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[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING APPROVAL OF 

PAGA SETTLEMENT AND ENTERING JUDGMENT  
 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE 

SERGIO ECHEVERRIA, as an individual and 

on behalf of other similarly situated employees, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

vs. 

 

STATEK CORPORATION, a California 

corporation, 

 

Defendants. 

Case No. 30-2021-01192372-CU-OE-CXC 

 

ASSIGNED FOR ALL PURPOSES TO  

HONORABLE LON F. HURWITZ 

DEPARTMENT CX-103 

 

 

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING 

APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

AND ENTERING JUDGMENT 

 

 

 

Hearing Date:     September 15, 2023 

Hearing Time: 1:30 p.m. 

Department:         CX103 

 

 

 

Date Action Filed: March 30, 2021 

Trial Date: Not Yet Set 
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[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING APPROVAL OF 

PAGA SETTLEMENT AND ENTERING JUDGMENT  
 

 This matter came on for hearing on September 15, 2023 at 1:30 p.m. in Department CX-

103 of the above-captioned Court on Plaintiff’s unopposed motion for approval of a PAGA 

Settlement Agreement (the “Settlement” or “Settlement Agreement”) pursuant to the California 

Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”). 

 Having received and considered the Settlement Agreement, the supporting papers filed by 

Plaintiff, and the evidence and argument received by the Court, the Court grants approval of the 

Settlement.  GOOD CAUSE BEING FOUND, IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that: 

1. Final judgment is entered in conformity with the parties’ PAGA Settlement 

Agreement (the “Settlement Agreement”), a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A and is ROA# 

__.  Except as otherwise defined in this Order Granting Approval of PAGA Settlement and 

Entering Judgment (“Final Order and Judgment”), all capitalized terms have the same meaning as 

defined in the Settlement Agreement. 

2. The California Labor Workforce and Development Agency (“LWDA”) has been 

provided notice of the Settlement in accordance with PAGA, California Labor Code § 2699(l)(2), 

(l)(4).  In particular, on March 3, 2023, Plaintiff submitted to the LWDA a notice of the Settlement 

enclosing a copy of the Settlement Agreement.  (Ex. B.)  Plaintiff thereafter submitted a copy of 

the amended PAGA Settlement to the LWDA on September 1, 2023.  (Ex. C.)  Plaintiff also 

submitted to the LWDA a copy of the Court’s Minute Order, dated June 23, 2023.  (Ex. D.)  

Plaintiff’s notice of the Settlement to the LWDA complied with the notice requirements of PAGA 

and the Court’s Minute Order, dated June 23, 2023. 

3. The Court approves the release of claims Plaintiff brings under the PAGA in 

conformity with the Settlement Agreement. As of the date that this Final Order and Judgment 

becomes final, all Aggrieved Employees release and discharge the Released Parties from all 

Released Claims; 

4. The Court confirms approval of the Settlement as to the LWDA and the Aggrieved 

Employees. 

5. The Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this litigation, over all 

Aggrieved Employees, and over those persons undertaking affirmative obligations under the 
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[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING APPROVAL OF 
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Settlement. 

6. The Settlement is approved under Labor Code § 2699(l)(2). 

7. The PAGA Settlement Notice to Aggrieved Employees, attached to this Final Order 

and Judgment as Exhibit B, fairly and adequately describes the Action, the approved Settlement, 

and provides adequate notice to the Aggrieved Employees. 

8. The Court finds that each Aggrieved Employee, in accordance with the Settlement, 

releases all Released Claims against the Released Parties. 

9. The Gross Settlement Amount of $214,000.00, and the methodology used to 

calculate the PAGA Payment and Individual PAGA Payments, set forth in the Settlement 

Agreement are approved.  More specifically, the Court approves the following payments: 

a. Fees and Costs Award of $84,396.44 (as more fully set forth in ¶ 12, below); 

b. Plaintiff’s Incentive Award of $5,000; 

c. The Administration Costs of $6,000; and 

d. PAGA Payment (i.e., net settlement amount) of $118,603.56, with 75% 

($88,952.67) paid to the LWDA and 25% ($29,650.89) allocated to Individual 

PAGA Payments to Aggrieved Employees. 

10. The Court approves Phoenix Class Action Administration to act as the Settlement 

Administrator.   

11. The Court approves the law firm of Jackson Law APC as Plaintiff’s Counsel. 

12. The Court awards Plaintiff’s counsel’s attorneys’ fees in the amount of $71,326.20 

and actual litigation costs of $13,070.24, both of which the Court finds to be fair and reasonable.  

The Court authorizes the Settlement Administrator to make these payments, in accordance with 

the terms of the Settlement Agreement. 

13. The Court authorizes the Settlement Administrator to calculate and pay the 

Individual PAGA Payments to the Aggrieved Employees, in accordance with the terms of the 

Settlement Agreement. 

14. The Court finds that payment to the LWDA of $88,952.67 as its share of the 

settlement of PAGA civil penalties is fair and reasonable.  The Court authorizes the Settlement 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

 

-4- 

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING APPROVAL OF 

PAGA SETTLEMENT AND ENTERING JUDGMENT  
 

Administrator to pay the LWDA payment, in accordance with the terms of the Settlement 

Agreement. 

