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DECLARATION OF SHAUN SETAREH

I, Shaun Setareh, declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney in good standing duly admitted to the State Bar of California, the 

principal attorney at Setareh Law Group, counsel of record for Plaintiff  RENE BECKOM (“Plaintiff”) 

in this action against Defendants STRAUCH & COMPANY, CAMERON PARK PETROLEUM, 

INC., STRAUCH BROTHER INCORPORATION, STRAUCH MANAGEMENT, LLC, LINDA 

PETROLEUM, INC., M&M FUELS, INC., RANCHO CONVENIENCE CENTER, INC., 

WOODCREEK OAKS PETROLEUM, INC., MARC B. STRAUCH, and MATTHEW C. 

STRAUCH (collectively “Defendants”) (collectively with Plaintiff, the “Parties”)  This declaration is 

made in support of Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Approval of the Class Action Settlement. 

2. Except for those matters stated on information and belief, which I am informed and 

believe are true and correct, I have personal knowledge of all matters set forth herein. If called as a 

witness, I could and would competently testify thereto.

3. I received my undergraduate degree from UCLA in 1996 and my law degree from Loyola 

Law School in 1999.  Since being admitted to the State Bar of California in 1999, I have actively 

practiced civil litigation for the entirety of that time period.

4. I, and the attorneys at Setareh Law Group, have been involved as lead class counsel, co-

lead class counsel, and other levels of involvement in over 100 wage-and-hour, consumer, and antitrust 

class action cases.  Recently, Setareh Law Group represented the plaintiff in a Ninth Circuit victory 

involving the standards for motions to remand under the Class Action Fairness Act.  Harris v. KM 

Industrial, Inc., 980 F.3d 694 (9th Cir. November 13, 2020).  Setareh Law Group was also counsel of 

record in Rodriguez v. U.S. Healthworks, 813 Fed.Appx. 315 (9th Cir. 2020) in which the Ninth Circuit 

reversed the trial court’s order granting summary judgment.  I was lead counsel in Troester v. Starbucks 

Corporation, et al., before the California Supreme Court, Case No. S234969, in which the Court issued a 

landmark decision that clarified and rejected the application of the widely adopted federal de minimis

doctrine to California’s wage-hour laws. For my work on that case, I received the California Lawyer of 

the Year or “CLAY” award. I was also lead counsel in a landmark Ninth Circuit decision interpreting the 

Fair Credit Reporting Act, Gilberg v. California Check Cashing Stores, LLC, 913 F.3d 1169 (9th Cir. 
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2019). Setareh Law Group has prevailed in its four most recent Ninth Circuit appeals including the 

Gilberg, Rodriguez, and Harris cases cited above, as well as the Ninth Circuit opinion following the 

California Supreme Court answering the Ninth Circuit’s certified question. Troester v. Starbucks Corp.,

738 Fed. Appx. 562 (9th Cir. 2018.) Three of the four cases resulted in reversals of the trial court 

decision, with the remaining case (Harris) affirming a decision favorable to the Plaintiff.  Setareh Law 

Group has more than 140 Westlaw citable opinions.

The following is a sampling of class actions in which I have been appointed as class counsel:

Federal Cases 

a. Cerdenia v. USA Truck, Inc., U.S. District Court, Central District of California, 

Case No. 10-CV-1489-JVS (granted final approval in an action on behalf of truck drivers for 

meal and rest period violations, off-the-clock pre- and post-shift work, and unauthorized wage 

deductions). 

b. Fronda v. Staffmark, U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, Case 

No. 15-CV-02315-MEJ (granted final approval in a case involving alleged uncompensated 

security checks for warehouse workers). 

c. Garcia v. Am. Gen. Fin. Mgmt. Corp., U.S. District Court, Central District of 

California, Case No. 09-CV-1916 (granted final approval in a case filed on behalf of account 

managers in case involving, among other things, alleged overtime miscalculations and meal and 

rest period violations). 

d. Jones v. Shred-It USA, Inc., U.S. District Court, Central District of California, 

Case No. 11-CV-00526 (granted final approval in a case brought on behalf of customer service 

representatives and balers for alleged off-the-clock work and meal and rest period violations). 

