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Plaintiff Samuel Abrego, individually, and on behalf of others similarly situated, alleges 

as follows: 

NATURE OF ACTION AND INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 

1. Plaintiffs Samuel Abrego (“Plaintiff Abrego”) and Miguel Pichardo (“Plaintiff 

Pichardo”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”) bring this putative class and representative action 

pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, Cal. Lab. Code. § 2698 et seq., against 

defendants Stericycle, Inc., and DOES 1 through 20, inclusive (collectively, “Defendants”), on 

behalf of themselves individually and on behalf of California citizens who are and were 

employed by Defendants as non-exempt employees throughout California. 

2. Defendants are in the business of waste disposal.  

3. Through this action, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants have engaged in a 

systematic pattern of wage and hour violations under the California Labor Code and Industrial 

Welfare Commission (“IWC”) Wage Orders, all of which contribute to Defendants’ deliberate 

unfair competition. 

4. Plaintiffs are informed and believes, and thereon allege, that Defendants have 

increased their profits by violating state wage and hour laws by, among other things: 

(a) failure to provide business expense reimbursements;  

(b) failure to maintain accurate time and pay records;  

(c) failure to timely pay all wages during employment;  

(d) failure to pay wages upon separation of employment;  

(e) failure to provide one day’s rest in seven;  

(f) failure to pay for the cost of physical examinations and drug testing;  

(g) denial or withholding of wages due;  

(h) payment of wages lower than required by statute;  

(i) unlawful non-solicitation agreements;  

(j) failure to pay overtime;  

(k) failure to pay minimum wages;  

(l) failure to provide and record meal periods; 
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(m) failure to authorize and permit rest periods;  

(n) failure to provide and maintain accurate wage statements;  

(o) failure to provide notice of paid sick leave rights; and 

(p) unlawful deductions from wages. 

5. Plaintiffs seek relief against Defendants on behalf of themselves, all others 

similarly situated in California and the State of California to recover, among other things, 

unpaid wages and benefits, interest, attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses, and penalties pursuant 

to Labor Code §§ 201-203, 204, 210, 216, 216.5, 221-223, 225.5, 226, 226.3, 226.7, 226.8, 

233, 234, 245-248.5, 256, 432.5, 432.7, 510, 511, 512, 551, 552, 558, 558.1, 1024.5, 1174, 

1174.5, 1182.12, 1194, 1194.2, 1197, 1197.1, 1198-1199, 2810.5, 2802, 2698, et seq., Business 

and Professions Code § 16600, Code of California Civil Procedure § 1021.5 and all applicable 

Wage Orders. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

6. This is a class action pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 382. The 

monetary damages and restitution sought by Plaintiff exceeds the minimal jurisdictional limits 

of the Superior Court and will be established according to proof at trial. 

7. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to the California 

Constitution, Article VI, § 10, which grants the Superior Court original jurisdiction in all 

causes, except those given by statutes to other courts.  The statutes under which this action is 

brought do not specify any other basis for jurisdiction. 

8. This Court has jurisdiction over all Defendants because, upon information and 

belief, they are citizens of California, have sufficient minimum contacts in California, or 

otherwise intentionally avail themselves of the California market so as to render the exercise of 

jurisdiction over them by the California courts consistent with traditional notions of fair play 

and substantial justice. 

9. Venue is proper in this Court because, upon information and belief, Defendants 

reside, transact business, or have offices in this county, and the acts and omissions alleged 

herein took place in this county. 
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THE PARTIES 

10. Plaintiff Abrego is a resident of California and worked for Defendants in 

California during the relevant time periods as alleged herein.       

11. Plaintiff Pichardo is a resident of California and worked for Defendants in 

California during the relevant time periods alleged herein. 

12. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege that at all times 

hereinafter mentioned, Defendants were and are subject to the Labor Code and IWC Wage 

Orders as employers, whose employees were and are engaged throughout this county and the 

State of California. 

13. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege that STERICYCLE, INC. 

was and is a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose 

employees are engaged throughout this country, the State of California, or various states of the 

United States of America. 

14. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege that STERICYCLE 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS, INC. was and is a Delaware corporation, and at all times 

hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county, the 

State of California, or the various states of the United States of America. 

15. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege that STERICYCLE 

SPECIALTY WASTE SOLUTIONS, INC. was and is a Delaware corporation, and at all times 

hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county, the 

State of California, or the various states of the United States of America. 

16. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege that CLEAN EARTH 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS, INC. was and is a Delaware corporation, and at all times 

hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county, the 

State of California, or the various states of the United States of America. 

17. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege that SHRED-IT USA 

LLC was and is a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, 
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an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county, the State of California, or 

the various states of the United States of America. 

18. Plaintiffs are unaware of the true names or capacities of the defendants sued 

herein under the fictitious names DOES 1 through 20, but will seek leave of this Court to 

amend this Complaint and serve such fictitiously named defendants once their names and 

capacities become known. 

19. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DOES 1 through 20 

are or were the partners, agents, owners, shareholders, managers, or employees of Defendants 

at all relevant times.  

20. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that each defendant acted 

in all respects pertinent to this action as the agent of the other defendant, carried out a joint 

scheme, business plan, or policy in all respects pertinent hereto, and the acts of each defendant 

are legally attributable to the other defendant. Furthermore, defendants in all respects acted as 

the employer and/or joint employer of Plaintiffs and the class members. 

21. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that each and all of the 

acts and omissions alleged herein were performed by, or are attributable to, Defendants and/or 

DOES 1 through 20, acting as the agent or alter ego for the other, with legal authority to act on 

the other’s behalf. The acts of any and all Defendants were in accordance with, and represent, 

the official policy of Defendants. 

22. At all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, acted within the scope of 

such agency or employment, or ratified each and every act or omission complained of herein. 

At all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, aided and abetted the acts and omissions of 

each and all the other Defendants in proximately causing the damages herein alleged. 

23. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that each of said 

Defendants is in some manner intentionally, negligently, or otherwise responsible for the acts, 

omissions, occurrences, and transactions alleged herein. 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 
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24. Plaintiff Abrego brings this action under Code of Civil Procedure § 382 on 

behalf of himself and all others similarly situated who were affected by Defendants’ Labor 

Code, Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, and IWC Wage Order violations. 

25. All claims alleged herein arise under California law for which Plaintiff Abrego 

seeks relief authorized by California law. 

26. Plaintiff Abrego’s proposed class consists of and is defined as follows: 

Class 

All California citizens currently or formerly employed by Defendants as non-

exempt employees in the State of California within four years prior to the filing of 

this action to the date the class is certified (“Class”).   

27. Plaintiff Abrego also seeks to certify the following subclass of employees: 

Waiting Time Subclass 

All Class Members who separated their employment with Defendants at any time 

within three years prior to the filing of this action to the date the class is certified 

(“Subclass” or “Waiting Time Subclass”).     

28. Plaintiff Abrego reserves the right to modify or re-define the Class, establish 

additional subclasses, or modify or re-define any class or subclass definition as appropriate 

based on investigation, discovery, and specific theories of liability. 

29. Members of the Class and the Subclass described above will be collectively 

referred to as “Class Members.” 

30. There are common questions of law and fact as to the Class Members that 

predominate over any questions affecting only individual members including, but not limited to, 

the following: 

(a) Whether Defendants fail to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members all 

wages (including minimum wages and overtime wages) for all hours 

worked by Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members. 

(b) Whether Defendants required Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to 

work over eight (8) hours per day, over twelve (12) hours per day, over 



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 

 

 

  -7-  
SECOND AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

forty (40) hours per week, and/or seven (7) consecutive days and failed 

to pay them overtime compensation at the proper rate.  

(c) Whether Defendants deprived Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members of 

timely meal periods or required Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to 

work through meal periods without proper compensation. 

(d) Whether Defendants deprived Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members of 

rest breaks or required Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to work 

through rest breaks without proper compensation. 

(e) Whether Defendants failed to provide Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members accurate itemized wage statements. 

(f) Whether Defendants failed to timely pay the Waiting Time Subclass all 

wages due upon termination or within seventy-two (72) hours of 

resignation. 

