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LAURA A. STOLL (SBN 255023) 
LStoll@goodwinlaw.com 
HONG-AN VU (SBN 266268) 
HVu@goodwinlaw.com 
GOODWIN PROCTER LLP 
601 South Figueroa Street, 41st Floor 
Los Angeles, California  90017 
Tel.: +1 213 426 2500 
Fax: +1 213 623 1673 

Attorneys for Defendant 
ALCLEAR, LLC 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

WESTERN DIVISION 

MEREDITH MEAD on behalf of herself 
and all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

ALCLEAR, LLC and DOES 1 through 
10, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.  

DEFENDANT ALCLEAR, LLC’S 
NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

[Removal from the Superior Court of 
the State of California, County of Los 
Angeles, Case No. 20STCV19395] 
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TO THE CLERK OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, AND TO ALL PARTIES AND 

THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendant Alclear, LLC (“Defendant” or 

“CLEAR”) hereby removes the above-captioned action, Margaret Mead v. Alclear, 

LLC, Case No. 20STCV19395, which is currently pending in the Superior Court of 

the State of California for the County of Los Angeles (the “State Court Action”), to 

the United States District Court for the Central District of California, Western 

Division, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332, 1441, 1446, and 1453.1  As grounds for 

removal, Defendant states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

This case is removable under 28 U.S.C. § 1441 and the Class Action Fairness 

Act of 2005, P.L. 109-2, as codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d) and 28 U.S.C. § 1453 

(“CAFA”).  Pursuant to CAFA, federal courts have original jurisdiction over class 

actions where: (1) the putative class consists of at least 100 members (28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(5)(B)); (2) there is minimal diversity between the parties (28 U.S.C.

§ 1332(d)(2)(A)); and (3) the aggregate classwide amount in controversy exceeds

$5,000,000, exclusive of interest and costs (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2) and (d)(6)).

Based upon Plaintiff’s allegations (which CLEAR expressly denies and intends to

demonstrate are without merit), removal here is proper because CAFA’s

requirements are met, no exception to CAFA jurisdiction applies, and CLEAR has

timely removed.

BACKGROUND 

1. On May 20, 2020, Plaintiff Meredith Mead (“Plaintiff”) filed a

1 Defendant sets forth the allegations in Plaintiff’s Complaint solely to establish the 
prerequisites for jurisdiction and removal of this action.  By filing this Notice of 
Removal, Defendant does not waive any objections it may have as to lack of 
jurisdiction over Defendant, or venue, or any other defenses or objections to the 
State Court Action, including, but not limited to, the viability of class certification. 
Defendant intends no admission of fact, law, or liability by this Notice, and reserves 
all defenses, motions, and pleas. 
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putative Class Action Complaint against Defendant and Does 1-10 for (1) Violation 

of California Consumers Legal Remedies Act, Cal. Civ. Code §§ 1750, et seq. 

(“CLRA”); (2) Violation of California’s Unfair Competition Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. 

Code §§ 17200, et seq. (“UCL”); (3) Violation of California’s False Advertising 

Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code §§ 17500, et seq. (“FAL”); (4) Money Had and 

Received; and (5) Unjust Enrichment, in California Superior Court, Los Angeles 

County. 

2. Defendant was served with the Summons and Complaint on July 21,

2020 by personal service. 

3. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant’s advertising and marketing of its

biometric identification services (“CLEAR”) as being offered at “65 plus airports, 

stadiums, and other venues” was inaccurate and misleading because Defendant 

allegedly closed its locations following the COVID-19 pandemic.  See Compl. ၁၁ 2, 

13, 45-49.  Plaintiff further alleges that Defendant unlawfully retained Plaintiff’s 

and the putative class members’ enrollment fees for memberships with CLEAR, 

despite the alleged closures.  See id. ၁၁ 3, 13-14, 28, 36-37, 44, 52, 56-58.  Finally, 

Plaintiff claims that, as a result, she and the putative class members suffered 

injuries because they allegedly were unable to access CLEAR for a full year.  See 

id. ၁၁ 29, 38, 49, 60. 

4. Plaintiff, on behalf of herself and those similarly situated, seeks

certification of a class and subclass, a declaratory judgment that Defendant’s 

conduct violated the law, an award finding in favor of Plaintiff and the putative 

class, compensatory damages, prejudgment interest, restitution and other equitable 

monetary relief, injunctive relief, attorney’s fees, expenses, and costs.  See id., 

Prayer for Relief. 

REMOVAL IS PROPER UNDER 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d) AND 1453 

(CAFA JURISDICTION) 

5. This Court has original jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d) and
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1453 on the basis of CAFA jurisdiction because (1) the citizenship of at least one 

putative class member is different from that of Defendant, (2) the putative class 

consists of more than 100 proposed class members, and (3) “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), (d)(2)(A), (d)(5)(B), (d)(6).  

