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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

PHILIP MOELLER, on behalf of himself and all
others similarly situated,

Plaintiff, Case No.
V. Hon.
BLOCKRATIZE, INC. d/b/a POLYMARKET, Notice of Removal
ADVENTURE ONE QSS, INC. d/b/a

POLYMARKET.com,
QCX LLC d/b/a POLYMARKET US,

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE OF REMOVAL

1. Defendants Blockratize, Inc. d/b/a Polymarket, Adventure One QSS, Inc. d/b/a
Polymarket.com, and QCX LLC d/b/a Polymarket US (collectively, “Defendants”), without
waiving the right to assert any defenses available to them, remove this action from the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia to the United States District Court for the District of Columbia.
This Court has original jurisdiction over this case under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d) and the case is
removable under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1441, 1446, and 1453.

2. Removal is proper under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1441 and 1453 because this Court has
original jurisdiction under the Class Action Fairness Act of 2005 (“CAFA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d).
This action is a class action in which the putative class contains more than 100 members, minimal
diversity exists between the parties, and the amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000. Venue is
proper because this Court sits in the federal judicial district embracing the Superior Court of the

District of Columbia, the court from which this case is removed.
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BACKGROUND

3. Plaintiff Philip Moeller filed this putative class action in the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia on July 2, 2026, Case No. 2026-CAB-004615, asserting a single count for
violation of the District of Columbia Consumer Protection Procedures Act (“CPPA”), D.C. Code
§ 28-3901 et seq., against Defendants. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), copies of all process,
pleadings, orders, and other papers filed in the Superior Court and served on or obtained by
Defendants, including the Complaint, are attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

4. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants operated a prediction-market platform and, while
barred from marketing that platform to United States consumers, ran a promotional campaign in
which paid social-media creators posted videos depicting themselves making transactions on the
Polymarket platform. Plaintiff alleges that the transactions depicted in the videos were staged on
counterfeit copies of Defendants’ website, that a portion of the depicted winnings were fabricated
through edited footage, and that the creators’ affiliation with Defendants and compensation for the
videos were not disclosed to viewers. Compl. 9] 1-6, 20-35.

5. Plaintiff seeks to represent a class defined as all District of Columbia residents who
signed up for and funded a Polymarket account during the applicable statute of limitations period
through the date of class certification. Compl. § 39. Plaintiff alleges the class likely numbers in
the thousands and seeks treble damages, statutory damages, punitive damages, restitution,
disgorgement, injunctive relief, attorneys’ fees, and costs on behalf of himself and the putative
class. Compl. )41, 61-62.

6. This action is removable to this Court under the Class Action Fairness Act, 28
U.S.C. § 1332(d), because it is a putative class action in which minimal diversity exists between
Plaintiff and the putative class, all of whom are alleged to be District of Columbia citizens, and

Defendants, none of whom is alleged to be a District of Columbia citizen. The putative class
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exceeds 100 members and the aggregate amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of
interest and costs.

7. Removal is timely. Defendants executed a waiver of service of the summons and
complaint on August 10, 2026. Under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b), a defendant must file a notice of
removal within 30 days of service of the initial pleading. See Mohammed v. Cooper, 2023 WL
4547995 (D.D.C. July 14, 2023) (holding removal period “does not run until a defendant is brought
under the court's authority by formal service of process (or waiver of such service) ... even if the
defendant knows about the suit earlier and has obtained copy of the complaint”). Removal is

therefore timely.

GROUNDS FOR REMOVAL

8. This Court has original jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1332(d)(2)(A) because there is minimal diversity of citizenship between Plaintiff and Defendants,
and the amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000 exclusive of interest and costs. Pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1441(a), a civil action filed in state court may be removed to the federal district court if
the federal court would have had original jurisdiction over the action. As explained below, this
Court has diversity jurisdiction over this action.

A. THIS ACTION IS A COVERED CLASS ACTION

0. CAFA defines “class action” as “any civil action filed under Rule 23 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure or similar State statute or rule of judicial procedure authorizing an action
to be brought by 1 or more representative persons as a class action.” 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(1)(B).
The present action satisfies that definition by its own terms.

