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KATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN LLP 
Tami Kameda Sims (CA 245628) 

tami.sims@katten.com  
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2600 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012 
T: (310) 788-4400 | F: (310) 788-4471 

 
Attorneys for Defendant, 
WW INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

WESTERN DIVISION 

 

and on behalf of all others similarly 
situated,  
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
WW INTERNATIONAL, INC., dba 
WEIGHT WATCHERS, a Virginia 
Corporation, and DOES 1 through 50, 
inclusive,  
 
  Defendants.  
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF 
ACTION BY DEFENDANT WW 
INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332 
1441 

 

SANDRA QUINTANILLA individually  )     CASE NO.: 2:20-cv-06843 
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1 

NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF ACTION 

TO THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT AND TO PLAINTIFF 

AND HER COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332 and 1441, 

defendant WW International, Inc. (“WW”) removes to the United States District Court 

for the Central District of California, Western Division, the state court action 

described below. Removal is based upon the following grounds.  

I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND. 

1. On June 10, 2020, Plaintiff Sandra Quintanilla filed a class action 

complaint against WW in the Superior Court of the State of California for Ventura 

County. The complaint is captioned Quintanilla v. WW International, Inc., Case No. 

56-2020-00542259-CU-MC-VTA, and has been assigned to the Honorable Vincent J. 

O’Neill in Department 41. On June 25, 2020, Plaintiff filed her First Amended 

Complaint (“FAC”), accompanied with an affidavit of venue by Plaintiff. (See Ex. 4). 

On June 25, 2020, Plaintiff sent by certified regular mail to WW a copy of the FAC 

and affidavit. A true and correct copy of the FAC is included in Exhibit 4, which is 

attached hereto this Notice.1  

2. WW’s agent for service of process received a copy the FAC, without a 

summons, on June 29, 2020 by regular United States mail. (Kaplan Decl. ¶ 4). On July 

7, 2020, WW’s agent for service of process received a copy of the FAC, with a 

summons, by personal service. (Id.; See Exs. 5-6.)   

3. On July 8, 2020, the case was designated as a complex case and was 

assigned to the Ventura Superior Court Complex Track. (See Ex. 7).  

4. At the time of removal, WW had not answered or otherwise responded to 

the FAC. There is a case management conference scheduled for September 28, 2020, 

                                                 
1 Exhibit Nos. 1-10 consists of true and correct copies of all process, pleadings, and 
orders served on WW in the Quintanilla action. (Declaration of Seth Kaplan (“Kaplan 
Decl.”) ¶ 6). 
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2 
NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF ACTION 

regarding the Complex Case designation. WW does not believe that any further 

proceedings have occurred in the state court action.  

II. JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT. 

5. This is a civil class action of which this Court has original jurisdiction 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332. WW is authorized to remove this action pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 1441(a) and 28 U.S.C. § 1453.  

6. As set forth in greater detail below, this action satisfies each of the 

requirements for jurisdiction set forth in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d): (a) there are over 100 

alleged class members in Plaintiff’s proposed class (id. § 1332(d)(5)(B)); (b) the 

combined alleged claims of all potential class members, in the aggregate, exceed 

$5,000,000 (id. § 1332(d)(2));2 and (c) the requisite diversity exists (id. § 

1332(d)(2)(A)).  

7. “A plaintiff’s allegations may satisfy [the Class Action Fairness Act’s 

(“CAFA”)] numerosity requirement.” See Clay v. Chobani LLC, No. 14-cv-2258-

BEN-DBH, 2015 WL 4743891, at *3 (S.D. Cal. Aug. 10, 2015) (citing Kuxhausen v. 

BMW Fin. Servs. NA LLC, 707 F.3d 1136, 1140 (9th Cir. 2013)).  