e. O’Neill v. Genesis Logistics, Inc., U.S. District Court, Northern District of 

California, Case No. 08-CV-4707 (granted final approval in a case involving claims for failure to 

provide meal periods to employees who worked as drivers delivering goods to 7-11 stores 

throughout California and failure to pay final wages in a timely manner to terminated 

employees). 

f. Padilla v. UPS, U.S. District Court, Central District of California, Case No. 08-
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CV-1590 (granted final approval in a case involving claims for failure to provide meal periods to 

part time employees engaged in sort operations and failure to pay final wages in a timely manner 

to terminated employees). 

g. Pitre v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., U.S. District Court, Central District of California, 

Case No. 17-cv-01281-DOC (granting class certification against Wal-Mart for a class of almost 

5,000,000 in a Fair Credit Reporting Act action). 

h. Utne v. Home Depot U.S.A., Inc., U.S. District Court, Northern District of 

California, Case No. 16-cv-01854-RS (granting class certification against Home Depot in 

connection with uncompensated off-the-clock work occurring at the start of all employee shifts 

and at the end of closing shifts). 

i. Vang v. Burlington Coat Factory Warehouse Corp., U.S. District Court, Central 

District of California Case No. 09-CV-8061 (granted final approval in a case involving, among 

other things, vacation pay forfeitures, failures to provide meal and rest periods, and failures to 

pay overtime wages based on employee misclassification). 

j. Wilson v. TE Connectivity, Northern District of California Case No. 3:14-cv-

04872-EDL (granted class certification through contested motion in case on behalf of 

manufacturing facility employees subject to auto-deduction of meal breaks). 

State Cases 

k. Alvarez v. Gary Grace Enterprises, LP, Marin Superior Court, Case No. CIV 

1002553 (granted final approval in a case on behalf of hair salon employees for overtime 

miscalculation and related claims). 

l. Butler v. Lexxiom, Inc., San Bernardino Superior Court, Case No. CIVRS 

1001579 (granted final approval in an action on behalf of debt resolution center employees 

alleging, among other things, meal and rest period violations and overtime calculation errors). 

m. Calderon v. GreatCall, Inc., San Diego Superior Court, Case No. 37-2010- 

00093743-CU-OE-CTL (granted final approval in a case on behalf of customer service 

employees for, among other things, alleged meal and rest period violations and overtime 

calculation errors). 
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n. Douglas v. California Credit Union, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 

BC445050 (granted final approval in a case on behalf of customer service representatives 

alleging overtime miscalculation claims). 

o. Green v. Staples Contract and Commercial, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court, 

Case No. BC389789 (granted final approval in a case involving claims for unprovided meal and 

rest periods, inaccurate wage statements, waiting time penalties, and unfair business practices on 

behalf of truck drivers delivering Staples office supplies in California). 

p. Green v. Universal Music Group, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 

BC374253 (granted final approval in a case involving misclassification claims of current or 

former IT Support employees, including engineers, server analysts, desktop support, and 

technical leads). 

q. Sandoval v. Rite Aid Corp., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 

BC431249 (granted class certification through contested motion in case on behalf of former 

pharmacy employees based on late final wage payments in violation of Labor Code §§ 201–203; 

subsequently granted final approval of class action settlement). 

r. Spokes v. Lush Cosmetics, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 

BC391397 (granted final approval in a case alleging failures to provide meal and rest periods and 

failure to timely pay all final wages to California sales associates and key holders). 

s. Valencia v. SCIS Air Security Corp., Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 

BC421485 (granted class certification through contested motion in case on behalf of former 

security workers based on late final wage payments in violation of Labor Code §§ 201–203; 

subsequently granted preliminary approval of proposed class action settlement). 

5. As the above shows, I have substantial experience in wage-and-hour class action 

litigation, including actions alleging failure to provide meal and/or rest periods, failure to pay wages, 

failure to provide accurate wage statements, failure to provide timely final wage payments, and other 

related claims. I am knowledgeable about the applicable law, have worked diligently to investigate and 

identify the potential claims in this action, and will continue to commit my firm’s resources to further the 

interests of the Class.  I and my firm have no conflicts of interest with Plaintiff and with absent class 
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members.

6. Plaintiff propounded written discovery on June 9, 2021. Defendants provided written 

responses on August 31, 2021. The Parties thereafter met and conferred regarding the need for 

supplemental responses.  Plaintiff filed motions to compel further responses to interrogatories and 

requests for production of documents, as to three of the named Defendants, on January 6, 2022. (See 

Plaintiff’s Motions to Compel, on file herein.)  

