and only requires that the defendant 

‘provide evidence establishing that it is more likely than not that the amount in 

controversy exceeds [$5,000,000].’” Blevins, 2015 WL 12516693, at *6 (citation 

omitted) (alterations in original). Defendant may submit this evidence in opposition 

to plaintiff’s motion to remand. Dart Cherokee, 135 S. Ct. at 554 (“Evidence 

establishing the amount is required . . . only when the plaintiff contests, or the court 

questions, the defendant’s allegations.”). 

Here, the relief requested by Plaintiff on behalf of himself and the Class 

demonstrates that far more than $5 million is at issue.2 Plaintiff’s request for 

compensatory damages alone places more than $5,000,000 in controversy. See 

Compl. at 24 (requesting “compensatory, treble, and punitive damages”). Plaintiff 

alleges that he “and the Class were injured as a direct and proximate result of 

Defendants’ [actions] and deserve to be compensated for the damages they 

suffered. If Plaintiff and the Class had known the true facts concerning the fruit 

content of the Fruit Snacks, they would not have purchased the Fruit Snacks.” 

Compl ¶ 71 (emphasis added). Thus, Plaintiff seeks for himself and the Class 

compensatory damages corresponding to the amount California consumers spent on 

Fruit Snacks during the Class Period. Id. As detailed in the declaration of Brandon 

McKay filed in support of this Notice of Removal, Defendants sold more than $9 
                                           
2 Defendants dispute that Plaintiff is entitled to any relief. 
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million worth of Mott’s Fruit Snacks in California in calendar years 2014, 2015, 

2016 and part of 2017. McKay Decl. ¶ 5–6. Given the breadth of Plaintiff’s 

compensatory damages request and his allegation that he “would not have 

purchased the Fruit Snacks” absent the allegedly misleading advertising, 

Defendants could be on the hook for actual damages equal to the total sales figure.  

Plaintiff’s remaining requests for relief substantially increase Defendants’ 

potential damages exposure. Plaintiff seeks disgorgement and restitution equal to 

Defendants’ “revenue[] derived from Plaintiff’s and Class members’ purchase of 

the Fruit Snacks,” Compl. ¶ 75, which, as detailed in the McKay Declaration, could 

far exceed $5 million, McKay Decl. ¶ 5. Plaintiff likewise requests injunctive relief 

in the form of “an order of this Court that includes, but is not limited to, an order 

requiring Defendants to remove language and graphics on Defendants’ marketing 

and labeling representing the Fruit Snacks as made with fruit and being healthful 

and nutritious.” Compl. ¶ 83. Such an order would require Defendants to retrieve, 

redesign, and replace Mott’s Fruit Snacks labeling at substantial cost. See, e.g., 

Harris v. CVS Pharmacy, 2015 WL 4694047, at *6 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 6, 2015) (“‘The 

test for determining the amount in controversy is the pecuniary result to either party 

that the judgment would directly produce.’ . . . [T]his ‘pecuniary result’ rule means 

that courts also consider ‘the potential cost to the defendant of complying with [an] 

injunction.’” (citation omitted)). 

Thus, the amount in controversy here far exceeds $5,000,000, and CAFA 

jurisdiction is appropriate. 

3. The Parties Are Minimally Diverse 

The parties are minimally diverse because “any member of [the class] of 

plaintiffs is a citizen of a State different from any defendant.” 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(2)(A).  

Plaintiff Jonathan Chuang is a citizen of California who resides—and on 

information and belief is domiciled—in Los Angeles County, California. Compl. 
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¶ 18 (alleging that Mr. Chuang resides in Los Angeles County with his family); see 

Rice v. Thomas, 64 F. App’x 628, 628–29 (9th Cir. 2003) (explaining that an 

individual is domiciled in a place if she resides and has an intent to stay there); 

Gonzalez v. First NLC Fin. Servs., 2009 WL 2513670, at *2 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 12, 

2009) (the state of residence is “prima facie the domicile”). Plaintiff also seeks to 

represent a class of California consumers. Compl. at ¶ 59. It is reasonable to assume 

that at least one of these consumers is domiciled in California.  

