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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. ⁋⁋ 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. ⁋⁋ 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. ⁋⁋ 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. ⁋ 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. ⁋ 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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Filed by Clerk

05/20/2020 Civil Case Cover Sheet
Filed by Meredith Mead (Plaintiff)

05/20/2020 Complaint
Filed by Meredith Mead (Plaintiff)

05/20/2020 Summons (on Complaint)
Filed by Clerk

NEW SEARCH
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LACIV 190 (Rev 6/18) NOTICE OF CASE ASSIGNMENT – UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE 
LASC Approved 05/06 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
 COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

Reserved for Clerk’s File Stamp 

COURTHOUSE ADDRESS:  

NOTICE OF CASE ASSIGNMENT 

UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE 

Your case is assigned for all purposes to the judicial officer indicated below. 
CASE NUMBER: 

THIS FORM IS TO BE SERVED WITH THE SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT 

ASSIGNED JUDGE DEPT ROOM ASSIGNED JUDGE DEPT ROOM 

Given to the Plaintiff/Cross-Complainant/Attorney of Record 

on _____________________________ By __________________________________, Deputy Clerk 
  (Date) 

Sherri R. Carter, Executive Officer / Clerk of Court

05/21/2020 S. Drew

Spring Street Courthouse
312 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012

20STCV19395

✔ William F. Highberger 10     
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LACIV 190 (Rev 6/18) NOTICE OF CASE ASSIGNMENT – UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE 
LASC Approved 05/06 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR HANDLING UNLIMITED CIVIL CASES 

The following critical provisions of the California Rules of Court, Title 3, Division 7, as applicable in the Superior Court, are summarized 
for your assistance.   

APPLICATION
The Division 7 Rules were effective January 1, 2007.  They apply to all general civil cases. 

PRIORITY OVER OTHER RULES 
The Division 7 Rules shall have priority over all other Local Rules to the extent the others are inconsistent. 

CHALLENGE TO ASSIGNED JUDGE 
A challenge under Code of Civil Procedure Section 170.6 must be made within 15 days after notice of assignment for all purposes 
to a judge, or if a party has not yet appeared, within 15 days of the first appearance.  

TIME STANDARDS  
Cases assigned to the Independent Calendaring Courts will be subject to processing under the following time standards: 

COMPLAINTS
All complaints shall be served within 60 days of filing and proof of service shall be filed within 90 days. 

CROSS-COMPLAINTS
Without leave of court first being obtained, no cross-complaint may be filed by any party after their answer is filed.  Cross-
complaints shall be served within 30 days of the filing date and a proof of service filed within 60 days of the filing date.  

STATUS CONFERENCE  
A status conference will be scheduled by the assigned Independent Calendar Judge no later than 270 days after the filing of the 
complaint.  Counsel must be fully prepared to discuss the following issues: alternative dispute resolution, bifurcation, settlement, 
trial date, and expert witnesses.  

FINAL STATUS CONFERENCE 
The Court will require the parties to attend a final status conference not more than 10 days before the scheduled trial date.  All 
parties shall have motions in limine, bifurcation motions, statements of major evidentiary issues, dispositive motions, requested 
form jury instructions, special jury instructions, and special jury verdicts timely filed and served prior to the conference.  These 
matters may be heard and resolved at this conference.  At least five days before this conference, counsel must also have exchanged 
lists of exhibits and witnesses, and have submitted to the court a brief statement of the case to be read to the jury panel as required 
by Chapter Three of the Los Angeles Superior Court Rules.  

SANCTIONS 
The court will impose appropriate sanctions for the failure or refusal to comply with Chapter Three Rules, orders made by the 
Court, and time standards or deadlines established by the Court or by the Chapter Three Rules.  Such sanctions may be on a party, 
or if appropriate, on counsel for a party.  

This is not a complete delineation of the Division 7 or Chapter Three Rules, and adherence only to the above provisions is 
therefore not a guarantee against the imposition of sanctions under Trial Court Delay Reduction.  Careful reading and 
compliance with the actual Chapter Rules is imperative.  