Citizenship of the Parties (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A)).  

6. Diversity of citizenship exists because Plaintiff and members of the

putative class are citizens of a state different from Defendant. 

7. For purposes of diversity, Plaintiff is, as she alleges, “a citizen of

California, residing in Los Angeles, California.” Compl. ¶ 7. 

8. Defendant CLEAR is, and at the time this action was filed was, a

limited liability company duly organized under the laws of the State of Delaware, 

with its principal place of business located in the State of New York.  Id. ¶ 8.2  

Defendant is comprised of members that are citizens of thirteen (13) states, 

including California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Washington, and 

the District of Columbia. 

9. In traditional diversity jurisdiction cases, a limited liability company is

deemed a citizen of each state of which its members are citizens.  See Johnson v. 

Columbia Properties Anchorage, LP, 437 F.3d 894, 899 (9th Cir. 2006).  However, 

for purposes of CAFA jurisdiction, “an unincorporated association shall be deemed 

to be a citizen of the State where it has its principal place of business and the State 

under whose laws it is organized.”  See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(10); Abrego v. Dow 

Chem. Co., 443 F.3d 676, 684 (9th Cir. 2006) (“[A]n unincorporated association 

shall be deemed to be a citizen of the State where it has its principal place of 

business and the State under whose laws it is organized.”).  As such, Defendant is a 

2 Plaintiff alleges that CLEAR is “a corporation organized and operating under the 
laws of Delaware.” Compl. ၁ 8 (emphasis added).  Although this is incorrect, the 
error is immaterial for purposes of this Notice of Removal. 
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citizen of the States of Delaware and New York for purposes of diversity under 

CAFA.  See Ferrell v. Express Check Advance of SC LLC, 591 F.3d 698, 700 (4th 

Cir. 2010) (holding that an LLC is properly considered an “unincorporated 

association” within the meaning of § 1332(d)(10) “and therefore is a citizen of the 

State under whose laws it is organized and the State where it has its principal place 

of business.”); Ramirez v. Carefusion Res., LLC, No. 18-CV-2852-BEN-MSB, 

2019 WL 2897902, at *2 (S.D. Cal. July 5, 2019) (noting that “most courts to 

consider the issue have reached the same conclusion” as the Fourth Circuit that an 

LLC constitutes an “unincorporated association” under § 1332(d)(10)). 

10. Regardless, even to the extent Defendant’s citizenship was deemed to

be that of every state of which its members are citizens, there would still be 

minimal diversity here.  Plaintiff purports to represent a nationwide class of “[a]ll 

consumers in the United States who paid usage fees to Defendants for CLEAR 

from March 17, 2019 to a date to be determined.”  Compl. ၁ 15.  As such, at least 

one such person (if not most such persons) must be a citizen of a state different than 

those states of which Defendant may be considered a citizen.  See Rosas v. 

Carnegie Mortg., LLC, No. CV 11-7692 CAS CWX, 2012 WL 1865480, at *5 

(C.D. Cal. May 21, 2012) (holding that “[b]ecause the complaint alleges a 

‘nationwide class,’ . . . minimal diversity necessarily exists” under the Class Action 

Fairness Act). 

11. Accordingly, the diversity of citizenship requirement is satisfied here

because Plaintiff—and, at a minimum, other members of the putative nationwide 

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

Putative Class Size (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B)). 

12.� Removal is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B) because the

number of members of the proposed class exceeds 100. 

13. Plaintiff defines the proposed class as:
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All consumers in the United States who paid usage fees 
to Defendants for CLEAR from March 17, 2019 to a date 
to be determined. 

Compl. ¶ 15. 

14. Plaintiff also defines a proposed subclass of:

All consumers in California who paid usage fees to
Defendants for CLEAR from March 17, 2019 to a date to
be determined.

Id. 

15. The class definition clearly encompasses more than 100 people

because, as drafted, it literally includes all consumers who paid usage fees to 

CLEAR for more than a one-year period.  Id.  Plaintiff herself contends that “[t]he 

Class members consists [sic] of thousands, if not hundreds of thousands, of CLEAR 

customers.”  Id. ¶ 17. 

16. Defendant’s records confirm that the putative class size is in excess of

100. 

17. Accordingly, CAFA’s numerosity requirement is satisfied pursuant to

28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B). 

Amount in Controversy (28 U.S.C. §� 1332(d)(2) and (d)(6)). 