10. The caption designates the filing a “CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT,” and Plaintiff
states that he brings this action “on behalf of himself and a class of those similarly situated.”

Compl. at 1. The Complaint contains a dedicated section titled “Class Action allegations™ that
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defines the proposed class and pleads numerosity, commonality, predominance, typicality,
adequacy, and superiority, tracking the elements required for class certification under Superior
Court Rule 23. Compl. 99 39-46. The Prayer for Relief likewise asks the Court to “[c]ertif[y] the
proposed Class,” name Plaintiff “as the representative of the Class,” and appoint Plaintiff’s counsel
as “Class Counsel.” This action is therefore a “class action” for purposes of CAFA removal.

11. CAFA also requires that the aggregate number of proposed class members be at
least 100. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B). The Complaint alleges that Defendants’ marketing
campaign “reached more than 140 million views across social-media platforms” directed at United
States users, including District of Columbia residents. Compl. § 41. Plaintiff further alleges that
“[t]here are likely thousands of Class members.” Id. These allegations, offered by Plaintiff
himself, establish that the putative class comfortably exceeds CAFA’s 100-member threshold.

B. MINIMAL DIVERSITY IS SATISFIED

12. CAFA requires only minimal diversity—that is, that any member of the plaintiff
class be a citizen of a state different from any defendant. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A).

13.  Plaintiff is a natural person and a resident and citizen of Washington, D.C.
Defendants are Blockratize, Inc. (“Blockratize™), Adventure One QSS (“Adventure One”), and
QCX LLC (“QCX).

14.  Blockratize is a Delaware corporation headquartered in New York. It is a citizen
of Delaware and New York for purposes of diversity jurisdiction. See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(c)(1)
(stating that a corporation is “a citizen of every State and foreign state by which it has been
incorporated and of the State or foreign state where it has its principal place of business™).

15.  Adventure One is a Panamanian corporation alleged to be headquartered in New

York. Itis a citizen of Panama and New York for purposes of diversity jurisdiction. See id.
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16. QCX is a Delaware-registered limited liability company. As an LLC, QCX takes
the citizenship of its members. Lopes v. JetsetDC, LLC, 994 F. Supp. 2d 135, 143 (D.D.C. 2014)
(“As an LLC, diversity jurisdiction in a suit by or against the entity depends on the citizenship of
all the members.”) (citation omitted). The sole member of QCX is QCL Quad Code USA
Corporation, which is a citizen of Delaware and New York, and the ultimate parent of QCX is
Blockratize, which is also a citizen of Delaware and New York. Accordingly, Defendant QCX
LLC is a citizen of Delaware and New York for purposes of diversity jurisdiction.

17. At minimum, at least one putative class member—Moeller, a citizen of
Washington, D.C.—is a citizen of a different state from at least one Defendant, satisfying 28
U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A).

C. THE AMOUNT IN CONTROVERSY EXCEEDS $5,000,000

18. The aggregate amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).
If plaintiff pleads the amount-in-controversy in good faith, it controls. Info. Strategies, Inc. v.
Dumosch, 13 F. Supp. 3d 135, 140 (D.D.C. 2014). For a court to reject the amount-in-controversy
claimed by the plaintiff, “it must appear to a legal certainty that the claim is really for less than the
jurisdictional amount.” Id. (“Even a ‘cursory’ allegation of the amount in controversy, if it
exceeds the jurisdictional requirement, is sufficient to evade dismissal.”); see also Dart Cherokee
Basin Operating Co., LLC v. Owens, 574 U.S. 81, 89 (2014) (“[A] defendant’s notice of removal
need include only a plausible allegation that the amount in controversy exceeds the jurisdictional
threshold.”). Defendants easily meet that burden here.

19. To determine whether the matter in controversy exceeds CAFA’s $5 million

jurisdictional threshold, the claims of the individual class members, both named or unnamed, who
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fall within the definition of the proposed or certified class, must be aggregated. Standard Fire Ins.
Co. v. Knowles, 568 U.S. 588, 592 (2013).