(g) Whether Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members 

business expense reimbursements. 

(h) Whether Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members 

for the cost of physical examinations and drug testing. 

(i) Whether Defendants caused Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to 

enter unlawful non-solicitation agreements; 

(j) Whether Defendants’ conduct was willful or reckless. 

(k) Whether Defendants engaged in unfair business practices in violation of 

Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq. 

31. There is a well-defined community of interest in this litigation and the proposed 

Class and Subclass are readily ascertainable: 

(a) Numerosity: The Class Members are so numerous that joinder of all 

members is impractical. Although the members of the entire Class and Subclass are unknown 

to Plaintiff Abrego at this time, on information and belief, the class is estimated to be greater 
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than twenty-five (25) individuals. The identities of the Class Members are readily ascertainable 

by inspection of Defendants’ employment and payroll records. 

(b) Typicality: The claims (or defenses, if any) of Plaintiff Abrego are 

typical of the claims (or defenses, if any) of the Class Members because Defendants’ failure to 

comply with the provisions of California’s wage and hour laws entitled each Class Member to 

similar pay, benefits, and other relief. The injuries sustained by Plaintiff Abrego are also typical 

of the injuries sustained by the Class Members because they arise out of and are caused by 

Defendants’ common course of conduct as alleged herein. 

(c) Adequacy: Plaintiff Abrego will fairly and adequately represent and 

protect the interests of all Class Members because it is in his best interest to prosecute the 

claims alleged herein to obtain full compensation and penalties due to him and the Class 

Members. Plaintiff Abrego’s attorneys, as proposed class counsel, are competent and 

experienced in litigating large employment class actions and versed in the rules governing class 

action discovery, certification, and settlement. Plaintiff Abrego has incurred and, throughout 

the duration of this action, will continue to incur attorneys’ fees and costs that have been and 

will be necessarily expended for the prosecution of this action for the substantial benefit of the 

Class Members. 

(d) Superiority: The nature of this action makes use of class action 

adjudication superior to other methods. A class action will achieve economies of time, effort, 

and expense as compared with separate lawsuits and will avoid inconsistent outcomes because 

the same issues can be adjudicated in the same manner for the entire Class and Subclass at the 

same time. If appropriate, this Court can, and is empowered to, fashion methods to efficiently 

manage this case as a class action. 

(e) Public Policy Considerations: Employers in the State of California 

violate employment and labor laws every day. Current employees are often afraid to assert their 

rights out of fear of direct or indirect retaliation. Former employees are fearful of bringing 

actions because they believe their former employers might damage their future endeavors 

through negative references and/or other means. Class actions provide class members who are 
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not named in the complaint with a type of anonymity that allows for the vindication of their 

rights while affording them privacy protections. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

32. At all relevant times mentioned herein, Defendants employed Plaintiffs and 

other California residents as non-exempt employees at Defendants’ California business 

location(s). 

33. Defendant employed Plaintiffs as non-exempt employees at Defendants’ 

California business location.   

34. Defendants continue to employ non-exempt employees within California. 

35. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at all times herein 

mentioned, Defendants were advised by skilled lawyers, employees, and other professionals 

who were knowledgeable about California’s wage and hour laws, employment and personnel 

practices, and the requirements of California law. 

36. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive wages for all time worked (including minimum wages and overtime 

wages) and that they were not receiving all wages earned for work that was required to be 

performed. In violation of the Labor Code and IWC Wage Orders, Plaintiffs, Class Members 

and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid all wages (including minimum wages 

and overtime wages) for all hours worked.   

37. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Plaintiffs, Class 

Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid for all hours worked 

because all hours worked were not recorded. 

38. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive at least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not 

receiving at least minimum wages for work that was required to be done off-the-clock. In 
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violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were not paid at least minimum wages for work done off-the-clock. 

39. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Plaintiffs, Class 

Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were systematically deprived of 

compensable time because the time recording system implemented by Defendants resulted in 

understating actual compensable work time due to rounding.  Defendants further failed to 

record and pay Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees for all 

hours worked through manipulation of the time clock. Defendants’ rounding practices also 

caused Defendants to keep inaccurate payroll records.  

40. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive all required meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay 

at Plaintiff’s and Class Members’ regular rate of pay when they did not receive a timely, 

uninterrupted meal period. In violation of the Labor Code and IWC Wage Orders, Plaintiff and 

Class Members did not receive all meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 

Plaintiff’s and Class Members’ regular rate of pay when they did not receive a timely, 

uninterrupted meal period. 

41. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive all rest breaks or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at the 

regular rate of pay when a rest break was missed. In violation of the Labor Code and IWC 

Wage Orders, Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees did not 

receive all rest breaks or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at Plaintiff’s and Class 

Members’ regular rate of pay when a rest break was missed. 

42. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive itemized wage statements that accurately showed the following 

information pursuant to the Labor Code: (1) gross wages earned; (2) total hours worked by the 
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employee; (3) the number of piece-rate units earned and any applicable piece rate if the 

employee is paid on a piece-rate basis; (4) all deductions, provided that all deductions made on 

written orders of the employee may be aggregated and shown as one item; (5) net wages 

earned; (6) the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is paid; (7) the name of the 

employee and only the last four digits of his or her social security number or an employee 

identification number other than a social security number; (8) the name and address of the legal 

entity that is the employer; and (9) all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period 

and the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee. In 

violation of the Labor Code, Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, they were 

not provided with accurate itemized wage statements. 

43. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that they had a duty to maintain accurate and complete payroll records in 

accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, but willfully, knowingly, 

and intentionally failed to do so. 

44. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that the Waiting Time Subclass was entitled to timely payment of wages 

due upon separation of employment. In violation of the Labor Code, the Waiting Time Subclass 

did not receive payment of all wages within permissible time periods. 

45. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to timely payment of wages during their employment. In violation of the 

California Labor Code, Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

did not receive payment of all wages, including, but not limited to, overtime wages, minimum 

wages, and meal and rest period premiums, within permissible time periods. 

46. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known they had a duty to compensate Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-

party Aggrieved Employees, and Defendants had the financial ability to pay such compensation 
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but willfully, knowingly, and intentionally failed to do so in order to increase Defendants’ 

profits. 

47. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at all times herein 

mentioned, Defendant failed to timely pay twice during each calendar month all wages due and 

payable to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees.  

48. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants willfully 

and systematically denied Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

minimum wage compensation for all hours worked which resulted in the payment of less than 

statutorily required wages to them. Defendants acted with intent to deprive them of statutory 

wages including, but not limited to, overtime and minimum wages, to which they were entitled.  

49. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at all times herein 

mentioned, Defendants knew or should have known that they had a duty to cover the costs and 

expenses Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees incurred 

obtaining mandatory physical examinations and/or drug tests, but willfully, knowingly, and 

intentionally failed to do so. 

50. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive reimbursement for all business-related expenses and costs they incurred 

during the course and scope of their employment and that they did not receive reimbursement 

of applicable business-related expenses and costs incurred. 

51. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to one day’s rest in seven. In violation of the California Labor Code, Defendants 

required Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work more 

than six consecutive days without a day of rest, where the total hours worked exceeded 30 

hours in any week or six hours in any one day thereof. 
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52. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants required 

Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to sign unlawful non-

solicitation agreements. 

53. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants paid 

Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees wages lower than 

required by statute. 

54. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendants knew or 

should have known that Plaintiffs, Class Members and other non-party Aggrieved Employees 

were entitled to receive notice of the amount of paid sick leave available, or paid time off in 

lieu of sick leave, but that Defendants failed to provide such notice.   

55. Therefore, Plaintiffs bring this lawsuit seeking monetary and injunctive relief 

against Defendants on behalf of themselves and all Class Members and non-party Aggrieved 

Employees, to recover, among other things, unpaid wages (including minimum wages and 

overtime wages), unpaid meal period premium payments, unpaid rest period premium 

payments, interest, attorneys’ fees, penalties, costs, and expenses.  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PAY MINIMUM WAGES 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code §§ 1182.12, 1194, 1194.2, and 1197; Violation of IWC Wage Order) 

56.  Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

57. Labor Code §§ 1194 and 1197 provide that the minimum wage for employees 

fixed by the IWC is the minimum wage to be paid to employees, and the payment of a lesser 

wage than the minimum so fixed is unlawful. 