8. Plaintiff purports to bring claims on behalf of “[a]ll individuals in the 

United States who paid monthly membership fees” from March 17, 2020 “to a date to 

be determined.” (FAC ¶ 17). Plaintiff further purports to bring a claim on behalf of a 

subclass of “[a]ll individuals in California who paid monthly membership fees” from 

March 17, 2020 “to a date to be determined.” (Id.). Plaintiff asserts that “[t]he Class 

members consists of thousands, if not hundreds of thousands of [WW] customers.” 
                                                 
2 WW disputes that Plaintiff and the purported class members are entitled to any 
relief. Of course, for the purposes of this removal analysis, “[t]he question is not what 
damages the plaintiff will recover, but what amount is ‘in controversy’ between the 
parties.” Brill v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., 427 F.3d 446, 448 (7th Cir. 2005); 
Korn v. Polo Ralph Lauren Corp., 536 F. Supp. 2d 1199, 1205 (E.D. Cal. 2008). “The 
jurisdictional requirement is satisfied if either party can gain or lose the jurisdictional 
amount.” Nelson v. Bic USA, Inc., No. 07-cv-2367-LAB (RBB), 2008 WL 906049, at 
*4 (S.D. Cal. Apr. 1, 2008).  
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3 
NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF ACTION 

(Id. at ¶ 19). Thus, on the face of the FAC, the proposed class exceeds 100 members 

as required by 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B).  

9. The requisite minimal diversity also exists. See 28 U.S.C. § 

1332(d)(2)(A). WW was, at the time the lawsuit was filed, and is currently a Virginia 

corporation with its principal place of business in New York, NY. (Kaplan Decl. ¶ 5; 

FAC ¶ 8). Plaintiff alleges that she is a citizen and resident of California. (FAC ¶ 7). 

Minimal diversity therefore exists. 

10. The amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of interest and 

costs. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2). Under CAFA, “the claims of the individual class 

members shall be aggregated to determine whether the matter in controversy exceeds 

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

1332(d)(6).  

11. To determine the amount in controversy, the Court assumes that the 

allegations in the operative pleading are true and that a jury will return a verdict for 

the Plaintiff on all such claims. See Cain v. Hartford Life & Accident Ins. Co., 890 F. 

Supp. 2d 1246, 1249 (C.D. Cal. 2012) (“The ultimate inquiry is what amount is put ‘in 

controversy’ by the plaintiff’s complaint, not what a defendant will actually owe.”) 

(emphasis and internal quotation marks omitted).  

12. Here, as set forth under the FAC’s Prayer for Relief (FAC § VII) it is 

clear that the amount in controversy exceeds $5 million. Plaintiff seeks relief of an 

“unlimited”3 monetary value, including:  

a. compensatory damages in amounts to be determined by the Court 

and/or jury;   

b. restitution and all other forms of equitable monetary relief;     

c. injunctive relief as pleaded or as the Court may deem proper;    

d. reasonable attorneys’ fees; and    

e. other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

                                                 
3 (See Ex. 2, Civil Cover Sheet).  
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4 
NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF ACTION 

13. Plaintiff herself alleges that WW has allegedly unlawfully and unfairly 

profited “tens of millions of dollars” (FAC ¶ 16), demonstrating on the face of the 

FAC that the amount in controversy substantially exceeds the $5 million threshold. 

See Dart Cherokee Basin Operating Co., LLC v. Owens, 574 U.S. 81, 83-84 (2014) 

(explaining that “[i]f the plaintiff's complaint, filed in state court, demands monetary 

relief of a stated sum, that sum, if asserted in good faith, is ‘deemed to be the amount 

in controversy’”) (citing 28 U.S.C. § 1446(c)(2); Clay, 2015 WL 4743891, at * 2 

(finding the amount of controversy met where “[a]ssuming the allegations of the 

Complaint are true, the putative class is entitled to the ‘tens of millions of dollars’ that 

Defendants have collected”); Cain, 890 F. Supp. 2d at 1249 (finding defendant met 

the amount in controversy requirement “based on the damages for breach of contract 

and bad faith asserted in the Complaint”).   