Defendants are not citizens of California. Defendant General Mills is 

incorporated under the laws of Delaware, and its principal place of business is in 

Minneapolis, Minnesota. See Compl. ¶ 23; see Albino v. Standard Ins. Co., 349 F. 

Supp. 2d 1334, 1337 (C.D. Cal. 2004) (for purposes of diversity jurisdiction, “[a] 

corporation is a citizen both of the state where it was incorporated and the state 

where it has its primary place of business”). Defendant Dr Pepper Snapple Group, 

Inc., is a corporation organized under the laws of Delaware with its principal place 

of business in Texas. Compl. ¶ 21. Defendant Mott’s, LLP, is a corporation 

organized under the laws of Delaware with its principal place of business in New 

York. Compl ¶ 22. Thus, at least one (and in fact each) Defendant is a citizen of 

different states from at least one Plaintiff, and CAFA’s minimal diversity 

requirements are met. See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).  

B. None of CAFA’s Exceptions Bar Removal in this Case. 

This action does not fall within the exclusions to removal jurisdiction 

described in 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d)(4), (d)(9), or 28 U.S.C. § 1453(d).3   

Section 1332(d)(4) requires a federal court to decline jurisdiction over a class 

action when, among other things, “greater than two-thirds of the members of all 

proposed plaintiff classes in the aggregate are citizens of the State in which the 

action was originally filed,” and at least one defendant whose “alleged conduct 
                                           
3 General Mills, Inc., Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc., and Mott’s LLP—the only defendants in this action—are not 
“States, State officials, or other governmental entities against whom the district court may be foreclosed from 
ordering relief.” 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(A) therefore does not preclude this Court’s jurisdiction. 
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forms a significant basis for the claims asserted by the proposed class . . . is a 

citizen of the State in which the action was originally filed.” 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(4)(A); see also 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4)(B) (similarly excluding cases 

where “two thirds or more of” the class members and “the primary defendants, are 

citizens of the State in which the action was originally filed”). Section 1332(d)(4) 

does not apply here because none of the Defendants are citizens of California, the 

state in which the action was originally filed. Compl. ¶ 21–23 (alleging that the 

Defendants are citizens of Delaware, New York, Minnesota, and Texas).4 

Sections 1332(d)(9) and 1453(d) exempt certain securities and corporate 

governance cases from CAFA’s broad jurisdictional grant. See 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(9) (explaining that § 1332(d)(2) does not apply to cases arising under 

several sections of the Securities Act of 1933, several sections of the Securities 

Exchange Act of 1934, and certain state corporate governance laws); id. § 1453(d) 

(same). Those provisions do not bar jurisdiction here because Plaintiff’s claims do 

not arise under the Securities Act of 1933 or the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 

nor do they involve state-centric corporate governance issues. See Compl. ¶¶ 68–

107 (making claims that arise under California common law and consumer 

protection statutes). 

C. Venue and Intra-district Assignment Are Proper. 

The Central District of California, Western Division is the proper venue and 

intra-district assignment for this action upon removal because this “district and 

division embrace” the California Superior Court, County of Los Angeles, where the 

Complaint was filed and is currently pending. See 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a). 

                                           
4 For the same reason, this Court may not decline to assert jurisdiction over this case under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3) 
(permitting a district court to decline jurisdiction over “a class action in which greater than one-third but less than 
two-thirds of the members of all proposed plaintiff classes in the aggregate and the primary defendants are citizens of 
the State in which the action was originally filed . . . .”). 
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D. Defendants Have Satisfied All Other Requirements of the Removal 
Procedure 

This Notice of Removal is timely filed. Defendants were served with a copy 

of the Complaint and Summons on February 8, 2017. Defendants filed and served 

this Notice of Removal within 30 days of service of the Complaint in compliance 

with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b). 