18.� For removal purposes, establishing the amount in controversy under

CAFA requires only that a defendant provide a short and plain statement of the 

basis for jurisdiction—the equivalent of that required for a plaintiff filing a 

complaint.  See Dart Cherokee Basin Operating Co., LLC v. Owens, 574 U.S. 81, 

89 (2014).  This means “a defendant’s notice of removal need only include a 

plausible allegation that the amount in controversy exceeds the jurisdictional 

threshold.”  Id.3 

3 Indeed, the determination of the amount in controversy does not require a 
prospective assessment of the defendant’s liability, but simply an estimate of the 
total amount in dispute.  See Lewis v. Verizon Communications, Inc., 627 F.3d 395, 
400-01 (9th Cir. 2010) (amount-in-controversy requirement satisfied where “[t]he
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19. While Defendant denies that Plaintiff is entitled to recover any

amount, and specifically denies that certification of any class is proper, the 

Plaintiff’s putative class definition, allegations, and requests for relief plausibly 

place the amount in controversy in this case above CAFA’s $5,000,000 aggregate 

threshold, exclusive of interest and costs, for jurisdictional purposes.  See 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 1332(d)(2), (d)(6).

20. Plaintiff alleges that her claims are “typical of those belonging to

Class” and that she “is advancing the same claims and legal theories on behalf of 

herself and all members of the Class.”  Compl. ¶ 18.  As noted previously, Plaintiff 

alleges the Class “consists [sic] of thousands, if not hundreds of thousands, of 

CLEAR customers.”  Id. ¶ 17.  Indeed, Plaintiff’s proposed Class includes, “[a]ll 

consumers in the United States who paid usage fees to Defendants for CLEAR 

from March 17, 2019…”  Id. ¶ 15.  Plaintiff alleges a broad class which clearly 

places more than $5,000,000 in controversy.  

21. Specifically, Plaintiff alleges that she and the other Class members

paid an $179.00 enrollment fee, but were “deprived full value of [the] fully paid 

service.”  Id. ¶ 29.  She further alleges that Defendant has been “unjustly enriched 

in retaining the revenues derived from Plaintiff and Class members’ enrollment fees 

without providing the expected full year service.” Id. ¶ 58. 

22. Consequently, Plaintiff seeks, on behalf of herself and the putative

class, “restitution . . . for Defendants’ unjust enrichment,” id.¶ 61, and either a full 

“refund or proportional refund as a result of [Defendant’s] unfair business acts and 

practices,” id. ¶ 39.  CLEAR’s preliminary investigation identified over 30,000 

consumers in the United States who paid usage fees to CLEAR during the alleged 

class period.  Thus, Plaintiff’s request for restitution alone places more than 

Plaintiff is seeking recovery from a pot that Defendant has shown could exceed $5 
million” (emphasis added)).  This “burden is not ‘daunting,’ and ‘a removing 
defendant is not obligated to research, state, and prove the plaintiff’s claims for 
damages.’”  Coleman v. Estes Express Lines, Inc., 730 F. Supp. 2d 1141, 1148 
(C.D. Cal. 2010) (citation omitted). 
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$5,000,000 in controversy even without consideration of the additional relief 

Plaintiff seeks.4  Even taking the California Subclass standing alone, the alleged 

amount in controversy would exceed the $5 million threshold for CAFA 

jurisdiction. 

23. Plaintiff also seeks an unidentified amount of compensatory damages;

declaratory relief and injunctive relief;5 and attorneys’ fees.6  Compl., Prayer for 

Relief.  Moreover, Plaintiff’s request also seeks “such other and further relief as the 

Court deems just and proper” (id.), beyond that specifically alleged in the 

Complaint.7 

24. Thus, the total amount in controversy in this matter is well in excess of

the $5,000,000 jurisdictional threshold set by 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2). 

No Exception to CAFA Jurisdiction Exists. 

25. Although Defendant denies that it bears the burden of showing that

CAFA’s exceptions to jurisdiction in 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d)(3), (4), (5), and (9) are 

inapplicable, none apply. 

26. First, the discretionary exception in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3) does not

apply because Defendant is a citizen of Delaware and New York, so no defendant is 

a citizen of the State in which the Complaint was originally filed—California. 

