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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES – SPRING STREET COURTHOUSE

RONDI BRYSON, individually and on
behalf of himself and all others similarly 
situated,

Plaintiff,

vs.

MADAME TUSSAUDS HOLLYWOOD, 
LLC, a Delaware Corporation; MERLIN 
ENTERTAINMENT GROUP U.S. 
HOLDINGS INC.; and DOES 1 through 
50, inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No.: 19STCV33514

CLASS ACTION
Assigned for All Purposes To:
Hon. David S. Cunningham
Dept.: SSC 11

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR FINAL 
APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION AND
PAGA SETTLEMENT

Date:  November 15, 2022
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: SSC 11

Complaint Filed: September 23, 2019

[PROPOSED

[PROPOSED]



- 1 –
[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL

OF CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT

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

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

This matter came before the Court on the application of Plaintiff RONDI BRYSON

(“Plaintiff”) for Final Approval of a Class Action and PAGA Settlement (“Final Approval 

Motion”) and for Award of Attorneys’ Fees, Costs, and Class Representative Enhancement 

Award. The Court considered the proposed Stipulated Agreement to Settle Individual and Class 

Claims (“Settlement Agreement”) attached as Exhibit 1 hereto and the Stipulation to Clarify 

Class Definition attached as Exhibit 4 hereto, the submissions of counsel, and all other papers 

filed in this action.  This Order incorporates, by reference, the definitions in the Settlement 

Agreement.  This matter having been submitted, and good cause appearing therefore, this Court 

HEREBY FINDS THAT:

1. Unless otherwise specified, defined terms in this Final Approval Order and

Judgment shall have the same definition as used in the Settlement Agreement.

2. The Court finds the Settlement was entered into in good faith, that it is fair,

reasonable and adequate, and that it satisfies the standards and applicable requirements for final 

approval of this class action settlement under California law, including the provisions of California 

Code of Civil Procedure section 382 and California Rules of Court, Rule 3.769.

3. With respect to the Class and for the purpose of approving the Settlement only, this

Court finds and concludes that: (a) the Class Members are ascertainable and so numerous that 

joinder of all members is impracticable; (b) there are questions of law or fact common to the Class,

and there is a well-defined community of interest among Class Members with respect to the subject 

matter of the claims in the action; (c) the claims of the Plaintiff are typical of the claims of the Class

Members; (d) the Plaintiff has fairly and adequately protected the interests of the Class Members; 

(e) a class action is superior to other available methods for an efficient adjudication of this 

controversy; and (f) the counsel of record for the Plaintiff, i.e., Class Counsel, is qualified to serve 

as counsel for the Plaintiff in his individual and representative capacity and for the Class.

4. The Parties adequately performed their obligations under the Settlement Agreement

and Preliminary Approval Order. 

5. Notice was provided to the Class Members in compliance with the Settlement

Agreement and Preliminary Approval Order, California Code of Civil Procedure section 382, 
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California Rules of Court 3.766 and 3.769, the California and United States Constitutions, and any 

other applicable law.  The notice: (i) fully and accurately informed Class Members about the 

lawsuit and Settlement; (ii) provided sufficient information so that Class Members were able to 

decide whether to opt-out and pursue their own remedies, or object to the proposed Settlement; 

(iii) provided procedures for Class Members to request exclusion from the Settlement, to state 

written objections to the proposed Settlement, to dispute the number of workweeks, and to appear 

at the hearing; and (iv) provided the time, date and place of the final fairness hearing.  

6. One Class Member has opted out of the Settlement: Mayra Gaytan.  No Class 

Members have objected to the Settlement.  

7. The Gross Settlement Amount and the means of distributing the Net Settlement 

Amount to participating Class Members are fair and reasonable in light of the nature of this case.   

8. Class Counsel, James Hawkins APLC, has provided services and benefits to absent 

Class Members and expended efforts and resources to secure the benefits, and is thus entitled to the 

requested and unopposed attorneys’ fees and costs as approved by the Court.  

9. The Class Representative, Rondi Bryson, has prosecuted this lawsuit, worked with 

counsel, undertaken the risks associated with litigation, acted to protect the Class’s interests, and 

conferred a benefit on absent Class Members, and is thus entitled to receive a service payment   

10. The appointed Settlement Administrator, ILYM Group, Inc., rendered services and 

will continue to render services, in connection with administering the notice and settlement process, 

and is thus entitled to its requested administration fees.  

