
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

 
DAN L. BOGER, on behalf of himself and 
others similarly situated,   
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v.  
 

CITRIX SYSTEMS, INC., 
 

Defendant.                                            
 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 
 
 
 

 
Case No. 

 

      __ 

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

Preliminary Statement 

1. Plaintiff, Dan L. Boger (“Mr. Boger”) (“Plaintiff”) brings this action to enforce 

the consumer-privacy provisions of the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (“TCPA”), 47 

U.S.C. § 227, a federal statute enacted in 1991 in response to widespread public outrage about 

the proliferation of intrusive, nuisance telemarketing practices.  See Mims v. Arrow Fin. Servs., 

LLC, 132 S. Ct. 740, 745 (2012).   

2. In violation of the TCPA, Citrix Systems, Inc. (“Citrix”) (“Defendant”) initiated 

automated telemarketing calls to Mr. Boger and other putative class members without their prior 

express written consent. 

3. Also in violation of the TCPA, Citrix failed to maintain adequate procedures to 

maintain an internal Citrix do not call list.  

4. Because telemarketing campaigns generally place calls to hundreds of thousands 

or even millions of potential customers en masse, the Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of 

Case 8:19-cv-01234-LKG   Document 1   Filed 04/26/19   Page 1 of 12

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 2 

proposed nationwide classes of other persons who received illegal telemarketing calls from or on 

behalf of the Defendant. 

5. A class action is the best means of obtaining redress for the Defendant’s wide 

scale illegal telemarketing and is consistent both with the private right of action afforded by the 

TCPA and the fairness and efficiency goals of Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Parties 

6. Plaintiff Dan Boger is a resident of the state of Maryland and this District. 

7. Defendant Citrix Systems, Inc. is a corporation organized in Delaware with its 

principal place of business in Florida, and conducts business in this District, including through 

the making of telemarketing calls, as it did with the Plaintiff. 

Jurisdiction & Venue 

8. The Court has federal question subject matter jurisdiction over these TCPA 

claims.  Mims v. Arrow Fin. Servs., LLC, 132 S. Ct. 740 (2012). 

9. Venue is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) because a substantial part of 

the events or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred in this District as the telemarketing calls 

that gave rise to the Plaintiff’s claims occurred here. 

The Telephone Consumer Protection Act 

10. In 1991, Congress enacted the TCPA to regulate the explosive growth of the 

telemarketing industry.  In so doing, Congress recognized that “[u]nrestricted telemarketing … 

can be an intrusive invasion of privacy [.]”  Telephone Consumer Protection Act of 1991, Pub. L. 

No. 102-243, § 2(5) (1991) (codified at 47 U.S.C. § 227). 
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The TCPA Prohibits Automated Telemarketing Calls 

11.  The TCPA makes it unlawful “to make any call (other than a call made for 

emergency purposes or made with the prior express consent of the called party) using an 

automatic telephone dialing system or an artificial or prerecorded voice … to any telephone 

number assigned to a … cellular telephone service.”  See 47 U.S.C. § 227(b)(1)(A)(iii).  The 

TCPA provides a private cause of action to persons who receive calls in violation of 47 U.S.C. § 

227(b)(1)(A).  See 47 U.S.C. § 227(b)(3). 

12.  According to findings by the Federal Communication Commission (“FCC”), the 

agency Congress vested with authority to issue regulations implementing the TCPA, such calls 

are prohibited because, as Congress found, automated or prerecorded telephone calls are a 

greater nuisance and invasion of privacy than live solicitation calls, and such calls can be costly 

and inconvenient. 

13.  The FCC also recognized that “wireless customers are charged for incoming calls 

whether they pay in advance or after the minutes are used.”  In re Rules and Regulations 

Implementing the Tel. Consumer Prot. Act of 1991, CG Docket No. 02-278, Report and Order, 

18 F.C.C. Rcd. 14014, 14115 ¶ 165 (2003). 

14.  In 2013, the FCC required prior express written consent for all autodialed or 

prerecorded telemarketing calls (“robocalls”) to wireless numbers and residential lines.  

Specifically, it ordered that: 

[A] consumer’s written consent to receive telemarketing robocalls 
must be signed and be sufficient to show that the consumer:  (1) 
received “clear and conspicuous disclosure” of the consequences 
of providing the requested consent, i.e., that the consumer will 
receive future calls that deliver prerecorded messages by or on 
behalf of a specific seller; and (2) having received this information, 
agrees unambiguously to receive such calls at a telephone number 
the consumer designates.[] In addition, the written agreement must 
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be obtained “without requiring, directly or indirectly, that the 
agreement be executed as a condition of purchasing any good or 
service.[] 
 

In the Matter of Rules & Regulations Implementing the Tel. Consumer Prot. Act of 1991, 

27 F.C.C. Rcd. 1830, 1844 (2012) (footnotes omitted). 

The TCPA’s Internal Do Not Call List Requirements 

15.  The TCPA implementing regulations prohibit any company from initiating any 

telemarketing call unless the company has implemented internal procedures for maintaining a list 

of persons who request not to be called by the entity.  47 C.F.R. 64.1200(d).  Such internal 

procedures must meet certain minimum requirements to allow the entity to initiate telemarketing 

calls.  47 C.F.R. 64.1200(d)(1)-(6). 

16.  This includes the requirements that: 

 “Persons or entities making calls for telemarketing purposes must have a written 

policy, available upon demand, for maintaining a do-not-call list” (47 C.F.R. 

64.1200(d)(1)); 

 “Personnel engaged in any aspect of telemarketing must be informed and trained 

in the existence and use of the do-not-call list” (47 C.F.R. 64.1200(d)(2)); 

 Persons or entities making telemarketing calls must honor do-not-call requests 

within a reasonable time, not to exceed thirty days, from the date such request is 

made (47 C.F.R. 64.1200(d)(3)); 

 “A person or entity making calls for telemarketing purposes must maintain a 

record of a consumer’s request not to receive further telemarketing calls.  A do-

not-call request must be honored for 5 years from the time the request is made.” 

(47 C.F.R. 64.1200(d)(6)). 
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17.  Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 64.1200(e), the rules set forth above in 47 C.F.R. 

64.1200(d) are “applicable to any person or entity making telephone solicitations or 

telemarketing calls to wireless telephone numbers….” 

Factual Allegations 

18. Citrix sells software and related products and services for workplace productivity.     

19.  To generate business through sales, Citrix relies on telemarketing. 

20.  One of the telemarketing strategies used by Citrix involves the use of an 

automatic telephone dialing system (“ATDS”) to solicit customers through the use of a 

predictive dialer. 

21.  Citrix engages in use of this equipment because it allows for thousands of 

automated calls to be placed at one time, but its telemarketing representatives, who are paid by 

the hour, only talk to individuals who pick up the telephone. 

22.  Through this method, Citrix shifts the burden of wasted time to the consumers it 

calls with unsolicited messages. 

Calls to Mr. Boger 

23. Mr. Boger is, and at all times mentioned herein was, a “person” as defined by 

47 U.S.C. § 153(39). 

24. Mr. Boger’s telephone number, (703) 328-XXXX, is assigned to a cellular 

telephone service. 

25. Mr. Boger received five automated calls from Citrix to that number.   

26. On September 4 and 10, 2015, Citrix placed automated calls to Mr. Boger’s 

cellular telephone number, (703) 328-XXXX.  The caller each time was “Dillon” at “Citrix” and 

on each call he proceeded to promote Citrix products and services.   

Case 8:19-cv-01234-LKG   Document 1   Filed 04/26/19   Page 5 of 12

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