58. During the relevant time period, Defendants paid Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members less than minimum wages when they failed to pay proper compensation for all hours 

worked. To the extent these hours do not qualify for the payment of overtime, Plaintiff Abrego 

and Class Members were not being paid at least the lawful minimum wage for their work.  
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59. During the relevant time period, Defendants regularly failed to pay at least 

minimum wage to Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members for all hours worked pursuant to Labor 

Code      §§ 1194 and 1197. 

60. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members the required 

minimum wage violates Labor Code §§ 1194 and 1197. Pursuant to these sections, Plaintiff 

Abrego and Class Members are entitled to recover the unpaid balance of their minimum wage 

compensation as well as interest, costs, and attorneys’ fees. 

61. Pursuant to Labor Code § 1194.2, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are 

entitled to recover liquidated damages in an amount equal to the wages unlawfully unpaid and 

the accrued interest thereon. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PAY OVERTIME 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code §§ 510, 1194, and 1198; Violation of IWC Wage Order) 

62. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

63. Labor Code § 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order provide that it is 

unlawful to employ persons without compensating them at a rate of pay either one and one-half 

(1½)  or two (2) times the person’s regular rate of pay, depending on the number of hours or 

days worked by the person on a daily or weekly basis. 

64. Specifically, the applicable IWC Wage Orders provide that Defendants are and 

were required to pay overtime compensation to Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members at the rate 

of one and one-half times (1½) their regular rate of pay when working and for all hours worked 

in excess of eight (8) hours in a day or more than forty (40) hours in a workweek and for the 

first eight (8) hours of work on the seventh day of work in a workweek. 

65. The applicable IWC Wage Orders further provide that Defendants are and were 

required to pay overtime compensation to Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members at a rate of two 
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times their regular rate of pay when working and for all hours worked in excess of twelve (12) 

hours in a day or in excess of eight (8) hours on the seventh day of work in a workweek.   

66. California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation at one 

and one-half (1½) times the regular hourly rate for hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours in 

a day or forty (40) hours in a week and for the first eight (8) hours worked on the seventh 

consecutive day of work, and overtime compensation at twice the regular hourly rate for hours 

worked in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day or in excess of eight (8) hours in a day on the 

seventh day of work in a workweek. 

67. Labor Code § 510 and the applicable IWC Wage Orders provide that 

employment of more than six days in a workweek is only permissible if the employer pays 

proper overtime compensation as set forth herein. 

68. Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members were non-exempt employees entitled to the 

protections of California Labor Code §§ 510 and 1194.   

69. During the relevant time period, Defendants required Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members to work in excess of eight (8) hours in a day, forty (40) hours in a week, and/or for a 

seventh consecutive day in a workweek without paying Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members 

overtime wages for their work. 

70. During the relevant time period, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff Abrego and 

Class Members overtime wages for all overtime hours worked when Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day, forty (40) hours in a week and/or for a 

seventh consecutive day of work in a workweek, or when Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members 

worked in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day and/or in excess of eight (8) hours on the 

seventh day of work in a work week.  

71. In violation of state law, Defendants knowingly and willfully refused to perform 

their obligations and compensate Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members for all wages earned and 

all hours worked. 
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72. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members the unpaid 

balance of overtime and double time compensation, as required by California law, violates the 

provisions of Labor Code §§ 510 and 1198, and is therefore unlawful. 

73. Pursuant to Labor Code § 1194, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are 

entitled to recover their unpaid overtime and double time compensation as well as interest, 

costs, and attorneys’ fees.  

 THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION  

FAILURE TO PROVIDE MEAL PERIODS 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512; Violation of IWC Wage Order) 

74. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein 

75. Labor Code § 226.7 provides that no employer shall require an employee to work 

during any meal period mandated by the IWC Wage Orders. 

76. Section 11 of the applicable IWC Wage Order states, “[n]o employer shall 

employ any person for a work period of more than five (5) hours without a meal period of not 

less than 30 minutes, except that when a work period of not more than six (6) hours will 

complete the day’s work the meal period may be waived by mutual consent of the employer and 

the employee.” 

77. Labor Code § 512(a) provides that an employer may not require, cause, or permit 

an employee to work for a period of more than five (5) hours per day without providing the 

employee with an uninterrupted meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes, except that if 

the total work period per day of the employee is not more than six (6) hours, the meal period 

may be waived by mutual consent of both the employer and the employee. 

78. Labor Code § 512(a) also provides that an employer may not employ an 

employee for a work period of more than ten (10) hours per day without providing the employee 

with a second meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes, except that if the total hours 
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worked is no more than twelve (12) hours, the second meal period may be waived by mutual 

consent of the employer and the employee only if the first meal period was not waived. 

79. During the relevant time period, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members did not 

receive compliant meal periods for working more than five (5) and/or ten (10) hours per day 

because their meal periods were missed, late, short, interrupted, and/or they were not permitted 

to take a second meal period.  

80. Labor Code § 226.7(b) and section 11 of the applicable IWC Wage Order 

requires an employer to pay an employee one (1) additional hour of pay at the employee’s 

regular rate of compensation for each work day that a compliant meal period is not provided. 

81. At all relevant times, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members meal period premiums for missed, late, short, and/or interrupted meal periods 

pursuant to Labor Code § 226.7(b) and section 11 of the applicable IWC Wage Order. 

82. As a result of Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members an 

additional hour of pay for each day a compliant meal period was not provided, Plaintiff Abrego 

and Class Members suffered and continue to suffer a loss of wages and compensation.  

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PERMIT REST BREAKS 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7; Violation of IWC Wage Order) 

83.  Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

84.  Labor Code § 226.7(a) provides that no employer shall require an employee to 

work during any rest period mandated by the IWC Wage Orders. 

85. Section 12 of the applicable IWC Wage Order states “[e]very employer shall 

authorize and permit all employees to take rest periods, which insofar as practicable shall be in 

the middle of each work period[,]” and the “[a]uthorized rest period time shall be based on the 

total hours worked daily at the rate of ten (10) minutes net rest time per four (4) hours or major 

fraction thereof[,]” unless the total daily work time is less than three and one-half (3½) hours. 
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86. During the relevant time period, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members did not 

receive a ten (10) minute rest period for every four (4) hours or major fraction thereof worked 

because they were required to work through their daily rest periods, were not permitted to take 

timely rest periods, and/or were not authorized to take their rest periods. 

87. Labor Code § 226.7(b) and section 12 of the applicable IWC Wage Order 

requires an employer to pay an employee one (1) additional hour of pay at the employee’s 

regular rate of compensation for each work day that a compliant rest period is not provided. 

88. At all relevant times, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members rest period premiums for missed, late, and/or interrupted rest periods pursuant to 

Labor Code § 226.7(b) and section 12 of the applicable IWC Wage Order. 

89. As a result of Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members an 

additional hour of pay for each day a compliant rest period was not provided, Plaintiff Abrego 

and Class Members suffered and continue to suffer a loss of wages and compensation. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE ITEMIZED WAGE STATEMENTS 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code § 226; Violation of IWC Wage Order) 

90. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

91. Labor Code § 226(a) requires Defendants to provide each employee with an 

accurate wage statement in writing showing nine pieces of information, including, the 

following: (1) gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of 

piece-rate units earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate 

basis, (4) all deductions, provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee 

may be aggregated and shown as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the 

period for which the employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and the last four digits of 

his or her social security number or an employee identification number other than a social 

security number, (8) the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer, and (9) all 
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applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the corresponding number of hours 

worked at each hourly rate by the employee. 

92. During the relevant time period, Defendants have knowingly and intentionally 

failed to comply with Labor Code § 226(a) on wage statements that were provided to Plaintiff 

Abrego and Class Members. Defendants provided Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members with 

wage statements that were missing or inaccurately stated one or more of the following items: 

(1) gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of piece-rate 

units earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all 

deductions, provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee may be 

aggregated and shown as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period 

for which the employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and the last four digits of his or 

her social security number or an employee identification number other than a social security 

number, (8) the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer, and/or (9) all 

applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the corresponding number of hours 

worked at each hourly rate by the employee.  

