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DILLON D. CHEN (311190) 
dillon.chen@dinsmore.com 
SHELBY K. KROEGER (317612) 
shelby.kroeger@dinsmore.com 
DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP 
655 West Broadway, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA  92101 
Ph: 619-400-0500 
Fx: 619-400-0501 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
NURTUR, LLC; NURTUR LOS ANGELES, LLC 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

ASHLEY MAYS, on behalf of herself and 
other similarly situated, 
 
  Plaintiff(s), 
 
v. 
 

NURTUR, LLC, an Ohio limited liability 
company; NURTUR LOS ANGELES, 
LLC, an Ohio limited liability company; 
and DOES 1 to 50, inclusive, 
 
  Defendant(s). 
 

 Case No.:   
 
DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE OF 
REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 
PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332 
and 1441(b) (DIVERSITY 
JURISDICTION) 
 
District Judge:  Hon.   
Magistrate Judge:  Hon. 
 
 
Complaint filed:  July 10, 2020 
Trial date:  Not Yet Assigned 

 
 

TO THE CLERK AND HONORABLE JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES 

DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendants Nurtur, LLC (“Nurtur”) and Nurtur 

Los Angeles, LLC (“Nurtur Los Angeles”) (collectively, “Defendants”), without 

waiving their right to assert any and all applicable defenses, file this Notice of Removal 

in accordance with 28 U.S.C §§ 1332(a), 1441 and 1446 to remove this action from the 

California Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles to this Court.  Defendants 

state the following in support of this Notice of Removal:  

/// 
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I. THE STATE COURT ACTION 

1. On July 10, 2020, Plaintiff Ashley Mays, on behalf of herself and others 

similarly situated (“Plaintiff”), filed a complaint against Defendants in Los Angeles 

County Superior in the matter entitled Ashley Mays v. Nurtur, LLC; Nurtur Los 

Angeles, LLC; and Does 1 to 50, inclusive, Case No. 20STCV26635 (the “State Court 

Action”).  In accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), a true and correct copy of the 

Complaint, summons, and all process and pleadings, which were deemed served upon 

Defendants in the State Court Action on August 12, 2020, are collectively attached 

hereto as Exhibit A. 

2. Plaintiff alleges that, in connection with vocational education and training 

she and former students of the Aveda Institute of Los Angeles received, Defendants 

“falsely represented the quality of its [sic] educational programs and its [sic] job 

placement rate, among other things.” Specifically, Plaintiff’s shotgun pleading alleges 

the following causes of action against Defendants: (1) violation of Business and 

Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq.; (2) violation of Business and Professions Code §§ 

17500, et seq.; (3) violation of Civil Code §§ 1750, et seq.; (4) breach of written 

contract; (5) breach of implied covenant of good faith; (6) intentional 

misrepresentation; (7) negligent misrepresentation; (8) concealment; (9) false promise; 

(10) failure to pay wages and overtime in violation of Labor Code §§ 510, 1182.12, 

1194, 1194.2, `and 1197; (11) failure to provide meal periods in violation of Labor 

Code § 226.7; (12) failure to provide rest periods in violation of Labor Code § 226.7; 

(13) failure to provide accurate, itemized wage statement in violation of Labor Code 

§ 226(a); and (14) failure to pay all wages due upon termination in violation in violation 

of Labor Code §§ 201, et seq.1  Plaintiff seeks an unspecified amount of actual 

                                           

1 Plaintiff asserts a fifteenth “cause of action” for “civil penalties pursuant to Labor 
Code §§ 2699, et seq.;” however, this is not a cause of action or theory of liability, but 
rather a prayer for statutory penalties recoverable under Labor Code section 2699, et 
seq.   

Case 2:20-cv-08335   Document 1   Filed 09/11/20   Page 2 of 14   Page ID #:2



 

 3  
NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

damages, statutory damages, punitive damages, restitution, costs of suit and reasonable 

attorneys’ fees, pre- and post-judgment interest, and other, equitable relief.  

3. This Court has diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332 because the 

parties to this action are citizens of different states and the amount in controversy 

exceeds $75,000.  