7. Thereafter, the Parties agreed to attend mediation to attempt to resolve the action entirely 

and further agreed to engage in informal discovery in advance and in preparation thereof.  Defendants’ 

volumes of records and documents. This included a sample of pay and time records, relevant policies; 

and other documents relevant to the litigation. These records allowed Plaintiff to analyze the potential 

liability of Defendants for the alleged claims. Plaintiff hired an expert to hire analyze the produced data 

with respect to potential damages and penalties in preparation for mediation.  

8. Plaintiff and Defendants engaged extensively in informal discovery prior to resolving the 

Action.  Specifically, the Parties engaged in formal, informal, and voluntary exchange of information in 

the context of privileged settlement discussions to facilitate an early mediation. Defendants produced 

volumes of time and pay data for class members, as well as relevant written policies for the claims at issue. 

These records allowed Plaintiff to calculate average pay rate among the Class Members, as well as analyze 

the potential liability of Defendants.  Plaintiff hired an expert to analyze the produced data with respect to 

potential damages and penalties in preparation for mediation.  From the data and other documents obtained 

from Defendant pertaining to the Class and Defendant’s policies, Plaintiff’s expert was able to analyze the 

data sampling, and Plaintiff was then able to thoroughly assess the merits of each claim. 

9. The Parties agreed to mediate Plaintiff’s alleged wage and hour and PAGA claims with 

respected mediator Todd Smith on October 25, 2021. While the matter did not settle at mediation, the 

Parties continued to work toward settlement with the assistance of Mr. Smith.  The Parties reached a 

tentative agreement and executed a memorandum of understanding on April 15, 2022.  

10. During the settlement negotiations, all Parties, represented by their respective counsel, 

recognized the substantial risk of an adverse result in the Action, and the Parties agreed to avoid further 

litigation by settling and resolving all claims alleged against Defendant in Plaintiff’s operative complaint.  
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Counsel believes the proposed settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate in light of the complexities of 

the case, the uncertainties of further litigation, and that it represents a fair and reasonable recovery for the 

Settlement Class.  The Parties have not engaged in any collusion or improper negotiations.

11. At the time of mediation, Defendant provided certain data points that included payroll 

data for the putative class during the relevant class period.  This enabled Plaintiff’s damages expert to 

review the data and to prepare a comprehensive damage analysis for the purposes of mediation.

The following chart provides the estimated potential recovery on a class basis that Plaintiff 

believes he could reasonably achieve if he were to prevail on all his causes of action:

Plaintiff’s Estimated Potential Recovery

Assumptions During Class Period (based on time/payroll data provided by Defendants) 
Class Count: 2,931; 
Number of Shifts: 51,000 
 Average Rate of Pay:  $14.00 
Average Overtime Rate of Pay: $21.00 
Pay periods within Wage Statement period:  
Formerly Employed Class Members: 1,605 
Class Members in the 226/PAGA Period (1 year limitations period): 1,210 
Period for 1-year Class Members: 2,900 

Cause of Action Estimated Potential 
Recovery 

Calculations for Estimated Potential 
Recovery 

Unpaid Overtime $535,500.00 .5 hours a shift x 51,000 shifts x 
$21.00/hour 

Rest Period Premiums $714,000 $14 x 51,000 shifts 

Meal Period Premiums $714,000 14 x 51,000 shifts

Sub-Total Unpaid 
Wages $1,963,500.00

Labor Code § 203 
Penalties $5,392,800 1,605 former employees x 8 hours x 30 

days x $14/hour

Labor Code § 226 
Penalties $229,500 1,210 initial violations at $50, and 1,690 

subsequent violations at $100

TOTAL $7,585,800.00
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PAGA Penalties $290,000

Total if PAGA included $7,875,800

12. Despite a total potential recovery of a little more than $7 million  on all class claims, 

including statutory penalties, Plaintiff recognizes the challenges he faces in certifying a class action and 

establishing liability on the wage and hour claims.  Plaintiff estimates that his likelihood of prevailing on 

all his causes of action are extremely low and thus his likelihood of recovering $7 million or anything close 

to that amount on behalf of a class is very unlikely.  For those claims, if any, that are certified for class 

treatment, Plaintiff must prevail at a trial on the merits.  In addition to having to prove that Plaintiff and 

other workers were not paid for all hours worked, Plaintiff must establish willfulness with respect to his 

waiting time penalties claim under Labor Code Section 203. 