93. As a result of Defendants’ knowing and intentional failure to comply with Labor 

Code § 226(a), Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members have suffered injury and damage to their 

statutorily-protected rights. Specifically, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are deemed to 

suffer an injury pursuant to Labor Code § 226(e) where, as here, Defendants intentionally 

violated Labor Code § 226(a). Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members were denied both their 

legal right to receive, and their protected interest in receiving, accurate itemized wage 

statements under Labor Code § 226(a). In addition, because Defendants failed to provide the 

accurate rates of pay on wage statements, Defendants prevented Plaintiff Abrego and Class 

Members from determining if all hours worked were paid at the appropriate rate and the extent 

of the underpayment. Plaintiff Abrego has had to file this lawsuit in order to analyze the extent 

of the underpayment, thereby causing Plaintiff Abrego to incur expenses and lost time. Plaintiff 

Abrego would not have had to engage in these efforts and incur these costs had Defendants 



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 

 

 

  -20-  
SECOND AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

provided the accurate hours worked, wages earned, and rates of pay. This has also delayed 

Plaintiff Abrego’s ability to demand and recover the underpayment of wages from Defendants. 

94. Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are entitled to recover from Defendants the 

greater of all actual damages caused by Defendants’ failure to comply with Labor Code 

§ 226(a) or fifty dollars ($50.00) for the initial pay period in which a violation occurred and one 

hundred dollars ($100.00) per employee for each violation in subsequent pay periods in an 

amount not exceeding four thousand dollars ($4,000.00) per employee, plus attorneys’ fees and 

costs. 

95. Defendants’ violations of California Labor Code § 226(a) prevented Plaintiff 

Abrego and Class Members from knowing, understanding, and disputing the wages paid to 

them and resulted in an unjustified economic enrichment to Defendants. As a result of 

Defendants’ knowing and intentional failure to comply with California Labor Code § 226(a), 

Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members have suffered an injury, in the exact amount of damages 

and/or penalties to be shown according to proof at trial. 

96. Class Members that are still employed by Defendants are also entitled to 

injunctive relief under California Labor Code § 226(h), compelling Defendants to comply with 

California Labor Code § 226. Accordingly, affected Class Members seek the recovery of 

attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in obtaining this injunctive relief.  

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PAY ALL WAGES DUE UPON SEPARATION OF EMPLOYMENT 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code §§ 201, 202, and 203; Violation of IWC Wage Order) 

97. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

98. Labor Code §§ 201 and 202 provide that if an employer discharges an employee, 

the wages earned and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable immediately, and that 

if an employee voluntarily leaves his employment, his or her wages shall become due and 

payable not later than seventy-two (72) hours thereafter, unless the employee has given 
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seventy-two (72) hours previous notice of an intention to quit, in which case the employee is 

entitled to his or her wages at the time of quitting. 

99. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully failed to pay the Waiting 

Time Subclass all their earned wages upon termination, including, but not limited to, proper 

minimum wage and overtime compensation, meal period premiums, and rest period premiums 

either at the time of discharge or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendants’ 

employ. 

100. Defendants’ failure to pay the Waiting Time Subclass all their earned wages at 

the time of discharge or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendants’ employ is 

in violation of Labor Code §§ 201 and 202. 

101. Labor Code § 203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to pay wages owed 

immediately upon discharge or resignation in accordance with Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, 

then the wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty from the due date at the same rate 

until paid or until an action is commenced; but the wages shall not continue for more than thirty 

(30) days. 

102. Pursuant to Labor Code § 203, the Waiting Time Subclass is entitled to recover 

from Defendants the statutory penalty, which is defined as the Waiting Time Subclass 

members’ regular daily wages at their regular hourly rate of pay for each day they were not 

paid, up to a maximum of thirty (30) days.  

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PROVIDE BUSINESS EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Labor Code § 2802) 

103. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

104. Labor Code § 2802 provides that an employer must reimburse employees for all 

necessary expenditures and losses incurred by the employee in the performance of his or her 

job. The purpose of Labor Code section 2802 is to prevent employers from passing off their 
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cost of doing business and operating expenses on to their employees. Cochran v. Schwan’s 

Home Service, Inc., 228 Cal. App. 4th 1137, 1144 (2014). The applicable wage order, IWC 

Wage Order 4-2001, provides that: “[w]hen the employer requires the use of tools or equipment 

or they are necessary to the performance of a job, such tools and equipment shall be provided 

and maintained by the employer, except that an employee whose wages are at least two (2) 

times the minimum wage may provide and maintain hand tools and equipment customarily 

required by the particular trade or craft.” 

105. During the relevant time period, Defendants had a company-wide policy and/or 

practice of requiring Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to use personal vehicles for business 

purposes but did not reimburse them for their travel-related expenses.    

106. Second, during the relevant time period, Defendants also, on a company-wide 

basis, required Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to wear uniforms bearing the company 

logo on a daily basis, but failed to provide Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members with uniform 

cleaning services or reimburse them for cleaning expenses incurred. 

107. Third, during the relevant time period, Defendants, on a company-wide basis, 

required that Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to utilize their own personal cellular phones 

and/or cellular phone data to carry out their job duties, but Defendants failed to reimburse them 

for the costs of their cellular phone plans and/or data plans.  

108. Thus, Defendants had, and continue to have, a company-wide policy and/or 

practice of not reimbursing employees for expenses necessarily incurred in violation of 

California Labor Code section 2802. 

109. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2802, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are 

entitled to indemnification for all necessary expenditures or losses incurred, plus interest, costs 

and attorney fees. 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PAY FOR THE COST OF PHYSICAL EXAMINATIONS AND DRUG 

TESTING 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 
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(Violation of Labor Code § 222.5) 

110. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

111. Labor Code § 222.5 provides that no person shall withhold or deduct from the 

compensation of any employee, or require any prospective employee or applicant for 

employment to pay, any fee for, or cost of, any pre-employment medical or physical 

examination taken as a condition of employment, nor shall any person withhold or deduct from 

the compensation of any employee, or require any employee to pay any fee for, or costs of, 

medical or physical examinations required by any law or regulation of federal, state or local 

governments or agencies thereof.  

112. During the relevant time period, Defendants implemented, on a company-wide 

basis, an employer-imposed requirement that Class Members undergo mandatory drug tests 

and/or physical examinations, but required them to do so at their own expense.  

113. Defendants’ company-wide practice of requiring mandatory drug tests and/or 

physical examinations without covering the related expense is in violation of Labor Code § 

222.5.  

114. Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members seek reimbursement, attorneys’ fees and 

costs on this claim. 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

UNLAWFUL NON-SOLICITATION AGREEMENTS 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Business and Professions Code § 16600) 

115. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

116. Business and Professions Code § 16600 provides that “every contract by which 

anyone is restrained from engaging in a lawful profession, trade, or business of any kind is to 

that extent void.” 
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117. Labor Code § 432.5 provides that “no employer, or agent, manager, 

superintendent, or officer thereof, shall require any employee or applicant for employment to 

agree, in writing, to any term or condition which is known by such employer, or agent, 

manager, superintendent, or officer thereof to be prohibited by law.” 

118. During the relevant time period, Defendants violated Labor Code § 432.5  and 

Business and Professions Code § 16600 by requiring Class Members to sign unlawful non-

solicitation agreements.  

119. Pursuant to Labor Code § 432.5 and Business and Professions Code § 16600, 

Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members seek to recover damages, attorneys’ fees and costs on this 

claim. 

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE §§ 17200, ET SEQ. 

AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Violation of Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq.) 

120. Plaintiff Abrego hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs 

above as though fully set forth herein. 

121. California Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq., prohibits acts of 

unfair competition, which includes any “unlawful, unfair or fraudulent business act or 

practice . . . .” 

122. A violation of California Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq., may 

be predicated on a violation of any state or federal law. In the instant case, Defendants’ 

policies and practices violated state law, causing Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members to 

suffer and continue to suffer injuries-in-fact.  