As required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), true and correct copies of all process, 

pleadings, and orders served upon the Defendants are being filed herewith. Copies 

of the Complaint (including the Civil Case Cover Sheet and Civil Case Cover Sheet 

Addendum and Statement of Location); Summons; Proof of Service of Summons 

re: Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc., Proof of Service of Summons re: General Mills, 

Inc.; Order and Notice of Reassignment; and docket entry reflecting filing of Proof 

of Service of Summons on February 14, 2017 are attached hereto as Exhibits 1–6. 

No other pleadings have been filed to date in this matter in the Los Angeles County 

Superior Court. A true and correct copy of the state court’s docket is attached 

hereto as Exhibit 6. 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d), Defendants will promptly serve on Plaintiff 

and file with the Superior Court a “Notice to Adverse Party of Removal to Federal 

Court.” Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5(d), Defendants will also file 

with this Court a “Certificate of Service of Notice to Adverse Party of Removal to 

Federal Court.” 

III. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS AND DEFENSES 

Defendants expressly reserve all of their defenses and rights, and none of the 

foregoing shall be construed as in any way conceding the truth of any of Plaintiff’s 

allegations or waiving any of Defendants’ defenses. See, e.g., Key v. DSW, Inc., 454 

F. Supp. 2d 684, 691 (S.D. Ohio 2006) (“[T]he fact that Defendant removed the 

case does not mean that Defendant concedes that Plaintiff has adequately alleged 

appropriate damages.”).  
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IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Defendants request that this Court consider this Notice of 

Removal as provided by law governing the removal of cases to this Court, that this 

Court take such steps as are necessary to achieve the removal of this matter to this 

Court from Los Angeles County Superior Court, and that this Court will make such 

other orders as may be appropriate to effect the preparation and filing of a true 

record in this cause of all proceedings that may have been had in the state court 

action. 

DATED:  March 8, 2017 PERKINS COIE LLP 

By: /s/ Oliver M. Gold 
David T. Biderman, Bar No. 101577 
DBiderman@perkinscoie.com 
Oliver M. Gold, Bar No. 279033 
OGold@perkinscoie.com 
Charles Sipos, pro hac vice forthcoming 
CSipos@perkinscoie.com 
Elvira Castillo, pro hac vice forthcoming 
ECastillo@perkinscoie.com 

Attorneys for Defendants 
DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP, INC., 
MOTT’S LLP, and GENERAL MILLS, 
INC.
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POS-010
ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number. and addmss):

Jaimie Mak, 236505

535 Mission St.
San Francisco, CA 94105

TELEPHONENO.: (71.8) 705-4579
ATTORNEY FOR (Name): Plaintiff

SUPERIOR COORT OF CALIFORNI-A, COUNTY OF

'(000
Co 41de,~; qoo a 5

FOR COURT USE ONLY

C'FILED"
Superior Court of C.111f9rnia

Countv of Los Angeles

FEB ZO'b7
Sherri A. ufticcr/CleA

3y
i3rAtfny Smith

I Deputv-

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Jonathan Chuang, et-al

DEFENDANTIRESPONDENT: Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc., et al.

CASE NUMBER:

BC649291

PROOF OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS
~ef. No. or Ri a No.:

None

1. At the time of service I was 6 citizen of the United States, at least 18 years of age and not a party to this action. BY FAX
2. 1 served copies of: Summons, Complaint, Civil Case Cover Sheet, Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendum, Notice

of Case Assignment, ADR Packet

3. a. Party served: Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc.

b. Person Served: Gabriela Sanchez - CT Corporation System -*Person Authorized to Accept Service of Process

4. Address where the party was served: 818 West Seventh Street, Suite 930

5. 1 served the party Los Angeles, CA 90017

a. by personal service. I personally delivered the documents listed in item 2 to the party or person authorized to
receive service of process for the party (1) on (date): 02/08/2017 (2) at (time): 3:OOPM

6. The "Notice to the Person Served" (on the summons) was completed as follows:

d. on behalf of:.

Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc.
under: CCP 416.10 (corporation)
7. Person who served papers

a. Name: Jimmy Lizama

b. Address: One Legal - 194-Marin

504 Redwood Blvd #223

Novato, CA 94947

c. Telephone Z3415-491-0606

d. The fee for service was: $ 37.95
e I am:

(3) registered California Process server.
(i) Employee or independent contractor.
(ii) Registration No.:4553
(iii) County: Los Angeles

8. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America and the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.
Date: 02/09/2017

Jimmv Lizama

f,

NAME OF PERSON WHO SERVED PAPERS SIGNATUR

Form Adopted for Mandatory Use
Judicial Councn of California POS-010

(Rev. Jan 1, 2007] - PROOF OF SERVI $ - SUMMONS

Code of CIO P-0cedure, § 417. 1 D

OL# 10841460

_~Pf
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POS-010
ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number, and address):

Ja imie Mak, 236505

535 Mission St.
San Francisco, CA 94105

7ELEPHONE NO.: (718) 705-4579
ATTORNEY FOR (kame): Plaintiff

~FR COURT USE ONLY

FILEP
Superior Court of California

CountY of Los Angeles

FE6 14 20017-

Sherri 1~, Carter. Wvllllvv Office,./Clei-i*
Bi'44et/~e-( A,cze,-v~(J.'Depti't~:.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF'

Superior Court-of -California, Los Angeles County
(000 S.,
~6s Angeles, CA 900,06

1,;,) b 0 :k fi nlws

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Jonathan Chuang, et al -

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc., et al.

CASE NUMBER:

BC649291

PROOF OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS'
Ref. No. or File No.:

None

1. At the time of service I was a citizen of the United States, at least 18 years of age and not a party to this action.BY FAX
2. 1 served copies of: Summons, Complaint, Civil Case Cover Sheet, Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendium, Notice

of Case Assignment, ADR Packet

3. a. Party served: General Mills, Inc.

b. Person Served: Gabriela Sanchez - CT Corporation System - Person Authorized to Accept'Service of Process

4. Address where the party was served: 818 W SEVENTH ST, Suite 930

5. 1 served the party 
Los Angeles, CA 90017

a. by personal service. I personally delivered the documents listed in item 2 to the party or person authodzed to
receive service of process for the party (1) on (date): 02/08/2017 (2) at (time): 3:OOPM

6. The "Notice to the Person Served" (on the summons) was completed as follows:

d. on behalf of:

General Mills, Inc.
under: CCP 416.10 (corporation)
7. Person who served papers

a. Name: Jimmy Lizama

Address: One Legal'- 194-Marin

504 Redwood Blvd #223

Novato, CA 94947

c. Telephone 0415-491-0606

d. The fee for service was: $ 37.95
e am:

(3) registered California Process server.
(i) Employee or independent contractor.
(ii) Registration No.:4553
(iii) County: Los Angeles

8. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America and the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.
Date: 02/09/2017 

-<~

Jimmv Lizama
NAME OF PERSON WHO SERVED PAPERS

Form Adopted for Mandatory Use
Judicial Council of California POS-010

(Rev. Jan 1, 2007] PROOF OF SERVICE ri - UMMONS .
OL# 10841462

vil Procedure, § 417.10
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NOTICE SENT TO:

Mak, Jaimie
535 Mission Street
San Francisco

0

CA 94105

A 

FILED
rior Courl of California

lolfflt~~%tAngeles

FEB 2 8 2017
SHERRI R. CA~TrATYWTIVE ()FFICER/CLERKBY  beputy

E 

E

L BARRIO

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

JONATHAN CHUANG

vs.
Plaintiff(s),

DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP INC ET AL
Defendant(s).

CASE NUMBER

BC649291

Order and Notice of Reassignment

TO ALL PARTIES AND PARTIES' ATTORNEY OF RECORD OR PARTY(S) IN PROPRIA PERSONA:

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that effective  February 28, 2017  , the above entitled action, including all
related and underlying cases, previously assigned to  Ann I. Jones  , shall be reassig~ed to
Carolyn B. Kuhl  , in Department 309 for all purposes, including trial. This reassignment is
an "all purpose" assignment within the provisions of Code of Civil Procedure Section 170.6, and the parties
that have not previously exercised a peremptory challenge may exercise such a challenge within the 15 day