4. Defendants dispute Plaintiff’s allegations, believe each of Plaintiff’s 

causes of action lacks merit, and deny that Plaintiff or the putative class have been 

harmed in any way.  

5. On August 12, 2020, the undersigned counsel filed Notices of Appearance 

on behalf of Defendants, at which point service of the State Court Action was deemed 

complete. (See Ex. A, Notices of Appearance.) This Notice of Removal is therefore 

timely pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b).   

6. No further proceedings have occurred in the State Court Action. 

7. To the best of Defendants’ knowledge, although fictitious “Doe” 

Defendants are listed on the Complaint, no other defendants have been properly named 

or served with the Complaint. For purposes of removal, “the citizenship of defendants 

sued under fictitious names shall be disregarded.” 28 U.S.C. § 1441(b)(1).   

II. THIS COURT HAS ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OVER THIS ACTION  

8. The above-referenced action is a civil action for which this Court has 

original jurisdiction under the provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 1332, and is one that may be 

removed to this Court by Defendants pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1441.  

9. Section 1441(a) provides, in relevant part, that “any civil action brought 

in a state court of which the district courts of the United States have original 

jurisdiction, may be removed by the defendant . . . to the district court of the United 

States for the district and division embracing the place where such action is pending.”  

The County of Los Angeles is within this district and division. 
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A. There is Complete Diversity of Citizenship.  

10. Further, this Court has original jurisdiction over this action under 28 

U.S.C. § 1332 because: (a) the parties to this action are citizens of different states; and 

(b) the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000.  

i. There is Complete Diversity Between Plaintiff and Defendants. 

11. There is (and was at the time Plaintiff initiated the State Court Action) 

complete diversity between Plaintiff and Defendants. 

12. A natural person is a citizen of the state in which he or she is domiciled.  

Kantor v. Wellesley Galleries, Ltd., 704 F.2d 1088, 1090 (9th Cir. 1983). A 

corporation, on the other hand, is deemed to be a citizen of any State in which it has 

been incorporated and of the State where it has its principal place of business. 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(c)(1). A limited liability company takes on the citizenship of its owners or 

members. Johnson v. Columbia Prop. Anchorage, LP, 437 F.3d 894, 899 (9th Cir. 

2006). 

13. Plaintiff alleges that she is an individual residing in the State of California.  

(Ex. A, Complaint, ¶ 10.) Therefore, based on Plaintiff’s Complaint, Defendants in 

good faith believe that Plaintiff was and is a citizen of the State of California when this 

action was filed in state court, at the time of removal, and at all other times throughout 

the pendency of this case, and is therefore a citizen of California within the meaning of 

28 U.S.C. § 1332(c)(1). 

14. Defendants are, and were at the time of filing of this action, both limited 

liability companies organized under the laws of the State of Ohio with their principal 

places of business in Ohio, and were not and are not organized under the laws of the 

State of California. Nurtur Holdings LLC owns 100% of Nurtur. Patrick Thompson, an 

individual residing in the State of Ohio, is the majority member of Nurtur Holdings 

LLC, while the four minority members are individuals residing in the States of Ohio, 

Arkansas, Florida, and/or Illinois. (See Declaration of Patrick Thompson ¶¶ 1, 3.) 

Therefore, Nurtur is a considered to have citizenship in Ohio, Arkansas, Florida, and 
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Illinois, but was not and is not a citizen of California. As for Nurtur Los Angeles, 

Thomas Hoffman and Mark Fallon, both of whom reside in Ohio, own the majority of 

interests, with Nurtur Holdings LLC owning the minority of interests. (Thompson 

Decl. ¶ 4.) As such, Defendants were not and are not citizens of California when this 

action was filed in state court, at the time of removal, and at all other times throughout 

the pendency of this case within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 1332(c)(1). 

ii. The Amount in Controversy Exceeds $75,000.  

15. As detailed below, the amount in controversy requirement is satisfied in 

this case because the recoverable damages Plaintiff seeks exceed $75,000.  

16. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a) provides, in relevant part, that “[t]he district courts 

shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions where the matter in controversy 

exceeds the sum or value of $75,000, exclusive of interest and costs, and is between – 

(1) citizens of different states . . . .” 

17. Where a putative class action is removed based on diversity jurisdiction 

under 28 U.S.C. § 1332, courts examine “only the claims of named class plaintiffs for 

purposes of the amount-in-controversy requirement.” Gonzalez v. Comenity Capital 

Bank, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 181977, at *9 (E.D. Cal. Oct. 21, 2019) (internal citations 

omitted).  

18. The Ninth Circuit has “defined the amount in controversy as the ‘amount 

at stake in the underlying litigation.’” Gonzales v. CarMax Auto Superstores, LLC, 840 

F.3d 644, 648 (9th Cir. 2016) [quoting Theis Research, Inc. v. Brown & Bain, 400 F.3d 

659, 662 (9th Cir. 2004)]; see also Chavez v. JPMorgan Chase & Co., 888 F.3d 413, 

417 [explaining that the amount in controversy includes all amounts “at stake” in the 

litigation at the time of removal, “whatever the likelihood that [the plaintiff] will 

actually recover them”].  In other words, it is “an estimate of the total amount in 

dispute, not a prospective assessment of the defendant’s liability.” Lewis v. Verizon 

Communs., Inc., 627 F.3d 395, 400 (9th Cir. 2010) (citation omitted). “In that sense, 

the amount in controversy reflects the maximum recover the plaintiff could reasonably 
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recover.” Arias v. Residence Inn by Marriot, 936 F.3d 920, 927 (9th Cir. 2019) [citing 

Chavez, 888 F.3d at 417] (emphasis in original).  

19. “Where . . . it is unclear or ambiguous from the face of a state-court 

complaint whether the requisite amount in controversy is pled, the removing defendant 

bears the burden of establishing, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the amount 

in controversy exceeds the jurisdictional threshold.” Fritsch v. Switch Transportation 

Co. of Arizona, LLC, 899 F.3d 785, 793 (9th Cir. 2018) [quoting Urbino v. Orkin Servs. 

of Cal., Inc., 726 F.3d 1118, 1121–22 (9th Cir. 2013) (internal quotations omitted)].  

20. In assessing the amount in controversy, the Court may consider 

allegations in the complaint and each type of damages prayed for by Plaintiff. See 

Gonzalez, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 181977, at *11–12. 

1. The Amount in Controversy Includes Statutory Damages and 

Penalties under the California Labor Code. 

21. Plaintiff alleges Defendants violated California Labor Code provisions 

that specify damages and maximum penalties. For example, Plaintiff alleges:   

Pursuant to Labor Code §§ 226.7, Plaintiff and the putative class 
members are entitled to damages in an amount equal to one (1) 
hour of pay at their regular rate of compensation for each day on 
which meal periods were not provided or deficiently provided, in 
an amount to be proven at trial.  

[P]ursuant to Labor Code § 226.7, Plaintiff and the putative class 
members are entitled to damages in an amount equal to one (1) 
hour of pay at their regular rate of compensation for each day 
worked without the required meal breaks, in an amount to be 
proven at trial.  

Pursuant to Labor Code §§ 226(a) and 226(e), Plaintiff and the 
putative class members are entitled to recover the greater of 
actual damages or fifty dollars ($50) for the initial pay period in 
which the violation occurs and one hundred dollars ($100) for 
each violation in a subsequent pay period, not exceeding a 
penalty of four thousand dollars ($4,000). 

Nurtur’s failure to pay wages . . . entitles Plaintiff and the 
putative class members to penalties under Labor Code § 203, 
which provides that employee’s wages shall continue until paid 
up to thirty (30) days from the date they were due.  
 
Plaintiff seeks wages and penalties under Labor Code § 2699 for 
Nurtur’s violation of the Labor Code provisions . . . and 
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Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Order 2–100. These 
penalties shall be allocated as follows: 75 percent to the Labor 
and Workforce Development Agency (LWDA) and 25 percent 
to the affected employees. 
 