123. Defendants’ policies and practices violated state law in at least the following 

respects: 

(a) Failing to pay all wages earned (including minimum wage and overtime 

wages) to Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members in violation of Labor 

Code §§ 510, 511, 1182.12, 1194, 1194.2, 1197, and 1198. 
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(b) Failing to provide compliant meal periods without paying Plaintiff 

Abrego and Class Members premium wages for every day said meal 

periods were not provided in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512. 

(c) Failing to authorize or permit compliant rest breaks without paying 

Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members premium wages for every day said 

rest breaks were not authorized or permitted in violation of Labor Code § 

226.7. 

(d) Failure to reimburse necessary business expenses in violation of Labor 

Code § 2802; 

(e) Failure to pay for the cost of physical examinations and drug tests in 

violation of Labor Code § 222.5; 

(f) Unlawful non-solicitation agreements in violation of Labor Code § 432.5 

and Business and Professions Code § 16600; 

(g) Failing to provide Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members with accurate 

itemized wage statements in violation of Labor Code § 226. 

(h) Failing to timely pay all earned wages to the members of the Waiting 

Time Subclass upon separation of employment in violation of Labor 

Code §§ 201, 202, and 203. 

124. As alleged herein, Defendants systematically engaged in unlawful conduct in 

violation of the California Labor Code and IWC Wage Orders, such as failing to pay all 

wages (minimum and overtime wages), failing to provide meal periods and rest breaks 

or compensation in lieu thereof, failing to furnish accurate wage statements, and failing 

to pay all wages due and owing upon separation of employment in a timely manner, all 

in order to decrease their costs of doing business and increase their profits. 

125. At all relevant times herein, Defendants held themselves out to Plaintiff Abrego 

and Class Members as being knowledgeable concerning the labor and employment laws 

of California. 
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126. At all times relevant herein, Defendants intentionally avoided paying Plaintiff 

Abrego and Class Members wages and monies, thereby creating for Defendants an 

artificially lower cost of doing business in order to undercut their competitors and 

establish and/or gain a greater foothold in the marketplace. 

127. As a result of Defendants’ intentional, willful, purposeful, and wrongful 

misrepresentation of their conformance with the California Labor Code and IWC Wage 

Orders, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members suffered a loss of wages and monies, all in 

an amount to be shown according to proof at trial. 

128. By violating the foregoing statutes and regulations as herein alleged, 

Defendants’ acts constitute unfair and unlawful business practices under California 

Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq. 

129. As a result of the unfair and unlawful business practices of Defendants, as 

alleged herein, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are entitled to injunctive relief, 

disgorgement, and restitution in an amount to be shown according to proof at trial. 

130. Plaintiff Abrego seeks to enforce important rights affecting the public interest 

within the meaning of California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5. Defendants’ 

conduct, as alleged herein, has been and continues to be unfair, unlawful, and harmful 

to Plaintiff Abrego, Class Members, and the general public. Based on Defendants’ 

conduct as alleged herein, Plaintiff Abrego and Class Members are entitled to an award 

of attorneys’ fees pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5. 

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

ENFORCEMENT OF LABOR CODE §§ 2698 ET SEQ. (“PAGA”) 

AGAINST STERICYCLE, INC.; STERICYCLE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS, INC., 

STERICYCLE SPECIALTY WASTE SOLUTIONS, INC., AND SHRED-IT USA LLC, 

131. Plaintiffs hereby re-allege and incorporate by reference the previous paragraphs as 

though fully set forth herein. 

132. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(a), any provision of the Labor Code that provides 

for a civil penalty to be assessed and collected by the Labor and Workforce Development 
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Agency (“LWDA”) or any of its departments, divisions, commissions, boards, agencies, 

or employees for violation of the Labor Code may, as an alternative, be recovered through 

a civil action brought by an aggrieved employee on behalf of himself or herself and other 

current or former employees pursuant to the procedures specified in Labor Code § 2699.3. 

133. For all provisions of the Labor Code except those for which a civil penalty is 

specifically provided, Labor Code § 2699(f) imposes upon Defendants a penalty of one 

hundred dollars ($100.00) for each aggrieved employee per pay period for the initial 

violation and two hundred dollars ($200.00) for each aggrieved employee per pay period 

for each subsequent pay period in which Defendants violated these provisions of the 

Labor Code. 

134. Defendants’ conduct violates numerous Wage Order and Labor Code sections, 

including, but not limited to, the following: 

(a) failure to provide business expense reimbursements (Labor Code section 

2802);  

(b) failure to maintain accurate time and pay records (Labor Code sections 

1174, 1174.5, 1198-99 and the applicable Wage Order);  

(c) failure to timely pay all wages during employment (Labor Code section 

204);  

(d) failure to pay wages upon separation of employment pursuant (Labor 

Code sections 201, 202, 203, 210 and 256, and the applicable Wage 

Order);  

(e) failure to provide one day’s rest in seven (Labor Code sections 551-552);  

(f) failure to pay for the cost of physical examinations and drug testing (Labor 

Code section 222.5);  

(g) denial or withholding of wages due (Labor Code section 216, 222);  

(h) payment of wages lower than required by statute (Labor Code section 

223);  
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(i) unlawful non-solicitation agreements (Labor Code section 432.5 and 

Business and Professions Code section 16600);  

(j) failure to pay overtime (Labor Code sections 218.5, 510, 511, 558, 558.1, 

1194, 1194.2, 1197, 1197.1, 1198-1199 and the applicable Wage Order);  

(k) failure to pay minimum wages (Labor Code Sections 218.5, 1182.12, and 

1194-1199 and the applicable Wage Order);  

(l) failure to provide and record meal periods (Labor Code sections 226.7, 

512, and 1198 and the applicable Wage Order);  

(m) failure to authorize and permit rest periods (Labor Code sections 226.7 

and 1198 and the applicable Wage Order);  

(n) failure to provide and maintain accurate wage statements (Labor Code 

section 226(a), 226.3, 1174, 1174.5 and 1198 and the applicable Wage 

Order);  

(o) failure to provide notice of paid sick leave rights (Labor Code Section 

233, 234, 245-248.5, 2810.5; and  

(p) unlawful deductions from wages (Labor Code section 221). 

135. Plaintiffs are “aggrieved employees” because they were employed by the alleged 

violator and had one or more of the violations committed against them, and therefore are 

properly suited to represent the interests of all other aggrieved employees.  

136. Plaintiffs have exhausted the procedural requirements under Labor Code § 2699.3 

as to Defendants and are therefore able to pursue a claim for penalties on behalf of 

themselves and all other aggrieved employees under PAGA. See Plaintiffs’ LWDA letters 

attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

137. Pursuant to Labor Code §§ 2699(a), 2699.3 and 2699.5, Plaintiffs are entitled to 

recover civil penalties, in addition to other remedies, for violations of the Labor Code 

sections cited above.  

138. For bringing this action, Plaintiffs are entitled to attorney’s fees and costs incurred 

herein. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Plaintiffs, on their own behalf and on behalf of all others similarly situated, pray for 

relief and judgment against Defendants, jointly and severally, as follows: 

1. For certification under California Code of Civil Procedure § 382 of the proposed 

Class, Waiting Time Subclass, and any other appropriate subclasses; 

2. For appointment of Samuel Abrego  as the Class RrRepresentative; 

3. For appointment of Aegis Law Firm, PC, as class counsel for all purposes; 

4. For compensatory damages in an amount according to proof at trial; 

5. For an award of damages in the amount of unpaid compensation including, but 

not limited to, unpaid wages, benefits, and penalties; 

6. For economic and/or special damages in an amount according to proof at trial; 

7. For liquidated damages pursuant to Labor Code § 1194.2; 

8. For statutory penalties to the extent permitted by law, including those pursuant 

to the Labor Code and IWC Wage Orders; 

9. For injunctive relief as provided by the California Labor Code and California 

Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq.; 

10. For restitution as provided by Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq.; 

11. For an order requiring Defendants to restore and disgorge all funds to each 

employee acquired by means of any act or practice declared by this Court to be unlawful, 

unfair, or fraudulent and, therefore, constituting unfair competition under Business and 

Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq.; 

12. For pre-judgment interest;  

13. For civil penalties; 

14. For reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs of suit, and interest to the extent permitted 

by law, including, but not limited to, Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5, Labor Code §§ 226(e), 

1194, and 2698 et seq; and 

15. For such other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
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Dated: _______, 2021        AEGIS LAW FIRM, PC 
  
 
 
By:       
       Carolyn M. Bell  
       Attorneys for Plaintiff Samuel Abrego 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  
  
    

 

cbell
Typewritten Text
May 7

cbell
Typewritten Text
/s/ Carolyn M. Bell 



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 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

  
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, the undersigned, am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over 
the age of 18 and not a party to the within action; am employed with Aegis Law Firm PC and 
my business address is 9811 Irvine Center Drive, Suite 100, Irvine, California 92618. 