20. Plaintiff seeks treble damages, statutory damages, and punitive damages under D.C.
Code 28-3905(k) on behalf of a class Plaintiff alleges is in the “thousands.” Compl. §J41. Plaintiff
further alleges that the class consists of “[a]ll District of Columbia residents who signed up for and
funded an account on Polymarket” during the relevant period. Id. § 39.

21. The CPPA, through D.C. Code 28-3905(k), permits statutory damages independent
of any showing of actual loss. Under the CPPA, Plaintiff is entitled to recover treble damages or
$1,500 per violation, whichever is greater. D.C. Code § 28-3905(k)(2); see also McMullen v.
Synchrony Bank, 82 F. Supp. 3d 133, 139 (D.D.C. 2015) (determining amount in controversy for
CPPA violations under CAFA). Plaintiff seeks such damages on behalf of the class. Compl. at
62.

22. The Complaint alleges at least six separate violations of the CPPA. See 9 53
(alleged violation of § 28-3904(a)); 9 54 (alleged violation of § 28-3904(e)); 9§ 55 (alleged violation
of § 28-3904(b)); 9 56 (alleged violation of § 28-3904(¥)); 9 57 (alleged violation of § 28-3904(f-
1)); 9 58 (alleged violation of § 28-3904(h)).

23. As a result, for each class member, the alleged claim is whichever is greater of
either (i) $9,000 (i.e., the statutory minimum of $1,500 per violation for six alleged violations) or
(i) treble damages. See Cannon v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 908 F. Supp. 2d 110, 114 (D.D.C.
2012) (“[The Complaint] lists ten separate violations of the CPPA. Am. Compl. § 75 (alleging
violations of D.C.Code § 28-3904(e), (h), (1), (j), (k), (1), (q), (1), (t), and (u)). Ten violations of
the statute with damages of $1,500 per violation for each of the 738 members of the class amounts

to a total of $11,070,000—more than double the amount in controversy necessary under the
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CAFA.”); McMullen, 82 F. Supp. 3d at 139-40 (finding that “the twenty-four CPPA violations
alleged by McMullen multiplied by $1,500 results in statutory damages of $36,000.00” and that
the $5 million threshold was satisfied given there were “at least 367 class members”).

24. To determine the amount in controversy, the average class member’s claim is
multiplied by the number of class members. See McMullen, 82 F. Supp. 3d at 139-140. Plaintiff
alleges there are “thousands” of class members. 9 41. Even if the Court, “to be safe,” were to
“round down” to just one thousand class members—rather than thousands, plural, as Plaintiff
alleges—that would result in an amount in controversy of $9,000,000 (i.e., $9,000 per class
member, based on six alleged CPPA violations). Pleznac v. Equity Residential Mgmt., L.L.C.,
2018 WL 10196622, at *3 (D.D.C. May 8, 2018) (rounding down from 4,962 to 4,000 members
and finding amount-in-controversy requirement still satisfied). The jurisdictional threshold of $5
million in controversy is clearly satisfied based solely on minimum statutory damages, and without
even considering other relief sought which further confirms the threshold is satisfied.

25.  Plaintiff separately seeks punitive damages on behalf of the class. Punitive
damages sought in a complaint are properly included in the amount in controversy calculation for
removal purposes, regardless of the ultimate merit of the claim for such damages. Bronner on
Behalf of Am. Studies Assoc. v. Duggan, 962 F.3d 596, 611 (D.C. Cir. 2020) (“[P]Junitive damages
should be considered in determining the jurisdictional amount in controversy.”) (citation omitted).