 

(Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶¶ 160, 165, 171, 175, 179.)  

22. The use of maximum statutory penalties in jurisdictional amount in 

controversy calculations was addressed in Korn v. Polo Ralph Lauren Corp., 536 F. 

Supp. 2d 1199 (E.D. Cal. 2008), which held that the maximum penalty is properly 

included in the amount in controversy because the plaintiff alleged that he and every 

other class member was entitled “to civil penalties in amounts up to one thousand 

dollars ($1,000) per violation” and had not “stipulate[ed] that he [would] demand less 

than the maximum civil penalty.” Id. at 1205. In short, the United States District Court 

for the Eastern District of California found that “[w]here the statutory maximum is 

specified, courts may consider the maximum statutory penalty available in determining 

whether the jurisdictional amount in controversy requirement is met,” and that a 

plaintiff “cannot avoid satisfaction of the amount in controversy by arguing the class 

plaintiffs may be awarded less than the statutory maximum.” Id. at 1206, n. 4 (emphasis 

in original).  

23. Accordingly, this Court may properly include the maximum statutory 

penalty of $4,000 alleged by Plaintiff in Paragraph 171 of the Complaint in calculating 

the amount in controversy.  

24. Additionally, while Defendants dispute Plaintiff or the putative class 

members were employees entitled to wages, for the sole purpose of calculating the 

“amount at stake” to establish diversity jurisdiction only, Defendants assert that if 

Plaintiff were entitled to receive the 2019 California minimum wage of $12.00 per hour 

over the 600 hour Full-Time Esthetician Program (see Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶¶ 16–17), 

she will claim at least $7,200 in unpaid wages during the Program alone.   

25. Further, Plaintiff claims she is entitled to wages “up to thirty (30) days 

from the date they were due” under Labor Code section 203. (Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶ 
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175.) Therefore, Defendants anticipate Plaintiff will seek an additional $2,880 in 

unpaid wages for the thirty days following her successful completion of the Program 

(calculated at $12.00 per hour x 8 hours per day x 30 days).   

26. Plaintiff further requests statutory damages for unpaid meal and rest 

periods on the days she attended the Full-Time Esthetician Program. (Ex. A, 

Complaint, at ¶¶ 160, 165.) Upon information and belief, Plaintiff enrolled in the 

Tuesday-Thursday-Saturday, Full-Time Esthetician Program, which is a 21-week 

program. (Thompson Decl. ¶ 5.) Accordingly, Defendants anticipate Plaintiff will seek 

a minimum of $756 in unpaid meal periods (calculated at $12 per hour x 1 missed meal 

period per day 3 days per week x 21 weeks) and $1,512 in unpaid rest breaks ($12 per 

hour x 2 missed rest periods per day x 3 days per week x 21 weeks).  

27. Therefore, there is at least $16,348 “at stake” in connection with 

Plaintiff’s tenth, eleventh, twelfth, thirteenth, fourteenth and fifteenth causes of action 

under the California Labor Code.   

2. The Amount in Controversy Includes Restitution, Punitive 

Damages, and Attorneys’ Fees. 

28. Plaintiff claims the total cost for the esthetician program is $16,007.25. 

(Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶ 25.) Therefore, Defendants anticipate Plaintiff will seek at least 

$16,007.25 in restitution.  

29. While Defendants dispute punitive damages are warranted in this case, 

Plaintiff also claims punitive damages pursuant to California Civil Code section 1782. 

(Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶¶ 97–98.) While there is no maximum sum, punitive damages 

typically range from one to four times the amount of actual damages. See Perez v. 

CarMax Auto Superstores Cal., LLC, 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 11130, at * 4–5 (S.D. 

Cal. Jan. 28, 2014) [citing State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. v. Campbell, 538 U.S. 408, 

425 (2003)].  

30. Here, Plaintiff seeks a minimum of $32,355.25 in statutory and 

restitutionary damages. Additionally, Plaintiff seeks punitive damages in an amount up 
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to four times her actual damages, or up to $129,421.00 in punitive damages. Therefore, 

Defendants assert in good faith that the total amount “at stake” for Plaintiff’s claims 

alone exceeds $75,000.  