13. With respect to the claims asserted on behalf of the settlement classes in this case, there are 

significant risks that support the reduced compromise amount. These risks include, but are not limited to 

the following:  

(i)  The risk that Plaintiff would be unable to establish liability for allegedly unpaid overtime 

wages. See Duran v. US Bank Nat’l Ass’n (2014) 59 Cal.4th 1, 39 & fn. 33 (“Duran”), citing Dilts v. 

Penske Logistics (S.D. Cal. 2014) LLC  2014 WL 205039 (dismissing certified off-the-clock claims 

based on proof at trial).  Defendants contend, e.g., that overtime was properly paid or not due or owing 

across the putative Class as alleged by Plaintiff. 

(ii) The risk that Plaintiff would not be able to prove liability for alleged failure to provide 

compliant rest breaks; or that to establish liability for the failure to provide compliant rest breaks would 

require an individualized inquiry that would prevent these issues from being resolved on a class and/or 

collective basis.  Plaintiff alleged employees were regularly not provided rest breaks; which Defendants 

deny. 

(iii) The risk that Plaintiff would not recover waiting time and wage statement penalties 

pursuant to Labor Code sections 203 and 226.  For example, there is currently a split of authority as to 
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whether such penalties can be obtained based on failure to provide rest breaks. See, e.g., Singletary v. 

Teavana Corporation (N.D. Cal. May 2, 2014) 2014 WL 1760884, *4 (noting that “the law in this area is 

murky at best” and holding that section 203 penalties are not applicable to meal and rest break claims).  

Plaintiff also might not prove that Defendant acted with the intent necessary for the alleged claims for 

penalties under Labor Code sections 203 and 226.  Specifically, section 203 requires that a plaintiff show 

the employer committed a “willful” violation of the law in withholding wages.  “A good faith dispute that 

any wages are due will preclude imposition of waiting time penalties under Section 203.” 8 Cal. Code 

Regs. § 13520. Similarly, penalties pursuant to section 226 require a “knowing and intentional” violation.  

Defendant contends that it would present several good faith defenses that would preclude a finding of 

willfulness under section 203. See Choate v. Celite Corp. (2013) 215 Cal. App.4th 1460 (reversing award 

of section 203 penalties based on good faith defense where underlying wage claim presented issue of first 

impression). Any such good faith dispute could preclude penalties. 

(iv)  The risk that Defendants challenged employment policies might not ultimately support 

class certification or a class-wide liability finding, see, Duran, 59 Cal. 4th at 14 & fn. 28 (citing Court of 

Appeal decisions favorable on class certification issue without expressing opinion as to ultimate viability 

of proposition).  Defendants have contended, for example, that they did not have a purported policy of not 

paying required compensation, but rather a policy of paying compensation and of requiring employees to 

report any unpaid compensable time, and that any failures to report by employees cannot be legally charged 

to Defendants and, in any event, involve such highly individualized circumstances as to prevent class and 

collective certification should this case be litigated.  See, e.g., Morillion v. Royal Packing Co. (2000) 22 

Cal. 4th 575, 585 (employer not required to pay employees for time spent performing work of which the 

employer had no knowledge).   

(v) For the same reasons, liability, damages recovery, and certification risks are heightened 

given: (1) the risk that uncertainties pertaining to the ultimate legality of Defendants’ policies and practices 

could preclude class-wide awards of statutory penalties under Labor Code section 226(e); (2) the risk that 

individual differences between settlement Class Members could be construed as pertaining to liability, and 

not solely to damages, see, Duran, 59 Cal.4th at 19; and (3) the risk that class or collective treatment could 

be deemed improper as to one or more claims except for settlement purposes. 
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(vi) The risk that any civil penalties awarded under PAGA could be reduced by the Court in its 

discretion could materially impact the recovery by the Classes, see Labor Code section 2699(e)(1). 

(vii)  The risk that lengthy appellate litigation could ensue as to both liability and certification 

issues, with associated litigation risk and costs, further enhances the value of a confirmed settlement as 

opposed to unpredictable litigation. 