26. Courts applying due process principles to punitive damages recognize a single-digit
ratio as the benchmark for what a punitive award may bear to the underlying compensatory or
statutory damages figure. See State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co. v. Campbell, 538 U.S. 408, 425
(2003); Thomas v. Nat. Legal Pro. Assoc., 594 F. Supp. 2d 31, 33 (D.D.C. 2009) (applying 6.5:1

ratio between punitive and compensatory damages). Even applying a conservative 1:1 ratio to the
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statutory damages figure would make the amount-in-controversy at least $18 million for a class of
just one thousand members (i.e., $9 million in statutory damages and $9 million in punitive
damages)—Iet alone a class of “thousands,” as Plaintiff alleges (] 41). Indeed, solely considering
minimum statutory damages and punitive damages at a 1:1 ratio, a class of just 278 members
would still result in an amount in controversy of $5,004,000, exceeding the $5 million threshold.

27. Plaintiff further seeks a permanent injunction requiring Defendants to alter their
marketing practices. Compl. § 62. The value of injunctive relief for amount in controversy
purposes may be measured by the cost of compliance to the defendant, which, given the scope of
the marketing practices at issue as alleged in the Complaint, would further support the amount in
controversy here. See GEO Specialty Chemicals, Inc. v. Husisian, 951 F. Supp. 2d 32, 39-40
(D.D.C. 2013) (“The value of injunctive relief for determining the amount in controversy can be
calculated as the cost to the defendant.”).

28.  Plaintiff also seeks an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees under D.C. Code 28-
3905(k)(2), which authorizes fee-shifting to a prevailing CPPA plaintiff. Compl. §62. Where, as
here, a governing statute provides for an award of attorneys’ fees, a reasonable estimate of the fees
likely to be incurred over the life of the litigation is properly included in the amount in controversy
calculation for purposes of removal. See Info. Strategies, Inc. v. Dumosch, 13 F. Supp. 3d 135,
144 (D.D.C. 2014) (“Attorney fees are part of the amount in controversy if they are provided for
by statute.”). This court has looked to the Laffey rates as evidence of appropriate rates for attorneys
in complex civil litigation. See D.L. v. District of Columbia, 924 F.3d 585, 589-90 (D.C. Cir.
2019). The lowest of the rates in the Laffey Matrix' is currently $508. The D.C. Court of Appeals

previously approved an attorney fee award of $425,916.25 for a case taken through trial at a time

' Laffey Matrix, www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html
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Laffey rates were less than half what they are at present. See Dist. Cablevision L.P. v. Bassin, 828
A.2d 714, 718, 733 (D.C. 2003) (affirming $425,916.25 attorney fee award in CPPA action filed
in 1994); Laffey Matrix (reflecting lowest rates of $185-$227 from 1994 through 2002, as opposed
to lowest rate of $508 as of June 2025 to May 2026). As such, $1 million is a conservative and
reasonable estimation of the attorneys’ fees that should be included in the amount in controversy.
Courts routinely employ much higher estimates. E.g., Lopez v. First Student, Inc., 427 F. Supp.
3d 1230, 1238 (C.D. Cal. 2019) (denying motion to remand and rejecting arguments that 25% of
aggregate damages estimate of attorneys fees was excessive, and noting the 25% as a
“benchmark”).

29. Given the scope of the putative class, which Plaintiff alleges numbers in the
thousands, Compl. §41, and the multi-year litigation likely required to resolve a certified consumer
class action, a reasonable estimate of attorney’s fees would further support the amount in
controversy already established.

30.  Based solely on the allegations in the Complaint, and without any concession as to
liability or damages, the aggregate amount in controversy, comprising statutory damages, treble
damages, punitive damages, and injunctive relief sought on behalf of a class Plaintiff alleges to be
in the thousands, plausibly and in good faith exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of interest and costs,
satisfying 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).

D. NO CAFA EXCEPTION APPLIES

31. The burden of establishing any exception rests with the party seeking remand. See
McMullen v. Synchrony Bank, 82 F. Supp. 3d 133, 138 (D.D.C. 2015) (“Once a party establishes
that CAFA’s basic jurisdictional requirements are satisfied, the burden shifts to the party seeking

remand to establish that a CAFA exception applies.”).
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32. Neither the home-state exception nor the local-controversy exception, 28 U.S.C. §
1332(d)(4), divests this Court of jurisdiction.