31. Finally, “where the law entitles the plaintiff to recover reasonable attorney 

fees, a reasonable estimate of fees likely to be incurred to resolution is part of the 

benefit permissibly sought by the plaintiff and thus contributes to the amount in 

controversy.” See Brady v. Mercedes-Benz USA, Inc., 243 F. Supp. 2d 1004, 1009 

(N.D. Cal. 2002).  

32. As demonstrated above, the minimum amount in controversy is more 

likely than not already satisfied without an analysis of a reasonable estimate of 

attorneys’ fees. However, should there be any doubt or should Plaintiff argue 

otherwise, an analysis of a recoverable estimate of fees to be incurred through 

resolution of this matter further demonstrate that the minimum jurisdictional amount is 

satisfied. See, e.g., Bellinghausen v. Tractor Supply Co., 306 F.R.D. 245, 268 (N.D. 

Cal. Mar. 20, 2015) [awarding Plaintiff $250,000 in attorneys’ fees and $21,747.28 in 

litigation costs in a wage and hour class suit alleging an employer failed to implement 

compliant meal and rest period policies].  

33. Consequently, this Court has original diversity jurisdiction over this 

matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332, because the matter in controversy exceeds the 

sum of $75,000, exclusive of interest and costs, and is between citizens of different 

states. 

B. Alternatively, the Class Action Fairness Act of 2005 Confers Original 

Jurisdiction Over This Class Action.  

34. The Class Action Fairness Act of 2005 (“CAFA”) provides that a federal 

district court shall have original jurisdiction of any civil class action in which (1) there 

are 100 or more members in the proposed class; (2) any member of the proposed class 

is a citizen of a State different from any defendant; and (3) the amount in controversy 
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exceeds $5,000,000 in the aggregate, exclusive of interest and costs. 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d).   

35. CAFA defines the term “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 one or more representative persons 

as a class action.” 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B).  

36. The State Court Action was filed as a State court class action pursuant to 

California Code of Civil Procedure section 382 (see Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶ 62.), which 

provides that “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 court, one or more may sue or defend for the benefit of all.” Cal. Code Civ. Proc. 

§ 382. Therefore, the State Court Action falls within the definition of a class action 

under CAFA.  

i. Plaintiff’s Definition of the Class Consists of 100 or More Class 

Members. 

37. Plaintiff does not identify a precise number of putative class members, but 

alleges that she “estimates that the classes include hundreds of members” and 

“[t]herefore it is reasonable that the class members are so numerous that joinder is 

impracticable. . . .” (Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶ 65 (emphasis added).)  Based on the face 

of the Complaint, this action satisfies the first prong of CAFA jurisdiction requiring a 

class consisting of 100 or more members.  

ii. There is Minimal Diversity of Citizenship. 

38. CAFA jurisdiction also requires at least minimal diversity of citizenship—

that is, if any member of the proposed class is a citizen of a different State than that of 

any defendant. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).  

39. As explained above, CAFA’s minimal diversity of citizenship 

requirement is satisfied because Plaintiff alleges she is a citizen of California and 

Defendants are citizens of Ohio. (See supra ¶¶ 13–14.)  
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40. Consequently, this action satisfies the second prong of CAFA jurisdiction 

requiring minimal diversity of citizenship.  

iii. The Aggregated Amount in Controversy for the Putative Class 

Members’ Claims Exceeds $5,000,000. 

41. The third prong of CAFA jurisdiction requires that the claims of the 

individual class members, when aggregated, exceed $5,000,000, exclusive of interests 

and costs. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(6).  

42. In Dart Cherokee Basin Operating Co. v. Owens, 135 S. Ct. 547 (2014), 

the Supreme Court explained the standard for pleading the amount in controversy for 

a removal based on CAFA jurisdiction: 

[W]hen a plaintiff invokes federal-court jurisdiction, the 
plaintiff’s amount-in-controversy allegation is accepted if made 
in good faith. [Citations]. Similarly, when a defendant seeks 
federal court adjudication, the defendant’s amount-in-
controversy allegation should be accepted when not contested by 
the plaintiff or questioned by the court. 
[...] 
In sum, as specified in § 1446(a), a defendant’s notice of removal 
need only include a plausible allegation that the amount in 
controversy exceeds the jurisdictional threshold. Evidence 
establishing the amount is required by § 1446(c)(2)(B) only 
where the plaintiff contests, or the court questions, the 
defendant’s allegation.  