11. The Gross Settlement Amount is $250,000.00, with the Net Settlement Amount to 

be paid to participating Class Members being calculated by subtracting the following amounts from 

the Gross Settlement Amount: (1) Class Counsel’s attorneys’ fees of $83,333.33; (2) Class 

Counsel’s documented costs of $13,329.71; (3) Service Award to be paid to the Class 

Representative of $7,500.00 (4) 75% of the PAGA Penalties of $12,500.00 ($9,375.00) to the 

LWDA and 25% of the PAGA Penalties ($3,125.00) to the class; and (5) the Settlement 

Administrator fees to ILYM Group, Inc. of $10,675.00.  The Net Settlement Amount which will be 
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paid as Individual Settlement Payments to participating Class Members is estimated to be 

approximately $122,661.96.  There is no reversion to Defendants. 

12. Pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699, subdivision (l)(2), the Court approves of the 

Settlement’s provisions relating to settlement of claims under the Private Attorneys General Act of 

2004, Labor Code Section 2698 et seq. (“PAGA”).  

 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. Class Members.  The Class is defined and certified as all current and former non-

exempt employees of Defendants who worked in the State of California from September 23, 2015, 

through February 7, 2022, but does not include individuals hired by Defendants for the first time 

after January 21, 2021.  

2. Class Period: The Class Period is defined as the period from September 23, 2015 

to February 7, 2022.  

3.  Binding Effect of Order.  This order applies to all claims or causes of action settled 

under the Settlement Agreement, including any claims settled under PAGA, and binds all Class 

Members who did not submit valid requests for exclusion (opt-out) from the Settlement.    

4. Plaintiff’s Release.  Plaintiff, in his individual capacity, is deemed to have released 

and discharged the Released Parties from any and all claims, known or unknown, as described in 

the Settlement Agreement, sections 5.03-5.04. 

5. Class Members’ Release.  Plaintiff and all Class Members who did not properly 

request exclusion are deemed to have released and discharged the Released Parties from all 

Released Claims under the Settlement Agreement for the Class Period.  The full and complete terms 

of the releases described in this paragraph are set forth in the Settlement Agreement, sections 5.01-

5.02.   

6. PAGA Group Release:  Plaintiff and all PAGA Group Members are deemed to 

have released and discharged the Released Parties from all Released Claims under the Settlement 

Agreement.  The full and complete terms of the releases described in this paragraph are set forth in 

the Settlement Agreement, sections 5.01 and 5.05.   
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7. Class Relief.  Defendant shall deposit the Gross Settlement Amount into the account

created by the Settlement Administrator for the benefit of the Class Members and Class Counsel, 

according to the terms of the Settlement Agreement. The Settlement Administrator shall calculate 

and distribute the Net Settlement Amount to the participating Class Members. The distribution 

shall be in accordance with the instructions and timeline set forth in the Settlement Agreement.

8. Uncashed Checks. Class Members shall have 180 days to cash their Individual

Settlement Payment checks from the date of issuance. Any individual Settlement Payment checks 

that have not been negotiated or cashed within 180 days after the date of issuance will be voided 

and shall escheat to the State of California Controller’s Office to be held in the name of the 

Settlement Class Member who is the payee of the check. (Agreement § 3.06(f).) 

9. Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.  Class Counsel is awarded $83,333.33 in attorneys’

fees and $13,329.71 in costs. Defendants, or the Settlement Administrator on Defendants’ behalf, 

must pay Class Counsel this amount according to the timeline set forth in the Settlement 

Agreement. 

10. Service Award.  Plaintiff Rondi Bryson is awarded $7,500 as a service award.

Defendant, or Settlement Administrator on Defendants’ behalf, must pay Plaintiff this amount 

according to the timeline set forth in the Agreement.

11. Payment of Settlement Administration Costs.  Payment of $10,675 shall be made

to ILYM Group, Inc. for its services as the Settlement Administrator according to the timeline set 

forth in the Agreement.

12. LWDA Payment. Payment of $9,375 shall be paid to the Labor Workforce &

Development Agency as 75% of the PAGA penalties. Defendant, or Settlement Administrator on 

Defendants’ behalf, must pay the LWDA this amount according to the timeline set forth in the 

Agreement.