33.  Home-State Exception. The home-state exception requires remand if two-thirds or
more of the putative class members and the primary defendants are citizens of the state in which
the action was filed. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4)(B); Demetro v. Vaughan McLean, LLC, 2024 WL
6988711, at *1 (D.D.C. Dec. 2, 2024). No Defendant is alleged to be a citizen of Washington,
D.C., Compl. 99 11-13, so the Home-State Exception does not apply.

34.  Local Controversy Exception. The local controversy exception requires, among
other things, that at least one Defendant be a “citizen of the State in which the action was originally
filed.” 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4)(A) & (B); McMullen, 82 F. Supp. 3d at 140-141. Because no
Defendant is a citizen of the District of Columbia, the exception does not apply.

RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

35.  Nothing in this Notice of Removal shall be interpreted as a waiver or
relinquishment of Defendants’ right to assert any defense or affirmative matter, including any
defense available under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12, or any other procedural or substantive defense available
under State or Federal Law. Likewise, Defendants’ statements about the amount in controversy
are not an admission about Plaintiff’s damages. See, e.g., Raskas v. Johnson & Johnson, 719 F.3d
884, 888 (8th Cir. 2013) (collecting cases). Defendant reserves the right to amend or supplement
this Notice of Removal.

NOTICE TO SUPERIOR COURT AND PLAINTIFF

36. Counsel for Defendants certifies under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d) that copies of this
Notice of Removal will be promptly filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court of the District of

Columbia and promptly served on counsel for Plaintiff.
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CONCLUSION

37.  For the foregoing reasons, Defendants respectfully remove this action from the
Superior Court of the District of Columbia to the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia.

38.  Should Plaintiff move to remand this case, Defendants respectfully request an
opportunity to respond more fully in writing, including submitting additional declarations and

authority, or conducting jurisdictional discovery as necessary.

Dated: September 2, 2026 /s/ Avi Perry
Avi Perry (DC Bar No. 90023480)
QUINN EMANUEL

URQUHART & SULLIVAN, LLP

555 13th Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20004
Telephone: (202) 538-8000
aviperry@quinnemanuel.com

Nicolas G. Keller (DC Bar No. 90024950)
QUINN EMANUEL

URQUHART & SULLIVAN, LLP
295 5th Avenue, 9th Floor
New York, New York 10016
Telephone: (212) 849-7000
nicolaskeller@quinnemanuel.com

Attorneys for Defendants
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that on September 2, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was
served on the counsel of record for Plaintiff listed below, via email:

Edward W. Ciolko (Bar No. 985110)
Julian Jiggetts (Bar No. 1739066)
Jennifer S. Czeisler
STERLINGTON, PLLC

228 Park Avenue South, Suite 97956,
New York, New York 10003

Tel.: (212) 433-2993
edward.ciolko@sterlingtonlaw.com
julian.jiggetts@sterlingtonlaw.com
jen.czeisler@sterlingtonlaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff

/s/ Avi Perry
Avi Perry
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Listed below are tips for completing the civil cover sheet. These tips coincide with the Roman Numerals on the cover sheet.

L COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF/DEFENDANT (b) County of residence: Use 11001 to indicate plaintiff if resident
of Washington, DC, 88888 if plaintiff is resident of United States but not Washington, DC, and 99999 if plaintiff is outside the United States.

II1. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES: This section is completed only if diversity of citizenship was selected as the Basis of Jurisdiction
under Section II.

Iv. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT: The assignment of a judge to your case will depend on the category you select that best
represents the primary cause of action found in your complaint. You may select only one nature of suit. For nature of suit descriptions, see here.

VI CAUSE OF ACTION: Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing and write a brief statement of the primary cause.

VIIIL. RELATED CASE(S), IF ANY: If you indicated that there is a related case, you must complete a related case form, which may be obtained from

the Clerk’s Office.

Because of the need for accurate and complete information, you should ensure the accuracy of the information provided prior to signing the form.