~eriod specified in Government Code Section 68616, with extensions of time authorized by Code of Civilrocedure Section 1013. All matters on calendar in this case will remain set on the dates previously noticed
in the department indicated above, unless otherwise ordered by the Court.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that Plaintiff(s) in propria.persona or Plaintiff(s)' counsel is hereby ordered

to 

. 
e notice of this all purpose case reassignment by serving a copy of this Order on all parties to this action,inclu'vdi Y, all parties in a 

I 
related and underlying cases, within 10 days of service of this Order by the court,

ngand to file proof of service thereof within 12 days of this Order. Failure to timely give notice and file proof
of service may lead to the imposition of sanctions pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 177.5

It is so ordered.

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I, the below-named Executive Officer/Clerk of the above-entitled court, do hereby certify that I am not a
party to the cause herein, and that on this date I served the Order and Notice of ReassigrimFnt upon each. party
or counsel named above by placing the document for collection and mailing so as to cause it to be deposited
in the United States mail at the courthoouse in Los Angeles, California, one copy of the original filed/entered
herein in a separate sealed envelope to each address as shown above with the postage thereon fully prepaid in
accordance with standard court practices.

Date:  February 28, 2017 Sherri R. Carter, EXECUTIVE OFFICER/CLERK

By  . 

r 

A-  teputy Clerk

i
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Case Summary 

Please make a note of the Case Number.

Click here to access document images for this case.
If this link fails, you may go to the Case Document Images site and search using the case number displayed on this page.

Case Number:  BC649291
JONATHAN CHUANG VS DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP INC ET AL 

Filing Date:  02/06/2017
Case Type:  Claims Involving Mass Tort (General Jurisdiction)
Status:  Pending

Future Hearings 

None 

Documents Filed | Proceeding Information

Parties 

CHUANG JONATHAN - Plaintiff/Petitioner

DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP INC - Defendant/Respondent

GENERAL MILLS INC - Defendant/Respondent

MAK JAIMIE - Attorney for Plaintiff/Petitioner

MOTT'S LLP - Defendant/Respondent 

Case Information | Party Information | Proceeding Information

Documents Filed (Filing dates listed in descending order)

02/28/2017 Notice of Reassignment and Order
Filed by Clerk

02/14/2017 Proof-Service/Summons
Filed by Attorney for Plaintiff/Petitioner

02/10/2017 Proof-Service/Summons (DR. PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP, INC. )
Filed by Attorney for Plaintiff/Petitioner

02/06/2017 Complaint 

Case Information | Party Information | Documents Filed

Proceedings Held (Proceeding dates listed in descending order)

02/28/2017 at 09:00 am in Department 309, Carolyn B. Kuhl, Presiding
Order Re: Reassignment of Case - Case is reassigned

Case Information | Party Information | Documents Filed | Proceeding Information

Page 1 of 2LASC - Case Summary
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134474930  -1- DECLARATION OF BRANDON MCKAY 

 

David T. Biderman, Bar No. 101577
DBiderman@perkinscoie.com 
Oliver M. Gold, Bar No. 279033 
OGold@perkinscoie.com 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
1888 Century Park E., Suite 1700 
Los Angeles, CA  90067-1721 
Telephone:  310.788.9900 
Facsimile:   310.843.1284 
 
Charles Sipos, pro hac vice forthcoming 
Elvira Castillo, pro hac vice forthcoming 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 4900 
Seattle, WA  98101 
Telephone:  206.359.8000 
Facsimile:   206.359.9000 

Attorneys for Defendant 
GENERAL MILLS, INC. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

JONATHAN CHUANG, on behalf of 
himself and all others similarly 
situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP, 
INC., MOTT’S LLP, and GENERAL 
MILLS, INC., 

Defendants. 

Case No. 2:17-cv-01875  

DECLARATION OF BRANDON 
MCKAY IN SUPPORT OF 
GENERAL MILLS, INC.’S 
REMOVAL 

[Complaint filed February 6, 2017 and 
removed from the Superior Court of the 
State of California for the County of Los 
Angeles, Case No. BC649291 
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