(viii) Although the PAGA penalties calculated by Plaintiff’s expert amounts to an extravagant 

$290,000, that amount is not likely to bear fruit in this case.  Most significantly, the ultimate decision as to 

the amount of penalties is always up to the discretion of the Court.   Labor Code § 2699(e)(2) states: “In 

any action by an aggrieved employee seeking recovery of a civil penalty available under subdivision (a) 

or (f), a court may award a lesser amount than the maximum civil penalty amount specified by this part if, 

based on the facts and circumstances of the particular case, to do otherwise would result in an award that 

is unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory.”  Subdivision (a) states, “Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, any provision of this code that provides for a civil penalty to be assessed and collected 

by the Labor and Workforce Development Agency or any of its departments, divisions, commissions, 

boards, agencies, or employees, for a violation of this 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 Section 2699.3.”  Subdivision (f) specifies the penalties 

in instances where the underlying statute does not specify any civil penalty.  In other words, where the 

facts and circumstances of the particular case demonstrate that an unreduced award would be “unjust, 

arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory,” the court (or arbitrator) may reduce the award so as to ameliorate 

any such finding. 

In these respects, Defendants strongly deny any liability and the propriety of class certification for 

any reason other than settlement.  Continued litigation of this lawsuit presented Plaintiff and Defendants 

with substantial legal risks that were (and continue to be) very difficult to assess. 

In light of the uncertainties of protracted litigation, the Settlement amount reflects a fair and 

reasonable recovery for the Class Members. The Settlement amount is, of course, a compromise figure. 

By necessity, it took into account risks related to liability, damages, class action certification, and all the 

defenses asserted by Defendants as to all such matters. Moreover, each Class Member will be given the 
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opportunity to opt out of the Settlement, allowing those who feel they have claims that are greater than the 

benefits they can receive under this Settlement to pursue their own claims.

14. Plaintiff is a typical class representative.  Like Class Members, Plaintiff was an hourly non-

exempt employee of Defendants in California. Plaintiff alleges that he and the putative class members was 

not paid all wages and overtime owed, was not provided with compliant meal and rest breaks, and did not 

receive accurate wage statements. Plaintiff has no conflict of interest with the Settlement Class Members 

and has agreed to place the Class’s interests above his own.  Setareh Law Group also has no conflicts of 

interest with the Settlement Class Members.

15. The requested service award of $5,000 to Plaintiff is warranted. Plaintiff spent considerable 

time speaking with his counsel, gathering documents, responding to discovery, participating in mediation, 

and reviewing the Settlement.  Plaintiff also took on the risk of facing intrusive discovery, facing a potential 

costs award, and the risk that being involved in litigation would be viewed unfavorably by potential 

employers.

16. A true and correct copy of the Joint Stipulation of Class Action Settlement Agreement (the 

“Settlement”) executed by the Parties is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.  

17. A true and correct copy of the proposed Notice of Class Action and PAGA Settlement is 

attached as Exhibit 1 to the Settlement.

Attorneys’ Fees

18. The amount of Class Counsel’s fee request (one-third of the Gross Settlement Amount) is 

reasonable as a percentage of the settlement fund. I have been awarded attorneys’ fees equaling 

approximately one-third of the fund in several recent wage and hour class actions, including, but not limited 

to: O'Brien v. Optima Network Services, Inc., San Bernardino County Superior Court, Case No. 

CIVRS1107056 (one-third of settlement fund); Noyd v. The Cristcat Group, et al., Los Angeles County 

Superior Court, Case No. BC439558 (one-third of settlement fund); Perez v. Southwest Dealer Services, 

Inc., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BC439253 (one-third of settlement fund); Alvarez v. 

Gary Grace Enterprises, LP, Marin County Superior Court, Case No. CIV1002553 (one-third of 

settlement fund); Calderon v. Greatcall, Inc., San Diego Superior Court, Case No. 37-2010-00093743-

CU-OE-CTL (one-third of settlement fund); Butler v. Lexxiom, Inc., San Bernardino County Superior 
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Court, Case No. CIVRS1001579 (one-third of settlement fund); Huynh v. Carefusion Resources, LLC, et 

al, San Diego County Superior Court, Case No. 37-2009-00103277-CU-OE-CTL (one-third of settlement 

fund); Stucker v. L’Oreal USA S/D, Inc., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BC456080 (one-

third of settlement fund); Sandoval v. Thrifty Payless, Inc., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 