13. Final Report. The Parties shall file a report concerning any uncashed checks or

other cash residue by June 9, 2023. The report shall be in the form of a declaration from the 

Settlement Administrator and shall describe: (i) the date the checks were mailed, (ii) the total 
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number of checks mailed to class members, (iii) the average amount of those checks, (iv) the 

number of checks that remain uncashed, (v) the total value of those uncashed checks, (vi) the 

average amount of the uncashed checks, and (vii) the nature and date of the disposition of those 

unclaimed funds.

14. Final Report Hearing. The Court sets a compliance hearing for August 15, 2023 at

8:30 a.m.

15. Judgment. The Court finds that there is no reason for delay and directs the Clerk

to enter judgment in accordance with the terms of this Order as of the date of this Order. 

16. Notice of Judgment. Plaintiff is to give notice to all Class Members of this Final

Approval Order and Judgment in accordance with California Rule of Court 3.771(b) by filing a 

Notice of Entry of Judgment of this Final Approval Order and Judgment with the Court.

17. Copy to LWDA.  Within 10 days of entry of this Final Approval Order and

Judgment, Plaintiff shall provide a copy of this Final Approval Order and Judgment to the LWDA,

pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699, subdivisions (l)(3) & (4). 

18. Court’s Jurisdiction.  Pursuant to the Parties’ request, California Code of Civil

Procedure section 664.6, and California Rule of Court 3.769(h), the Court retains jurisdiction over 

this action and the parties until final performance of the Agreement.

19. __________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: ____________________ By:_____________________________________________
HONORABLE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

PROPOSED

________ ______________________
ABLE JUDGE OF THE SUPER
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STIPULATION  

JAMES R. HAWKINS, CA Bar No. 192925 
james@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
CHRISTINA M. LUCIO, CA Bar No. 253677 
christina@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
JAMES HAWKINS APLC 
9880 Research Drive, Suite 200 
Irvine, California 92618 
Telephone: 949-387-7200 
Facsimile:       949-387-6676 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
RONDI BRYSON 

Sabrina L. Shadi, SBN 205405 
shsadi@bakerlaw.com 
BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP 
11601 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Telephone: 310.820.8800 
Facsimile:  310.820.8859 

Attorneys for Defendants 
MADAME TUSSAUDS HOLLYWOOD, LLC AND 
MERLIN ENTERTAINMENT GROUP U.S. 
HOLDINGS INC 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES – STANLEY MOSK COURTHOUSE 

RONDI BRYSON, individually and on behalf of 
himself and all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

MADAME TUSSAUDS HOLLYWOOD, LLC, 
a Delaware Corporation; MERLIN 
ENTERTAINMENT GROUP U.S. HOLDINGS 
INC; and DOES 1-50, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.19STCV33514 

[Assigned for all purposes to  
Hon. David Cunningham, Dept. SSC 11] 

STIPULATION TO CLARIFY CLASS 
DEFINITION AND CONTINUE FINAL 
APPROVAL HEARING; [PROPOSED] 
ORDER 

Action Filed:  September 23, 2019 
Trial Date: None 

E-Served: May 20 2022  11:55AM PDT  Via Case Anywhere
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STIPULATION 

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2022, the Court entered an order granting preliminary 

approval of the parties’ class action settlement, effective February 7, 2022; 

WHEREAS, defendants Madame Tussauds Hollywood, LLC and Merlin Entertainment 

Group U.S. Holdings Inc. (“Defendants”) endeavored in good faith to compile a complete and 

accurate list reflecting settlement class contact, social security number and workweek counts 

(“Settlement Class List”) to enable the settlement administrator, ILYM Group (“Administrator”), 

to distribute notices to the settlement class members as provided for in the parties’ Stipulated 

Agreement to Settle Individual and Class Claims (“Settlement Stipulation”); however, Defendants 

and the Administrator encountered several challenges which caused delays in completing a final 

Settlement Class List, due to, among other things, gaps in relevant data from the early part of the 

Class Period, changes in Defendants’ personnel involved with compiling the pertinent information 

and a change in the HRIS used by Defendants. 