Class Actions 
Pursuant to Local Rule 2.3, all class actions shall be filed at the Stanley Mosk Courthouse and are randomly assigned to a complex 
judge at the designated complex courthouse.  If the case is found not to be a class action it will be returned to an Independent 
Calendar Courtroom for all purposes.   

*Provisionally Complex Cases
Cases filed as provisionally complex are initially assigned to the Supervising Judge of complex litigation for determination of 
complex status.  If the case is deemed to be complex within the meaning of California Rules of Court 3.400 et seq., it will be 
randomly assigned to a complex judge at the designated complex courthouse.  If the case is found not to be complex, it will be 
returned to an Independent Calendar Courtroom for all purposes.      
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Spring Street Courthouse, Department 10

20STCV19395 July 8, 2020
MEREDITH MEAD vs ALCLEAR, LLC 3:12 PM

Judge: Honorable William F. Highberger CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: Patricia Flores ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 1 of 5

APPEARANCES:

For Plaintiff(s): No Appearances

For Defendant(s):  No Appearances

 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: Court Order Re: Initial Status Conference

By this order, the Court determines this case to be Complex according to Rule 3.400 of the 
California Rules of Court. The Clerk’s Office has randomly assigned this case to this department 
for all purposes. 

By this order, the Court stays the case, except for service of the Summons and Complaint. The 
stay continues at least until the Initial Status Conference. Initial Status Conference is set for 
09/09/2020 at 01:30 PM in this department. At least 10 days prior to the Initial Status 
Conference, counsel for all parties must discuss the issues set forth in the Initial Status 
Conference Order issued this date. The Initial Status Conference Order is to help the Court and 
the parties manage this complex case by developing an orderly schedule for briefing, discovery, 
and court hearings. The parties are informally encouraged to exchange documents and 
information as may be useful for case evaluation. 

Responsive pleadings shall not be filed until further Order of the Court. Parties must file a Notice 
of Appearance in lieu of an Answer or other responsive pleading. The filing of a Notice of 
Appearance shall not constitute a waiver of any substantive or procedural challenge to the 
Complaint. Nothing in this order stays the time for filing an Affidavit of Prejudice pursuant to 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 170.6. 

Counsel are directed to access the following link for information on procedures in the Complex 
litigation Program courtrooms:  http://www.lacourt.org/division/civil/CI0037.aspx 

Pursuant to Government Code Sections 70616(a) and 70616(b), a single complex fee of one 
thousand dollars ($1,000.00) must be paid on behalf of all plaintiffs. For defendants, a complex 
fee of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) must be paid for each defendant, intervenor, respondent 
or adverse party, not to exceed, for each separate case number, a total of eighteen thousand 
dollars ($18,000.00), collected from all defendants, intervenors, respondents, or adverse parties. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Spring Street Courthouse, Department 10

20STCV19395 July 8, 2020
MEREDITH MEAD vs ALCLEAR, LLC 3:12 PM

Judge: Honorable William F. Highberger CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: Patricia Flores ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 2 of 5

All such fees are ordered to be paid to Los Angeles Superior Court, within 10 days of service of 
this order. 

The plaintiff must serve a copy of this minute order and the attached Initial Status Conference 
Order on all parties forthwith and file a Proof of Service in this department within 7 days of 
service. 

Please disregard any mention of attached Initial Status Conference Order. This Department no 
longer issue a separate Initial Status Conference Order. This minute order is the Court’s Initial 
Status Conference Order. 

Please note the Court has changed its order as to the timing of the selection by the parties of a 
third-party cloud service. Due to the pandemic and the urgent need to avoid court appearances, 
the parties MUST sign up with the service at least ten court days in advance of the Initial Status 
Conference. See Section 15. 

The Court orders counsel to prepare for the Initial Status Conference by identifying and 
discussing the central legal and factual issues in the case. Counsel for plaintiff is ordered to 
initiate contact with counsel for defense to begin this process. Counsel then must negotiate and 
agree, as possible, on a case management plan. To this end, counsel must file a Joint Initial 
Status Conference Class Action Response Statement five (5) court days before the Initial Status 
Conference. The Joint Response Statement must be filed on line-numbered pleading paper and 
must specifically answer each of the below-numbered questions. Do not the use the Judicial 
Council Form CM-110 (Case Management Statement) for this purpose. 