BC431249 (one-third of settlement fund); Tucker v. Maly’s West, Inc., Los Angeles County Superior Court, 

Case No. BC483920 (one-third of settlement fund); Tiwari v. Merrill’s Packaging, San Mateo Superior 

Court, Case No. 519070 (one-third of settlement fund); Montgomery v. Del Monte Corp., et al, Kings 

County Case No. 13C0204 (one-third of settlement fund); Adams v. Medical Staffing Network, et al, 

Sacramento County Case No. 34-2012-00137491-CU-OE-GDS (33% of gross settlement fund).

Settlement Administrator

19. The Parties propose ILYM Group as the administrator in this matter.  ILYM is an 

experienced class action settlement administrator.  Based on my experience, settlement administration 

costs will not exceed $26,000 for the estimated 2,931 class members.

LWDA Notice

20. On February 15, 2023, David Keledjian, an attorney at Setareh Law Group, uploaded 

copies of the Settlement and the Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement and 

Certification of Settlement Class to the California Labor Workforce and Development Agency (“LWDA”).  

A true and correct copy of the email from the LWDA confirming the submission is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 2.
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The Parties

21. fendants provide fuel, convenience, and carwash services throughout California. Plainti

has been working for Defendants as a non-exempt hourly employee from around November of 2019

through Febmary of 2020.

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

tme and correct to the best of my knowledge. Executed this 15th day ofFebmary 2022 in Beveriy Hills,

California.

J

Shaun Setareh

12
DECLARATION OF SHAUN SETAREH IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS

ACTION SETTLEMENT AND CERTIFICATION OF SETTLEMENT CLASS
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Rene Beckom v. Strauch & Co., et. al., No. 34-2020-00289457 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

NOTICE OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT

This is not a lawsuit against you.  You are not being sued.  This notice affects your rights.  Please read it carefully 

To:  All persons who worked for Defendants Strauch & Company, Cameron Park Petroleum, Inc., Strauch 
Brother Incorporation (also sued erroneously as Strauch Brothers, Inc. and Strauch Brothers 
Incorporating), Strauch Management LLC, Linda Petroleum, Inc., M&M Fuels, Inc., Rancho 
Convenience Center, Inc., Woodcreek Oaks Petroleum, Inc., Marc B. Strauch (erroneously sued as Mark 
Strauch) and Matthew C. Strauch (“Defendants”) as a non-exempt, hourly employees in the State of California 
at any time from November 24, 2016 through February 4, 2022 (“Class Members”). 

On ________, the Honorable Steve White of the Sacramento County Superior Court granted preliminary approval of this 
class action settlement and ordered the litigants to notify all Class Members of the settlement. You have received this 
notice because Defendants’ records indicate that you are a Class Member, and therefore entitled to a payment 
from the settlement. 

Unless you choose to opt out of the settlement by following the procedures described below, you will be deemed a 
Class Member and, if the Court grants final approval of the settlement, you will be mailed a check for your 
proportionate share of the settlement fund. The Final Fairness Hearing on the adequacy, reasonableness, and fairness 
of the Settlement will be held at _:00 _.m. on __________, 2023 in Courtroom 40 of the Sacramento County Superior 
Court located at 720 – 9th Street, Sacramento, California 95814. You are not required to attend the hearing, but you are 
welcome to do so. 

SUMMARY OF THE LITIGATION 
Plaintiff Rene Beckom brought a lawsuit on behalf of himself and other current and former non-exempt employees, 
claiming that Defendants alleged violated California state labor laws.  To wit, he claims that Defendants allegedly failed 
to: (1) provide employees with meal periods, second meal periods, or meal period premiums; (2) provide employees with 
rest breaks or rest break premiums; (3) pay proper and/or overtime wages to employees for all hours worked; (4) provide 
employees with accurate wage statements; (5) timely pay all wages owed to employees during each pay period and upon 
employment separation.  Further, he alleges Defendants unlawfully engaged in unfair competition and is liable for civil 
penalties pursuant to California’s Private Attorneys General Act, California Labor Code section 2698, et. seq.

The Court has not determined that Mr. Beckom has the right to bring this lawsuit.  The Court has also not 
determined that Mr. Beckom's claims and allegations about Defendants on behalf of himself or the Class 
Members are meritorious.  Further, the Court has not determined that Defendants did anything unlawful here. 