WHEREAS, in order to support the completion of the Settlement Class List, Defendants re-

engaged the damages consultant they relied on to help prepare for the mediation in this case such 

that the consultant could merge data he previously received with data Defendants’ current HR and 

Payroll personnel could provide.  Based on analysis performed by Defendants and the consultant, 

Defendants will be prepared to provide a final Settlement Class List to the Administrator by not 

later than May 31, 2022, and the Administrator will then be able to proceed with the notice process 

pursuant to the timeline established in the Settlement Stipulation; 

WHEREAS, in connection with compiling the Settlement Class List, the parties realized 

that several months after the parties mediated and reached a settlement agreement in this case, 

when the two Madame Tussauds locations in California (which are the subject of this lawsuit) 

resumed operations due to improved COVID-related conditions, Defendants hired new employees 

who were not intended to be covered by the settlement reached in this case and who Plaintiff 

wishes to explicitly exclude to avoid dilution of the funds available to the settlement class intended 

to be covered by the Settlement Stipulation. 
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4 
[PROPOSED] ORDER  

[PROPOSED] ORDER 

The Court, having reviewed the Parties’ Stipulation to Clarify Class Definition and Continue 

Final Approval Hearing (“Stipulation”), orders as follows: 

1. The Parties’ Stipulation is approved.

2. The hearing on the Motion for Final Approval of Class Action Settlement is

continued to September 9, 2022 at 9:00 a.m. 

3. The definition of the “Class” in the Settlement Stipulation and on the Class Notice

that is to be distributed will be updated to reflect that it does not include individuals hired by 

Defendants for the first time after the parties mediated and agreed to a memorandum of 

understanding regarding the settlement of this matter on January 21, 2021.  

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Dated:   ________________         By:   ________________________________ 
The Honorable David S. Cunningham 
 Judge of the Superior Court 
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PROOF OF SERVICE;  
CASE NO. 19STCV33514 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
I am employed in Los Angeles County, California.  I am over the age of eighteen years 

and not a party to the within-entitled action.  My business address is 11601 Wilshire Boulevard, 
Suite 1400, Los Angeles, CA  90025-0509.  On May 20, 2022, I served a copy of the within 
document(s):  STIPULATION TO CLARIFY CLASS DEFINITION AND CONTINUE 
FINAL APPROVAL HEARING; [PROPOSED] ORDER 

 by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed envelope with postage thereon fully
prepaid, the United States mail at Los Angeles, California addressed as set forth below.  I
am readily familiar with the firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence for
mailing.  Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S. Postal Service on that same
day with postage thereon fully prepaid in the ordinary course of business.  I am aware that
on motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or
postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit. 

 by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed envelope and affixing a pre-paid air bill
in the care and custody of FEDERAL EXPRESS, and causing the envelope to be delivered 
to an agent for delivery on the next business day. 

 by placing document(s) listed above in the care and custody of Ace Attorney Services for
personal delivery to the person(s) at the address(es) set forth below.  Proof of service to be 
filed after completion of service. 

 VIA CASE ANYWHERE: by electronic service via Case Anywhere for the document(s)
listed above to the person(s) at the e-mail address(es) set forth below. 

James R. Hawkins, Esq. 
Christina M. Lucio, Esq. 
JAMES HAWKINS APLC 
9880 Research Drive, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92618 
Tel:  949.387.7200 
Fax:  949.387.6676 
james@jameshawkinsaplc.com 
christina@jameshawkinsaplc.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
RONDI BRYSON 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above 
is true and correct.  Executed on May 20, 2022, at Los Angeles, California. 

/s/ Hien Tran 
Hien Tran 
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PROOF OF SERVICE, COUNTY OF ORANGE

I am a resident of the State of California, County of Orange.  I am over the age of eighteen
years and not a party to the within action.  My business address is 9880 Research Drive., Suite 
200, Irvine, California 92618.

On November 18, 2022, I served on the interested parties in this action the following
document(s) entitled: 

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL
OF CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT

SERVICE LIST
Vartan Madoyan, Esq.  
Christopher M. Habashy, Esq.

BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP  11601 
Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1400 Los 
Angeles, CA 90025  
Tel: 310-820-8800
Fax: 310-820-8859
vmadoyan@bakerlaw.com
chabashy@bakerlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant 
MADAME TUSSAUDS HOLLYWOOD, LLC; MERLIN ENTERTAINMENT GROUP U.S. 
HOLDINGS INC.  

[X] STATE: I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 
above is true and correct. 

Executed on November 18, 2022, at Irvine, California.

         Irma Ceja 
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