Id. at 554–54. 

43. While Defendants dispute Plaintiff and/or the putative class members are 

entitled to bring this action or entitled to the relief prayed for therein, for the sole 

purpose of determining the aggregate amount Plaintiff placed in controversy in the 

State Court Action, Defendants assert that amount at stake when aggregating all 

putative class members’ potential claims exceeds $5,000,000. 

44. For example, Plaintiff alleges she and the putative class members are 

entitled to restitution, among other relief. (Ex. A, Complaint, Prayer for Relief, at ¶ d.) 

Plaintiff further alleges the total cost of the esthetician program is $16,007.25 and the 

total cost of the cosmetology program is $27,748.05. (See Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶ 25.)  
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45. Based on Plaintiff’s allegation that the putative class contains “hundreds 

of members” (Ex. A, Complaint, at ¶ 65), and when aggregating the individual putative 

class members’ potential claims for restitution, unpaid wages, statutory damages, 

punitive damages, and reasonably attorneys’ fees and costs, the amount in controversy 

is met.  

46. Therefore, this action satisfies the third and final prong of CAFA 

jurisdiction.    

III. VENUE IS PROPER IN THIS COURT 

47. The place where Plaintiff filed the State Court Action, the California 

Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles, is located within and served by the 

Central District of California. See 28 U.S.C. § 84(a). Therefore, venue is proper in this 

Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1446(a).  

IV. WRITTEN NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

48. Consistent with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d), written notice of the filing of this 

Notice of Removal and true and correct copies of all process, pleadings, and orders 

served upon Defendants in the State Court Action are being served on counsel for 

Plaintiff, and a copy of this Notice of Removal is being filed with the Clerk of the 

Superior Court, in and for the county of Los Angeles. 

49. No previous application has been made for the removal noticed herein.  

50. This Notice of Removal is being filed without prejudice to the objections 

and defenses of Defendants. 

V. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 

51. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Plaintiff’s Complaint. 

Defendants file Notice of Removal without waiving any defenses, objections, 

exceptions, or obligations that may exist in their favor in either state or federal court. 

52. Further, in making the assertions in this Notice of Removal, Defendants 

do not concede in any way that Plaintiff has alleged causes of action upon which relief 
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can be granted, that the allegations or inferences drawn therefrom are accurate, or that 

she and/or the putative class are entitled to recover any amounts sought.  

53. Defendants also do not concede that class certification is appropriate, that

the class definition is appropriate, or that Plaintiff is representative of the putative class. 

Defendants reserve the right to challenge class certification and the putative class at the 

appropriate time.  

54. Defendants further reserve the right to amend or supplement this Notice

of Removal as appropriate.  

WHEREFORE, Defendants respectfully request removal of this action, now 

pending in the Superior Court of California for the County of Los Angeles, to the 

United States District Court for the Central District of California for all purposes, 

including trial. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated:  September 11, 2020 DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP 

By:   s/Shelby K. Kroeger 
SHELBY K. KROEGER 
DILLON D. CHEN 

Attorneys for Defendants 
NURTUR, LLC; NURTUR LOS 
ANGELES, LLC 

/
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on September 11, 2020, a true copy of 

this document was served by electronic mail upon all registered CM/ECF users, and by 

United States Postal Service upon all non-registered CM/ECF users in this case as 

indicated below: 

Alexandria Kachadoorian 
Justin Kachadoorian 
COUNSELONE, P.C. 
9301 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 650 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
(t) 310-277-9945
(f) 424-277-3727
alexandria@conselonegroup.com
justin@counselonegroup.com

Attorney for Plaintiff  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 

that the above is true and correct. 

/s/ Shelby Kroeger 
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