Nevertheless, after the exchange of relevant information and evidence, the Parties agreed to attend mediation in an attempt 
to informally resolve the claims in the case without Court proceedings progressing. On November 12, 2021, the Parties 
participated in a mediation with experienced and well-respected class action mediator Todd Smith, Esq.  The Parties were 
able to negotiate a complete settlement of Plaintiff’s claims, with Mr. Smith’s guidance. 

Counsel for Plaintiff, and the attorneys appointed by the Court to represent the class, The Setareh Law Group (“Class 
Counsel”), has investigated and researched the facts and circumstances underlying the issues raised in the case and the 
applicable law.  Class Counsel recognizes that, as inherent in all lawsuits, there is a risk and expense associated with 
continued litigation.  Thus, while Class Counsel believes in Plaintiff's case, they also believe settlement is justified.  Class 
Counsel further believes the proposed settlement is fair, adequate, reasonable, and in the best interests of Class Members. 
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Defendants have denied, and continue to deny, the factual allegations made by Plaintiff on behalf of himself and the Class 
Members.  Moreover, Defendants have researched the applicable law and see no legal merit to any of the allegations 
raised by Plaintiff.  Defendants are confident that they have valid factual and legal defenses to each and every one of 
Plaintiff’s claims. By agreeing to settle, Defendants are not admitting any of the factual allegations or claims in the case, 
not admitting any legal liability in any manner, and not agreeing that the case can or should proceed as a class action. 
Defendants have agreed to settle the case as part of a compromise with Plaintiff, based on the additional cost of litigation. 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT TERMS 
Plaintiff and Defendants have agreed to settle the underlying class claims in exchange for a Class Settlement Amount of 
$2,700,000.00. This amount is inclusive of: (1) individual settlement payments to all Class Members who do not opt-out;  
(2) an individual settlement payment to Plaintiff Rene Beckom for $5,000.00 which includes a Class Representative 
Enhancement Payment of $2,500 for acting as a representative of the class and a General Release Payment of $2,500 for a 
general release of all claims arising out of his employment with Defendants; (3) $900,000.00 in attorneys’ fees and up to 
$20,000.00 in litigation costs and expenses; (4) a $200,000.00 payment to the California Labor and Workforce 
Development Agency (“LWDA”) in connection and accordance with the Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 
2004 (“PAGA”) and Plaintiff's claim relating thereto, and (5) reasonable Settlement Administrator’s fees and expenses 
currently estimated at $26,000.00. After deducting the Class Representative Enhancement Payment; the General Release 
Payment; attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses; the payment to the LWDA; and the Settlement Administrator’s fees and 
expenses, a total of approximately $_____will be allocated to Class Members who do not opt out of the settlement (“Net 
Settlement Amount”). 

Each Class Member’s settlement payment will be based on the number of Pay Periods during which each Class Member 
worked in a non-exempt position at any time from November 24, 2016 through February 4, 2022 (“Class Period”). 
The formula for calculating settlement payments is as follows: 

(a)  Defendants will calculate the total aggregate number of Pay Periods that all Class Members worked during 
the applicable Class Period (“Total Pay Periods”).  

(b) The value of each individual Pay Period shall then be determined by dividing the proceeds of the Net 
Settlement Amount by the Total Pay Periods amount, resulting in the “Pay Period Point Value.”  

(c) An “Individual Settlement Payment” amount for each Class Member will then be determined by multiplying 
the individual Class Member’s number of Pay Periods by the Pay Period Point Value.  

(d) The entire Net Settlement Amount will be disbursed to all Class Members who do not opt-out by submitting 
timely and valid Requests for Exclusion. 

According to Defendants’ records, you worked during the Class Period in a non-exempt position for a total of ____ Pay 
Periods. Accordingly, your estimated payment is approximately $_____. If you believe the information provided above is 
incorrect, please contact the Settlement Administrator at ____________. If you dispute the information stated above, 
Defendants’ records will control unless you are able to provide documentation that establishes otherwise. 

YOUR OPTIONS UNDER THE SETTLEMENT 

YOU MUST CHOOSE ONLY ONE 

Option 1 – Automatically Receive a Payment from the Settlement
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If want to receive your payment from the settlement, then no further action is required on your part. You will 
automatically receive your settlement payment from the Settlement Administrator via mail, if and when the Settlement 
receives final approval by the Court. 