Moreover, California citizens do not make up more than one-third of the members of 

the proposed nationwide class.8   

4 See Lewis, 627 F.3d at 400. 
5 “In actions seeking declaratory or injunctive relief, it is well established that the 
amount in controversy is measured by the value of the object of the litigation.” 
Hunt v. Washington State Apple Advertising Comm’n, 432 U.S. 333, 347 (1997), 
superseded by statute on other grounds. 
6 See Galt G/S v. JSS Scandinavia, 142 F.3d 1150, 1155-56 (9th Cir. 1998) 
(attorneys’ fees properly considered in determining amount in controversy where 
legal claims may support award of attorney’s fees); see also Cal Civ. Code 
§ 1780(e) (prevailing plaintiff may recover attorneys’ fees under CLRA).
7 See Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(c) (providing that a court should award “relief to which 
each party is entitled,” though not specifically demanded in the pleadings).   
8 Nor does Plaintiff’s Complaint contain any allegations that California citizens 
make up more than one-third of the class. 
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27. Second, the exceptions in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4) do not apply for the

same reasons as above—Defendant is not a citizen of California and the proposed 

class would not be comprised of two-thirds California citizens with injuries occurring 

in California.   

28. Third, the exception in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(A) does not apply

because Defendant is not a State, State official, or other governmental entity. 

29. Fourth, the exception in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B) does not apply

because, as previously indicated, the number of putative class members is greater 

than 100. 

30. Finally, the exceptions in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(9) do not apply because

this case does not involve a claim that: (i) concerns a covered security as defined 

under federal securities laws (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(9)(A)); (ii) “relates to the 

internal affairs or governance of a corporation or other form of business enterprise” 

or “arises under or by virtue of the laws of the State in which such corporation or 

business enterprise is incorporated or organized” (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(9)(B)); or 

(iii) “relates to the rights, duties . . . and obligations relating to or created by or

pursuant to any security” (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(9)(C)).

Jurisdiction is Mandatory. 

31. Jurisdiction is mandatory, not discretionary, under CAFA because

Defendant is not a citizen of California, the “state in which th[is] action was 

originally filed�” and more than one-third of the proposed class would not be 

California citizens.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3).   

PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR REMOVAL ARE SATISFIED 

32. Removal is Timely.  This removal is timely under 28 U.S.C.

§ 1446(b)(1) because Defendant removed the State Court Action within 30 days of

service of the Complaint.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b)(1) (“The notice of removal of a

civil action or proceeding shall be filed within 30 days after the receipt by the

defendant, through service or otherwise, of a copy of the initial pleading setting
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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.”).  Defendant was served with the Summons and Complaint on 

July 21, 2020. 

33. Removal to Proper Court.  Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d), 1441(a),

and 1446(a), this Notice of Removal is being filed in the United States District 

Court for the Central District of California, Western Division, which is the “district 

court” embracing the place where the State Court Action was filed. 

34. Signature.  This Notice of Removal is signed pursuant to Rule 11 of

the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, in compliance with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a). 

35. Pleadings and Process.  Copies of all process, pleadings and orders

served upon Defendant in the State Court Action are attached hereto as Exhibit A, 

in compliance with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a). 

36. Notice of Filing of Notice of Removal.  Attached hereto as Exhibit B is

a copy of the Notice of Filing of Notice of Removal, without exhibits, which will 

be promptly filed with the Clerk of the Los Angeles County Superior Court in Los 

Angeles, California, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d). 

37. Notice of Removal to All Adverse Parties.  Attached hereto as Exhibit

C is a copy of the Notice of Removal to All Adverse Parties, which will be 

promptly served upon Plaintiff’s counsel.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d). 

38. Bond and Verification.  Pursuant to Section 1016 of the Judicial

Improvements and Access to Justice Act of 1988, no bond is required in connection 

with this Notice of Removal.  Pursuant to Section 1016 of the Act, this Notice need 

not be verified. 

CONCLUSION 

Based upon the foregoing, this Court has jurisdiction over this matter 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d) and 1453, and the State Court Action is properly 
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removed to this Court under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1441 and 1446. 

In filing this Notice of Removal, Defendant reserves the right to a jury trial 

and any and all defenses, objections, and exceptions, and nothing in this Notice of 

Removal shall be interpreted or construed as a waiver or relinquishment of its right 

to arbitrate this action, or any portion thereof, or to assert any defenses or 

counterclaims including, without limitation, insufficiency of process or service of 

process, jurisdiction, improper joinder or misjoinder of claims and/or parties, failure 

to join a necessary party, failure to state a claim, the viability of class certification, 

and any other procedural or substantive defense available to Defendant.  Defendant 

further reserves the right to amend or supplement this Notice of Removal. 

Dated:  August 18, 2020 Respectfully submitted, 

GOODWIN PROCTER LLP 

By:/s/ Laura A. Stoll 
Laura A. Stoll 
LStoll@goodwinlaw.com 
Hong-An Vu 
HVu@goodwinlaw.com 
601 South Figueroa Street, 41st Floor 
Los Angeles, California  90017 
Tel.: +1 213 426 2500 
Fax: +1 213 623 1673 

Attorneys for Defendant 
ALCLEAR, LLC 
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