On May 10, 2021, I served the foregoing document entitled: 

 SECOND AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 
 

on all the appearing and/or interested parties in this action by delivering  the original  a true 
copy thereof on the party(ies) addressed below as follows: 

 
 (BY MAIL) 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 at Irvine, California 
in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party served, service 
is presumed invalid if postage cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one 
day after date of deposit for mailing this affidavit. (Cal Code Civ. Proc. § 1013(a); Fed. 
R. Civ. Proc. 5(a); Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 5(c).) 

 
      (BY OVERNIGHT MAIL) I am personally and readily familiar with the business 

practice of Aegis Law Firm PC for collection and processing correspondence for 
overnight delivery, and I caused such document(s) described herein to be deposited for 
delivery to a facility regularly maintained Federal Express for overnight delivery. (Cal 
Code Civ. Proc. § 1013(c); Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 5(c).) 

 
 (BY ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION) I caused said document(s) to be served via 

electronic transmission via the above listed email addresses on the date below. (Cal. 
Code Civ. Proc. § 1010.6(6); Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 5(b)(2)(E); Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 5(b)(3).) 

 

Sophia Behnia 
Richard H. Rahm 
Colin Larson 
LITTLER MENDELSON, P.C. 
333 Bush Street, 34th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: 415.433.1940 
Fax No.: 415.399.8490 
sbehnia@littler.com  
clarson@littler.com 
rrahm@littler.com  
 
Attorneys for Defendants: 
STERICYCLE, INC., STERICYCLE 
ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS, INC., 
STERICYCLE SPECIALTY WASTE 
SOLUTIONS, INC., AND SHRED-IT USA 
LLC 
 

 Mark A. Ozzello  
Brandon K. Brouillette  
Joseph Hakakian  
CAPSTONE LAW APC  
1875 Century Park East, Suite 1000  
Los Angeles, California 90067  
Telephone: (310) 556-4811  
Facsimile: (310) 943-0396  
Mark.Ozzello@capstonelawyers.com  
Brandon.Brouillette@capstonelawyers.com   
Joseph.Hakakian@capstonelawyers.com   
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenors  
JOHNNY WHITE AND RAUL PICHARDO 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 (BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I delivered the foregoing document by hand delivery to 
the addressed named above. (Cal Code Civ. Proc. § 1011; Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 
5(b)(2)(A).) 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 
 
Executed on May 10, 2021, at Irvine, California.  
 
 

_________________________ 
                Andrea Drocco 


	Abrego - MPA - Settlement Agreement w Exhibits.pdf
	RECITALS
	A. On March 18, 2020, Plaintiff SAMUEL ABREGO (“Plaintiff Abrego”) filed a class action complaint against Defendant STERICYCLE, INC. (“Defendant”) in Santa Clara County Superior Court.  The matter was designated as Case No. 20CV365248, entitled Samuel...
	B. On March 18, 2020, Plaintiff Abrego sent a letter to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) and to Defendant, notifying them of alleged Labor Code violations at issue in the Abrego Action.  In the First Amended Complaint, fi...
	C. On October 24, 2019, Plaintiff MIGUEL PICHARDO (“Plaintiff Pichardo”) sent a letter to the LWDA and to Defendant, notifying them of alleged Labor Code Violations at issue. On January 10, 2020, Plaintiff Pichardo filed a PAGA action against Defendan...
	D. In addition to the Abrego Action and the Pichardo Action, a PAGA action was filed on December 13, 2019 entitled, Johnny White and Raul Pichardo v. Stericycle, Inc., et al., in the Contra Costa County Superior Court, Case No. C19-02610 (White Action...
	E. In early July 2020, Defendant and Plaintiff Abrego met and conferred and agreed to proceed to private mediation with well-renowned Bay Area wage and hour mediator, Jeffrey Ross, on September 8, 2020 with the intention of attempting to resolve the p...
	F. On September 4, 2020, Plaintiff Abrego sent an amended PAGA letter to the LWDA providing notice of additional alleged facts, theories and violations against Defendant.
	G. In the months preceding the September 8, 2020 mediation session, Defendant produced hundreds of pages of relevant written policies, personnel records, a full class list, thousands of pay and time records, and key data points including the number of...
	H. On September 23, 2020, Plaintiff Abrego submitted an amended PAGA letter to the LWDA providing notice of additional alleged facts, theories and violations against Stericycle, Inc., Stericycle Environmental Solutions, Inc., Stericycle Specialty Wast...
	I. The Labor and Workforce Development Agency did not provide notice to Plaintiff Abrego or Defendants of its intent to investigate the alleged violations set forth within any of Plaintiff Abrego’s three PAGA Letters pursuant to Labor Code section 269...
	J. In order to effectuate the instant settlement, Plaintiff Abrego shall file concurrently (1) a Motion for PAGA Approval and for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement; and (2) a Second Amended Complaint adding the facts, theories, claims an...
	K. Plaintiff Abrego, through his counsel, represents that he has diligently pursued an investigation of the proposed class members’ claims against Defendant, as well as those claims against Defendant brought on behalf of the State and allegedly aggrie...
	L. On April 6, 2020, Defendant divested Stericycle Environmental Solutions, Inc. (“ESOL”) and the employees who performed work in its Environmental Solutions business unit through a stock sale to Harsco Corporation (the “ESOL divestiture”).  ESOL was ...
	1. “Action” means the lawsuit consisting of class and PAGA claims filed by Plaintiff Abrego, entitled Samuel Abrego v. Stericycle, Inc. et al., Santa Clara County Superior Court Case No. 20CV365248, including the facts, theories claims and causes of a...
	2. “Aggrieved Employees” shall mean, for purposes of the PAGA Claims, all persons employed by Stericycle, Inc., Stericycle Environmental Solutions, Inc., Stericycle Specialty Waste Solutions, Inc., and/or Shred-it USA LLC in California in a non-exempt...
	3. “Class List” means a list of Class Members and Aggrieved Employees that Defendant will compile from its records (based on last known information) and provide to the Settlement Administrator.  The Class List shall be formatted as an Excel spreadshee...
	4. “Class Members” shall mean all persons employed by Stericycle, Inc., Stericycle Environmental Solutions, Inc., Stericycle Specialty Waste Solutions, Inc., Clean Earth Environmental Solutions, Inc., and/or Shred-it USA LLC in California in a non-exe...
	5. “Class Representative Enhancement” means the amount to be paid to Plaintiff Abrego in recognition of his efforts and work and risk in prosecuting the Action.  Defendant agrees not to oppose the Class Representative Enhancement to the extent the req...
	6. “Court” means the Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara, or any other court taking jurisdiction of the litigation.
	7. “Defendant” means Stericycle, Inc. and related entities, Stericycle Environmental Solutions, Inc., Stericycle Specialty Waste Solutions, Inc., and Shred-it USA LLC.
	8. “Defendant’s Counsel” means Sophia Behnia, Esq. and Colin W. Larson, Esq. of Littler Mendelson, P.C.
	9. “Effective Date” shall mean the date this Settlement is approved as provided herein and the Court’s order granting Settlement Approval and entry of Final Judgment becomes final and is no longer appealable.  For purposes of this Settlement, the phra...
	10. “Final Approval” means the Court order and judgment granting final approval of the Settlement.
	11. “Gross Settlement Amount” shall be Two Million Dollars and No Cents ($2,000,000.00), inclusive of all fees, costs and payments approved by the Court in connection with this Settlement.  The Gross Settlement Amount is non-reversionary and no portio...
	12. “Individual Settlement Payment” shall mean Verified Class Member’s pro-rata share of the Net Settlement Amount, less applicable withholdings, based on the number of workweeks worked by the individual Class Member during the Settlement Class Period...
	13. “Net Settlement Amount” shall be the Gross Settlement Amount after the following deductions are made: (a) all costs of settlement administration performed by a settlement administrator to be agreed upon by the Parties (“Administrator” or “Settleme...
	14. “Notice Deadline” is the date by which a request for exclusion from the Settlement or an objection by a Class Member must be submitted to the Settlement Administrator as indicated by the postmark date.  The Notice Deadline is the date sixty (60) c...
	15. “Notice of Pendency of Class Action Settlement” means the notice (substantially in the form attached as “Exhibit A”) advising the Class Members of their rights under this Settlement Agreement.  Each Class Member’s Notice of Pendency of Class Actio...
	16. “PAGA Approval” means the Court order granting approval of the portion of the Settlement resolving the PAGA Claims and approving the PAGA Payment.
	17. “PAGA Claims” means the claims for civil penalties pursuant to the California Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (Labor Code section 2698, et seq.) arising during the PAGA Period asserted by Plaintiffs on behalf of the California Lab...
	18. “PAGA Payment” means the amount to be paid to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency and the Aggrieved Employees under California Labor Code section 2699, subd. (i) for resolution of the PAGA Claims set forth in Plaintiff Abrego’s F...
	19.  “PAGA Period” means the period September 24, 2018 through November 27, 2020.
	20. “PAGA Representative Enhancement” means the amount to be paid to Plaintiff Pichardo in recognition of his efforts and work and risk in prosecuting the Action.  Defendant agrees not to oppose PAGA Representative Enhancement to the extent the reques...
	21. “Parties” means Plaintiffs and Defendant, collectively.
	22. “Pay Period Payment” shall mean an Aggrieved Employee’s pro-rata share of the PAGA Employee Payment, based on the number of pay periods worked by the Aggrieved Employee during the PAGA period.
	23. “Plaintiffs” means Samuel Abrego and Miguel Pichardo.
	24. “Plaintiffs’ Counsel” means Kashif Haque, Esq., Samuel A. Wong, Esq., Jessica L. Campbell, Esq., and Carolyn M. Bell, Esq. of Aegis Law Firm, PC and Zachary Crosner, Michael Crosner, J. Kirk Donnelly, and Blake R. Jones of Crosner Legal, PC.
	25. “Plaintiffs’ Counsel Award” means the attorneys’ fees and costs agreed upon by the Parties and approved by the Court for Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s litigation and resolution of the Action, including, but not limited to, fees and costs associated with i...
	26. “Preliminary Approval” means the Court order granting preliminary approval of the Settlement.
	27. “Released Claims” shall mean and include all claims that were or could be asserted based on the facts alleged in Plaintiff Abrego’s Complaint, First Amended Complaint, Second Amended Complaint, Plaintiff Pichardo’s Complaint, the PAGA letter Plain...
	28. “Released Parties” as referenced herein and as released in the Settlement shall collectively mean: Defendant Stericycle, Inc., and each of Defendant’s respective past, present and future officers, directors, employees, shareholders, agents, truste...
	29. “Settlement” or “Settlement Agreement” means this Joint Stipulation for Class Action Settlement, which is made and entered into by and between the Parties.
	30. “Settlement Administrator” means Simpluris, Inc. or any other experienced third-party class action Settlement Administrator approved of by the Parties and approved of by the Court to administer this Settlement.  The Parties each represent they hav...
	31. “Settlement Administration Costs” means the cost payable from the Gross Settlement Amount to the Settlement Administrator for administering this Settlement.  This includes, but is not limited to, processing and mailing payments to Plaintiffs, Plai...
	32. “Settlement Class Period” means the period March 18, 2016 through November 27, 2020.  Defendant represents that there were approximately 190,000 workweeks worked by Class Members during the Settlement Class Period through June 29, 2020.
	33. “Verified Class Members” includes all Class Members who do not timely opt-out of the Action.
	34. “Workweek Payment” shall mean Verified Class Member’s pro-rata share of the Net Settlement Amount, less applicable withholdings, based on the number of workweeks worked by the individual Settlement Class Member during the Settlement Class Period.