14. Plaintiff’s request for reasonable attorneys’ fees must also be considered 

part of the amount in controversy. See Gibson v. Chrysler Corp., 261 F.3d 927, 946 

(9th Cir. 2001); see also See Guglielmino v. McKee Foods Corp., 506 F.3d 696, 700 

(9th Cir. 2007) (noting that “Section 1332(a)’s amount-in-controversy required 

excludes only ‘interest and costs’ and therefore includes attorneys’ fees); Yeroushalmi 

v. Blockbuster Inc., Case No. 05-cv-2550-AHM(RCX), 2005 WL 2083008, at *5 

(C.D. Cal. July 1, 2005) (holding that “it is proper [under the Class Action Fairness 

Act] to consider the cost of injunctive relief, potential punitive damages, and 

attorney’s fees”).     

15. Venue is proper in the United States District Court for the Central 

District of California, Western Division, as this is the District and division embracing 

the place where the State Court Action is pending (i.e., Ventura County). (See Ex. 4); 

28 U.S.C. § 1441(a).   

Case 1:20-cv-06261-UA   Document 1   Filed 07/30/20   Page 5 of 7



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

 
 

5 
NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF ACTION 

IV.   REMOVAL PROCEDURE 

16. WW has complied with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a) by attaching hereto as 

Exhibit Nos. 1-10 all process, pleadings, and orders it received in the state court 

action. 

17. This Notice of Removal is timely pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b) 

because it is filed within 30 days of WW’s receipt of the initial pleading. “Receipt” 

means proper service as required by state law. See Murphy Bros., Inc. v. Michetti Pipe 

Stringing, Inc., 526 U.S. 344, 347-48 (1999). Plaintiff served WW with the summons 

and FAC via personal service on July 7, 2020. See Exs. 6, 9; Murphy Bros., Inc., 526 

U.S. at 347-48 (holding a “defendant’s time to remove is triggered by simultaneous 

service of the summons and complaint”); see also Anderson v. State Farm Mut. Auto. 

Ins. Co., 917 F.3d 1126, 1129-30 (9th Cir. 2019); Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 415.10.4 

WW filed this Notice of Removal on July 29, 2020, well within the 30-day deadline 

provided by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b).  

18. WW will promptly give written notice of this Notice to Plaintiff and will 

file a copy of this notice with the clerk of the Superior Court for the County of 

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

WHEREFORE, WW prays that the above action, formerly pending against it in 

the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Ventura, be removed to 

this Court. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated:  July 30, 2020 KATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN LLP 
 
 

 By:   /s/ Tami Kameda Sims 
 

Tami Kameda Sims  
Attorneys for Defendant, 
WW INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

                                                 
4 Because the FAC received on June 29, 2020, by mail was not accompanied with a 
summons, this was not effective service. Even if a summons had been included, 
pursuant to California law, the FAC would have been deemed served on WW on July 
5, 2020, ten (10) days after it was mailed. See Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 415.40. 
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF ACTION 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I declare that I am over the age of eighteen (18) and not a party to this action.  

My business address is 2029 Century Park East, Suite 2600, Los Angeles, California 

90067. 

On July 30, 2020, I served the following document:  NOTICE OF 

REMOVAL OF ACTION BY DEFENDANT WW INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332 1441 on the interested parties in this action by 

placing a true and correct copy of each document thereof, enclosed in a sealed 

envelope, addressed as follows:  
 
 James R. Hawkins, Esq. 
 Gregory Mauro, Esq. 
 Michael Calvo, Esq. 
 JAMES HAWKINS APLC 
 9880 Research Drive, Ste. 200 
 Irvine, CA  92618 
 james@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
 greg@jameshawkinssaplc.com 
 michael@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
 

(X) (BY OVERNIGHT COURIER) I caused the above-referenced 

document(s) to be delivered to an overnight courier service (Federal Express), for 

delivery to the above address(es). 

 

Executed on July 30, 2020 at Los Angeles, California. 

 (X) (Federal) I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar 

of this court at whose direction the service was made. 

 

 

 
     _______________________________ 
      Paula R. Phillips 
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Complaint  

Filed June 10, 2020  
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