1. PARTIES, COUNSEL AND ISSUES: Please list all presently-named class representatives 
and presently-named defendants, together with all counsel of record, including counsel’s contact 
and email information. Provide a short summary of plaintiff’s causes of actions and contentions 
and, if possible, defendant’s defenses. 

2. POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL PARTIES: Does any plaintiff presently intend to add more class 
representatives? If so, and if known, by what date and by what name? Does any plaintiff 
presently intend to name more defendants? If so, and if known, by what date and by what name? 
Does any appearing defendant presently intend to file a cross-complaint? If so, who will be 
named.

3. IMPROPERLY NAMED DEFENDANT(S): If the complaint names the wrong person or 
entity, please explain. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Spring Street Courthouse, Department 10

20STCV19395 July 8, 2020
MEREDITH MEAD vs ALCLEAR, LLC 3:12 PM

Judge: Honorable William F. Highberger CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: Patricia Flores ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 3 of 5

4. ADEQUACY OF PROPOSED CLASS REPRESENTATIVE(S): If any party believes one or 
more named plaintiffs might not be an adequate class representative, please explain. No 
prejudice will attach to these responses. 

5. ESTIMATED CLASS SIZE: Please discuss and indicate the estimated class size. 

6. OTHER ACTIONS WITH OVERLAPPING CLASS DEFINITIONS: Please list other cases 
with overlapping class definitions. Please identify the court, the short caption title, the docket 
number, and the case status. 

7. POTENTIALLY RELEVANT ARBITRATION AND/OR CLASS ACTION WAIVER 
CLAUSES: Please include a sample of any clause of this sort. Opposing parties must summarize 
their views on this issue. 

8. POTENTIAL EARLY CRUCIAL MOTIONS: Opposing counsel are to identify and describe 
the significant core issues in the case. Counsel then are to identify efficient ways to resolve those 
issues. The vehicles include: • Early motions in limine, • Early motions about particular jury 
instructions, • Demurrers, • Motions to strike, • Motions for judgment on the pleadings, and • 
Motions for summary judgment and summary adjudication. 

9. CLASS CONTACT INFORMATION: Does plaintiff need class contact information from the 
defendant’s records? If so, do the parties consent to an “opt-out” notice process (as approved in 
Belaire-West Landscape, Inc. v. Superior Court (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 554, 561) to precede 
defense delivery of this information to plaintiff’s counsel? If the parties agree on the notice 
process, who should pay for it? Should there be a third-party administrator? 

10. PROTECTIVE ORDERS: Parties considering an order to protect confidential information 
from general disclosure should begin with the model protective orders found on the Los Angeles 
Superior Court Website under “Civil Tools for Litigators.”

11. DISCOVERY: Please discuss discovery. Do the parties agree on a plan? If not, can the 
parties negotiate a compromise? At minimum, please summarize each side’s views on discovery. 
The Court generally allows discovery on matters relevant to class certification, which (depending 
on circumstances) may include factual issues also touching the merits. The Court generally does 
not permit extensive or expensive discovery relevant only to the merits (for example, detailed 
damages discovery) unless a persuasive showing establishes early need. If any party seeks 
discovery from absent class members, please estimate how many, and also state the kind of 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Spring Street Courthouse, Department 10

20STCV19395 July 8, 2020
MEREDITH MEAD vs ALCLEAR, LLC 3:12 PM

Judge: Honorable William F. Highberger CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: Patricia Flores ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 4 of 5

discovery you propose. 

12. INSURANCE COVERAGE: Please state if there is insurance for indemnity or 
reimbursement. 

13. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION: Please discuss ADR and state each party’s 
position about it. If pertinent, how can the Court help identify the correct neutral and prepare the 
case for a successful settlement negotiation? 