	1. General.
	1.1 Incorporation of Recitals and Definitions into Terms of Settlement Agreement.  The Parties agree that all of the “Recitals” and “Definitions” referenced hereinabove in this Settlement Agreement are incorporated by reference into this Settlement Ag...
	1.2 Terms of Settlement Agreement Subject to Conditional Class Certification and Court Approval.  This Settlement Agreement is made and entered into by and between Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all Class Members, and Defendant, and subject...
	1.3 Settlement Agreement Contingent on Plaintiff Abrego’s Filing of Second Amended Complaint.  This Settlement shall be contingent upon Plaintiff Abrego filing concurrently with its Motion for Preliminary Approval, a Second Amended Complaint with the ...

	2. Defendant’s Obligations Under the Settlement Agreement.
	2.1 Gross Settlement Amount.  Within fifteen (15) calendar days after the Effective Date, and in consideration for the releases and other terms described herein, Defendant shall pay the Gross Settlement Amount to the Settlement Administrator, which wi...
	2.1.1 Class Representative Enhancement.  In exchange for the General Release detailed herein, the release of all Released Claims, and in recognition of Plaintiff Abrego’s risk, time and effort in bringing and prosecuting the Action on behalf of the Cl...
	2.1.2 PAGA Representative Enhancement.  In exchange for the General Release detailed herein, the release of all Released Claims, and in recognition of Plaintiff Pichardo’s risk, time and effort in bringing and prosecuting the Action, Defendant agrees ...
	2.1.3 Settlement Administration Costs.  The Settlement Administrator shall be paid for the costs of administration of the Settlement, and distribution of all payments from the Gross Settlement Amount, including but not limited to the calculation and w...
	2.1.4 Net Settlement Amount.  The portion of the Gross Settlement Amount remaining after payment of the Class Representative Enhancement, PAGA Representative Enhancement, Settlement Administration Costs, the PAGA Payment, and Plaintiffs’ Counsel Award...

	2.2 Payment of Plaintiffs’ Counsel Award.  Defendant agrees not to oppose or impede any application or motion by Plaintiffs’ Counsel for a Plaintiffs’ Counsel Award not to exceed one-third (1/3) of the Gross Settlement Amount, estimated to be Six Hund...
	2.3 Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.  Except as set forth herein, each side shall bear its own costs and attorneys’ fees.

	3. Settlement Administration Process.
	3.1 Notice Procedure for Class Members.  The Settlement Administrator shall be responsible for the following notice procedure that shall be used to provide the requisite information to Class Members about the Class Settlement.  No separate notice shal...
	3.1.1 Delivery of the Class List.  Within five (5) calendar days after Preliminary Approval, Defendant shall provide the Class List to the Settlement Administrator.  The Class List shall remain confidential and shall not be disclosed to anyone or used...
	3.1.2 Notice by First-Class U.S. Mail.  Within fifteen (15) calendar days after the delivery of the Class List, the Settlement Administrator shall perform an electronic address search using the National Change of Address Database or a similar tool, an...
	3.1.3 Request for Exclusion Procedure.  Every Class Member shall be a Verified Class Member, entitled to an Individual Payment Amount and bound by the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and by the Court’s Orders related hereto unless th...
	3.1.4 Defendant’s Option to Terminate Settlement.  If seven percent (7%) or more of all of the Class Members request to be excluded from the Settlement, Defendant shall have, in its sole discretion, the option to rescind this Settlement Agreement.  De...
	3.1.5 Objections.  Only Verified Class Members may object to the Settlement.  To object, a Verified Class Member may submit a written objection to the Settlement Administrator no later than the Notice Deadline, stating why he or she objects to the Set...
	3.1.6 Employment Date Disputes.  Each Class Member’s individualized employment date information (i.e., the dates during which a Class Member was employed by Defendant in a non-exempt hourly paid position in California during the Settlement Class Perio...
	3.1.7 Procedure for Lost and Undeliverable Notices.  Within three (3) business days upon request by the Class Member, but only if the request is made before the Notice Deadline, the Settlement Administrator shall re-mail any Notice of Pendency of Clas...