If you choose Option 1, you will be deemed to have released or waived the following claims (“Released Claims): Any 
and all actions, causes of action, rights, liabilities, obligations, costs, expenses, damages, losses, claims, liabilities, suits, 
debts, demands, and benefits (including attorneys’ fees and costs), in law or in equity, known or unknown, suspected or 
unsuspected, matured or unmatured, based on or reasonably arising from, or related to, the same set of operative facts as 
those set forth in the operative complaint or PAGA Notice during the Class Period, including but not limited to: (i) all 
claims for meal and rest break violations; (ii) all claims for unpaid wages; (iii) all claims for unpaid overtime; (iv) all 
claims for the failure to timely pay wages during employment based on the preceding claims; (v) all claims for the failure 
to timely pay wages upon termination based on the preceding claims; (vi) all claims for wage statement violations based 
on the preceding claims; (vii) all claims asserted under California Business & Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq. based 
on the preceding claims; and (viii) all claims asserted under the Labor Code’s Private Attorneys General Act, California 
Labor Code §§ 2698, et seq. based on the preceding claims. 

Option 2 – Opt Out of the Settlement via a Request for Exclusion
If you do not wish to participate in the settlement, you may exclude yourself from participating by submitting a written 
Requests for Exclusion to the Settlement Administrator.  The Requests for Exclusion must expressly and clearly indicate 
that: (1) you have received this Notice of Class Action Settlement, (2) decided not to participate in the settlement, and (3) 
desire to be excluded from this settlement. The written Request for Exclusion must also include your name, signature, 
address, telephone number, the last four digits of your Social Security Number, and the date you signed the Request for 
Exclusion. Mail the Request for Exclusion by First Class U.S. Mail or equivalent to the address below.  

ILYM Group, Inc. - Settlement Administrator 
_____________ 

The written Request  for Exclusion must be postmarked or faxed no later than __________, 2023. If you submit a 
Request for Exclusion which is not postmarked or faxed by __________, 2023, your Request for Exclusion will be 
rejected, and you will be included in the settlement class as a Class Member. 

If you choose Option 2, you will no longer be a Class Member, and you will: (1) be barred from participating in the 
settlement and receiving any payment of funds from the settlement, (2) not be deemed to have released the Released 
Claims, and (3) be barred from filing an objection to the settlement.  

Option 3 – Object to the Settlement via Written Objection
If you decide to object to the settlement because you find it unfair or unreasonable, you must submit a Written Objection 
stating why you object to the settlement. Your objection must provide: (1) your full name, signature, address, telephone 
number and the date you signed the Written Objection, (2) a written statement of all grounds for your objection 
accompanied by any legal support for such objection; (3) copies of any papers, briefs, or other documents upon which 
your objection is based; and (4) a statement about whether you intend to appear at the Fairness Hearing.  The Written 
Objection must be mailed to the Administrator at [administrator’s address]. 

All Written Objections must be received by the Administrator by not later than _________________2023. Late Written 
Objections will not be considered. By submitting a Written Objection, you are not excluding yourself from the settlement. 
To exclude yourself from the settlement, you must follow the directions described above in Option 2. Please note that you 
cannot both object to the settlement and exclude yourself. You must choose one option only. 
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You may also, if you wish, appear at the Final Fairness Hearing set for __________________________ at _____ 
a.m./p.m. in the Superior Court of the State of California, for the County of Merced and discuss your Written Objection 
with the Court and the Parties at your own expense. You may also retain an attorney to represent you at the hearing. 

If you choose Option 3, you will still be entitled to the money from the settlement. If the Court overrules your objection, 
you will be deemed to have released the Released Claims. 
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Additional Information 
This Notice of Class Action Settlement is only a summary of the case and the settlement. For a more detailed statement of 
the matters involved in the case and the settlement, you may refer to the pleadings, the settlement agreement, and other 
papers filed in the case. All inquiries by Class Members regarding this Class Notice and/or the settlement should be 
directed to the Settlement Administrator or Class Counsel – Shaun Setareh, The Setareh Law Group, 9665 Wilshire 
Boulevard, Suite 430, Beverly Hills, CA 90212, 310-888-7771. 
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