14. TIMELINE FOR CASE MANAGEMENT: Please recommend dates and times for the 
following: 
• The next status conference, if a status conference is needed. The Court does not schedule status 
conferences for “routine” cases. The normal procedure is the Court will give a deadline for the 
motion for class certification with a non-appearance hearing set a few court days after the 
deadline; 
• A schedule for alternative dispute resolution, if it is relevant; • A filing deadline for the motion 
for class certification; and 
• Filing deadlines and descriptions for other anticipated non-discovery motions. 

15. ELECTRONIC SERVICE OF PAPERS: For efficiency the complex program requires the 
parties in every new case to use a third-party cloud service (also known as an e-service provider). 
The parties must sign up with the provider at least ten court days in advance of the initial status 
conference and advise the Court, via email to sscdept10@lacourt.org, which provider was 
selected. 

16. REMINDER WHEN SEEKING TO DISMISS OR TO OBTAIN SETTLEMENT 
APPROVAL: “A dismissal of an entire class action, or of any party or cause of action in a class 
action, requires Court approval . . . Requests for dismissal must be accompanied by a declaration 
setting forth the facts on which the party relies. The declaration must clearly state whether 
consideration, direct or indirect, is being given for the dismissal and must describe the 
consideration in detail.” If the parties have settled the class action, that too will require judicial 
approval based on a noticed motion (although it may be possible to shorten time by consent for 
good cause shown). 

17. STAY OF PROCEEDINGS. Pending further order of this Court, and except as otherwise 
provided in this Initial Status Conference Order, these proceedings are stayed in their entirety. 
This stay shall preclude the filing of any answer, demurrer, motion to strike, or motions 
challenging the jurisdiction of the Court. However, any defendant may file a Notice of 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Spring Street Courthouse, Department 10

20STCV19395 July 8, 2020
MEREDITH MEAD vs ALCLEAR, LLC 3:12 PM

Judge: Honorable William F. Highberger CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: Patricia Flores ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 5 of 5

Appearance for purposes of identification of counsel and preparation of a service list. The filing 
of such a Notice of Appearance shall be without prejudice to any challenge to the jurisdiction of 
the Court, substantive or procedural challenges to the Complaint, without prejudice to any 
affirmative defense, and without prejudice to the filing of any cross-complaint in this action. This 
stay is issued to assist the Court and the parties in managing this “complex” case through the 
development of an orderly schedule for briefing and hearings on procedural and substantive 
challenges to the complaint and other issues that may assist in the orderly management of these 
cases. This stay shall not preclude the parties from informally exchanging documents that may 
assist in their initial evaluation of the issues presented in this case, however shall stay all 
outstanding discovery requests. 

18. SERVICE OF THIS ORDER. Plaintiff’s counsel is directed to serve a copy of this Initial 
Status Conference Order on counsel for all parties, or if counsel has not been identified, on all 
parties, within five (5) days of service of this order. If any defendant has not been served in this 
action, service is to be completed within twenty (20) days of the date of this order.

Certificate of Mailing is attached.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

COURTHOUSE ADDRESS: 
Spring Street Courthouse 
312 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER:

Meredith Mead
DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT:

Alclear, LLC

Reserved for Clerk’s File Stamp

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
CASE NUMBER:

20STCV19395

Sherri R. Carter, Executive Officer / Clerk of Court

Dated: 07/10/2020 By: P. Flores
Deputy Clerk

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 Minute Order (Court Order Re: Initial Status 
Conference) of 07/08/2020  upon each party or counsel named below by placing the document for 
collection and mailing so as to cause it to be deposited in the United States mail at the courthouse in Los 
Angeles, California, one copy of the original filed/entered herein in a separate sealed envelope to each 
address as shown below with the postage thereon fully prepaid, in accordance with standard court 
practices.

James R. Hawkins
James Hawkins APLC
9880 Research Dr Ste 200
Irvine, CA  92618
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NOTICE TO STATE COURT OF REMOVAL OF ACTION BY DEFENDANT ALCLEAR, LLC  
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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 
 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

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

Plaintiff, 

v. 