	3.2 Determination of Individual Settlement Payments.  The Settlement Administrator shall determine the eligibility for, and the amounts of, any Individual Settlement Payments under this Settlement Agreement.  Should any question arise regarding the de...
	3.3 Calculation of Individual Settlement Payments.
	3.3.1. Calculation of Individual Settlement Payments for Class Members.  The Net Settlement Amount shall be distributed as follows: (1) the Administrator shall calculate the total number of workweeks for which all Verified Class Members worked for Def...
	3.3.1.1. Tax Allocation of Class Settlement Payments.  Forty-five percent (45%) of each Individual Settlement Payment shall be characterized for tax purposes as wages reported on an IRS Form W-2 and subject to all legally required withholdings and ded...
	3.3.2. Calculation of Individual Settlement Payments for Aggrieved Employees.  Pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(i), 25% of the $513,900.00 PAGA Payment, i.e., $128,475.00, shall be distributed to the Aggrieved Employees as the PAGA Employee Payment...
	3.3.3. Payments To Class Do Not Trigger Additional or Derivative Payments.  It is expressly understood and agreed that the receipt of Individual Settlement Payments will not entitle any Verified Class Member to additional or derivative compensation or...

	3.4 Payment of Settlement Amounts.  The Settlement Administrator shall have the authority and obligation to make all payments, credits and disbursements, calculated in accordance with the methodology set out in this Settlement Agreement and orders of ...

	3.5 Timing of Distribution.  Fifteen (15) calendar days after the Effective Date, Defendant shall provide to the Settlement Administrator the Gross Settlement Amount plus all employer payroll taxes.  Within fifteen (15) calendar days after the Settlem...
	4. Settlement Administrator’s Reports.  Not more than ten (10) calendar days following the Notice Deadline, the Settlement Administrator shall provide Defendant’s Counsel and Plaintiffs’ Counsel a report showing: (i) the number of Class Members who ha...
	5. Release of Class, PAGA and Individual Claims.
	5.1 Release of Class Claims by Verified Class Members: Upon the occurrence of the Effective Date and Defendant’s full payment of all sums required herein, Plaintiffs and all Verified Class Members will release acquit, and forever discharge Released Pa...
	5.2 Release of Claims by Plaintiffs, the Aggrieved Employees and the LWDA: Upon  the PAGA Approval, (i) Plaintiffs, in their capacity as private attorney generals for, and proxies or agents of, the California LWDA; (ii) all Class Members who are also ...
	5.3  General Releases by Plaintiffs Samuel Abrego and Miguel Pichardo Only.  Plaintiffs acknowledge that they have voluntarily resigned their employment with Stericycle.  Subject to the occurrence of the Effective Date and Defendant’s full payment of ...
	6. Dismissal Of Pichardo Action.  Within ten (10) days of the occurrence of the Effective Date and Defendant’s full payment of all sums required herein, Plaintiff Pichardo shall file a Request for Dismissal with Prejudice of the action entitled Miguel...
	7. Settlement Approval Process.
	7.1 Preliminary Settlement Hearing.  Plaintiffs shall request a hearing before the Court for Preliminary Approval of the Settlement Agreement, including but not limited to, a request for the entry of an Order for certification of the Class for settlem...
	7.2 No Solicitation of Settlement Objections or Exclusions.  Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel shall support the Settlement and take such steps as are reasonably necessary to effectuate the Settlement.  Neither Plaintiffs nor Plaintiffs’ Counsel shal...
	7.3 Final Settlement Approval Hearing and Entry of Final Judgment.  Upon expiration of the Notice Deadline, with the Court’s permission, a Final Approval/Settlement Fairness Hearing shall be conducted to determine Final Approval of the Settlement alon...
	7.4 Interim Stay of Proceedings.  Unless and until this Settlement has been approved by the Court and/or terminated or rescinded by one or more of the Parties as authorized herein, the Parties agree to refrain from further litigation of this matter, a...

	8. Nullification of Settlement Agreement. If after the Parties diligent and good faith efforts to obtain PAGA Approval, and Preliminary Approval and Final Approval  of the Class Settlement, the Court does not grant PAGA Approval, and Preliminary Appro...
	9. Tax Liability.  Defendant and Plaintiffs’ Counsel make no representations as to the tax treatment or legal effect of the payments called for, and Verified Class Members are not relying on any statement or representation by Defendant and/or Plaintif...
	10. Dispute Resolution.  Except as otherwise set forth herein, all disputes by and among Class Members (including Plaintiffs) and Defendant, concerning the interpretation of and compliance with this Settlement Agreement that arise and exist prior to t...
	10.1 The complaining party shall notify the other party in writing of the alleged violation or dispute.
	10.2 Upon receiving notice of the alleged violation or dispute, the responding party shall have ten (10) calendar days to correct the alleged violation and/or respond to the initiating party.
	10.3 If the response does not address the alleged violation to the initiating party’s satisfaction, the parties to the dispute shall negotiate in good faith for up to ten (10) calendar days to resolve their differences.
	10.4 If the parties to the dispute cannot resolve their differences after thirty (30) calendar days of the writing referenced in Paragraph 10.1, either party may seek judicial intervention.
	10.5 Any Individual Settlement Payment dispute by a Verified Class Member shall be exclusively governed by the resolution procedures in Paragraph 3.1.6 and not by the procedures in Paragraphs 10.1 through 10.4 of these Terms of Agreement.  No Class Me...

	11. General Provisions.
	11.1 Fair, Adequate and Reasonable Settlement.  The Parties agree that the Settlement is fair, adequate and reasonable and Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel will so represent to the Court.  Defendant will not take any contrary position.  Plaintiffs’ ...
	11.2 Waiver of Appeals.  The Parties agree to waive all appeals, with two express exceptions.  First, either Party may appeal any court order that materially alters the Settlement’s terms.  Second, if the Court awards less than the requested attorneys...
	11.3 Class Certification for Settlement Purposes Only.  The Parties agree to stipulate to class certification only for purposes of the Settlement and only as to the Class and for the Settlement Class Period described herein.  If, for any reason, the S...
	11.4 Binding Settlement Agreement.  Subject to the limitations in Paragraph 8, the Parties intend this Settlement shall be fully enforceable and binding on all Parties, including Verified Class Members, and that it shall be admissible and subject to d...
	11.5 Disposition of the Action.  The Parties agree that the Action will be disposed of by entry of a Final Judgment by the Court, ending the case without any further payment or action by Defendant, after Final Approval is granted and any appeals exhau...
	11.6 Preclusive Effect of Settlement Agreement and Approval.  The terms of this Settlement Agreement, consisting of the Court’s PAGA Approval, Preliminary Approval, Final Approval, and the Final Judgment, are binding on Plaintiff, the State of Califor...
	11.7 No Admission of Liability.  The Parties agree that Defendant entering into this Settlement shall not constitute any admission of liability by Defendant and this Settlement is a settlement of disputed claims.  The Parties agree that California Lab...
	11.8 Confidentiality Obligations of the Settlement Administrator.  The Settlement Administrator shall keep all information regarding this Settlement Agreement and all information regarding the Class Members that the Class Administrator receives to adm...
	11.9 Confidentiality.  Defendant, Defendant’s Counsel, Plaintiffs, and Plaintiffs’ Counsel agree to limit public comment on this Settlement, the Action, and the claims in the Action to stating that the matter has been resolved to the satisfaction of b...
	11.10 Cooperation.  The Parties, to the greatest extent possible, are obligated to work together jointly using their best efforts to do all things necessary to effectuate the Settlement, and each term therein.  Unless otherwise agreed by the Parties, ...

	12. Exhibits and Headings.  The terms of this Settlement Agreement include the terms set forth in any attached Exhibits, which are incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth herein.  Any Exhibits to this Settlement Agreement are an integ...
	13. Amendment or Modification.  Unless otherwise provided herein, this Settlement Agreement may be amended or modified only by a written instrument signed by the Parties and counsel for all Parties or their successors-in-interest.
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