ALCLEAR, LLC and DOES 1 through 10, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.  20STCV19395 

NOTICE OF FILING OF NOTICE OF 
REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 

Dept: 10 
Judge: William F. Highberger 
 
Action Filed:  May 20, 2020 
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NOTICE TO STATE COURT OF REMOVAL OF ACTION BY DEFENDANT ALCLEAR, LLC 
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TO THE CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA FOR 

THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES:  

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on August 18, 2020, Defendant Alclear, LLC filed a 

Notice of Removal of the above-captioned action to the United States District Court for the 

Central District of California, Western Division.  A true and correct copy of the Notice of 

Removal to the United States District Court is attached hereto as Exhibit A.  A true and correct 

copy of the Notice to Adverse Party of Removal of Action to Federal Court is also attached hereto 

as Exhibit B.  The Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles is 

hereby respectfully advised to proceed no further with this matter unless the case is remanded. 

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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NOTICE TO STATE COURT OF REMOVAL OF ACTION BY DEFENDANT ALCLEAR, LLC 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am employed in the County of San Francisco, State of California.  I am over the age of 
18 and not a party to the within action.  My business address is Three Embarcadero Center, San 
Francisco, California 94111. 

On August 18, 2020, I caused to be served the following documents on the persons 
below:  

NOTICE OF FILING OF NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 

JAMES HAWKINS APLC 
James R. Hawkins, Esq. 
Isandra Fernandez, Esq. 
9880 Research Drive, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92618  

Attorneys for Plaintiff Meredith Mead 
james@jameshawkinsaplc.com 

isandra@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
Telephone: (949) 387-7200  
Facsimile: (949) 387-6676  

The documents were served by the following means: 

� (E-MAIL or ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION) By electronic service. Based 
upon a court order or an agreement of the parties to accept electronic service, I 
caused the documents to be sent to the persons at the electronic service addresses 
listed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on  August 18, 2020, at San Francisco, California.  

(Type or print name) (Signature) 

Bethannie Tamargo

X
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NOTICE TO ADVERSE PARTIES OF REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT  
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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 
 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

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

Plaintiff, 

v. 

ALCLEAR, LLC and DOES 1 through 10, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.  20STCV19395 

NOTICE TO ADVERSE PARTIES OF 
REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 

Dept: 10 
Judge: William F. Highberger 
 
Action Filed:  May 20, 2020 
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NOTICE TO ADVERSE PARTIES OF REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 
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TO ALL ADVERSE PARTIES AND TO THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on August 18, 2020, Defendant Alclear, LLC 

(“Defendant”) filed a Notice of Removal of the above-captioned action to the United States 

District Court for the Central District of California, Western Division (“Notice of Removal”).  

True and correct copies of the Notice of Removal and accompanying papers are attached hereto.  

This Notice is served upon you as counsel of record for Plaintiff in compliance with 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1446.

Dated: August 18, 2020 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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NOTICE TO ADVERSE PARTIES OF REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am employed in the County of San Francisco, State of California.  I am over the age of 
18 and not a party to the within action.  My business address is Three Embarcadero Center, San 
Francisco, California 94111. 

On August 18, 2020, I caused to be served the following documents on the persons 
below:  

NOTICE TO ADVERSE PARTIES OF REMOVAL TO FEDERAL COURT 

JAMES HAWKINS APLC 
James R. Hawkins, Esq. 
Isandra Fernandez, Esq. 
9880 Research Drive, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92618  

Attorneys for Plaintiff Meredith Mead 
james@jameshawkinsaplc.com 

isandra@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
Telephone: (949) 387-7200  
Facsimile: (949) 387-6676  

The documents were served by the following means: 

� (E-MAIL or ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION) By electronic service. Based 
upon a court order or an agreement of the parties to accept electronic service, I 
caused the documents to be sent to the persons at the electronic service addresses 
listed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on  August 18, 2020, at San Francisco, California.  

(Type or print name) (Signature) 
Bethannie Tamargo

X
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