15. The Court finds the Incentive Award in the sum of $5,000 to Plaintiff is fair and 

reasonable.  The Court authorizes the Settlement Administrator to pay the Incentive Award in 

accordance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement. 

16. Upon completion of the settlement administration process, the Settlement 

Administrator will provide written declaration of the completion and final accounting to counsel 

for the Parties.  A final accounting hearing is set for May 17, 2024.  Plaintiff’s Counsel shall file 

the declaration and final accounting with the Court on or before May 3, 2024.  Plaintiff also will 

file a Notice of Satisfaction of Judgment upon payment of the entire Gross Settlement Amount by 

Defendant and distribution of the Gross Settlement Amount by the Settlement Administrator in 

accordance with this Settlement Agreement. 

17. The Court dismisses the PAGA claims and the Action with prejudice. 

18. Without affecting the finality of this Final Order and Judgment, the Court retains 

exclusive and continuing jurisdiction over this Action for purposes of supervising, administering, 

implementing, and enforcement of this Judgment and the Settlement Agreement. 

19. Nothing in this Final Order and Judgment, or the Settlement Agreement, shall be 

construed as an admission or concession by any party.  The Settlement and this resulting Final 

Order and Judgment, and entry of Judgement, simply represent a compromise of disputed 

allegations. 

20. The Court enters the Final Order and Judgment in accordance with the terms of the 

Settlement Agreement and this Judgment. 

21. Plaintiff’s Counsel is directed to submit a copy of this Final Order and Judgment 

and entry of Judgment to the LWDA within 10 days of the date of entry of this Judgment. 

 IT IS SO ORDERED: 

DATED:             

        HONORABLE LON F. HURWITZ 

        Judge of the Superior Court 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 



Thank you for your Proposed Settlement Submission

DIR PAGA Unit <lwdadonotreply@dir.ca.gov>
Fri 3/3/2023 3:05 PM

To: Armond Jackson <ajackson@jacksonapc.com>

03/03/2023 03:05:24 PM

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency.

Item submitted: Proposed Settlement
If you have questions or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to
pagainfo@dir.ca.gov.

DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of
Labor and Workforce Development Agency

Website: http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm

http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm
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2 Venture Plaza, Ste. 240 * Irvine, CA 92618 * Tel: 949-281-6857 * Fax: 949-777-6218 

Jackson Law, P.C. 

 

APC  

2 Venture Plaza, Ste. 240 * Irvine, CA 92618 * Tel: 949-281-6857 * Fax: 949-777-6218 
 

 Armond M. Jackson 

ajackson@jlaw-pc.com 

 

November 18, 2020 

 

Sent By Certified Mail to Statek Corporation 

 

Submitted Via Online to Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

 

Statek Corporation  

512 N. Main St  

Orange, California 92868 

 

GKL Corporate/Search, Inc.  

One Capitol Mall Site 660 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Labor and Workforce Development 

Agency 

Attn. PAGA Administrator 

455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 703-4810 

 

 

PRIVATE ATTORNEY GENERAL ACT (PAGA) NOTICE  

PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 2699 

 

Re: Notice Pursuant to California Labor Code Section 2699 

Violations of California Labor Code Sections 201, 202, 203, 210, 221, 226 (a) 1-2, 4-5, 8-

9, 226.3, 226.7, 510, 512, 558, 1194, 2802 

Violations of California Labor Code Section 1198 (Industrial Welfare Commission Order 

No. 5-2001 (“Wage Order 4”), Sections 3, 7, 11 and 12 Violations of California Labor  

Labor and Workforce Development Agency Right to Investigate and Issue a Citation (Lab. 

Code § 2699.3) 

Sergio Echeverria et al. v. Statek Corporation et al.  
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Dear Statek Corporation, GKL Corporation and PAGA Administrator: 

  

This letter is issued pursuant to Labor Code § 2698, et seq. (Specifically Labor Code § 

2699(f)), which provides notice to the PAGA Administrator, Statek Corporation and GKL 

Corporation/Search, Inc. by Sergio Echeverria (“Mr. Echeverria” or “Plaintiff”) on behalf of all 

California aggrieved current and aggrieved former similarly situated employees of Statek 

Corporation, (“SC”) (collectively referred to throughout herein as “Defendants”), a private right 

of action under the Private Attorney General Act (PAGA) of 2004.   

 

As a prerequisite to prosecuting this private action in superior court, Mr. Echeverria is 

required to provide notice by certified mail to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency and 

the employers regarding each violation, along with facts and theories supporting each violation as 

mentioned below. (Labor Code § 2699.3) If you have any questions regarding this letter, please 

contact Armond M. Jackson, Esq. at Jackson Law, APC at 949-281-6857 or via email at 

ajackson@jlaw-pc.com.  

 

Facts and Theories 

 

Defendants are a healthcare technology production company.  

 

This letter encompasses violations for all of Defendants nonexempt California employees 

as the aggrieved employees or similarly situated employees.  

 

Plaintiff was deployed to work for Defendants as a cleaning employee.  Plaintiff was 

responsible for general laborer tasks including cleaning, repairs, general laborer tasks as assigned.  

Throughout Plaintiff’s shifts, they were not provided with all 10 minute duty-free 

uninterrupted rest breaks during its working shifts that were at or above 7.5 hours as a result of 

encouragement and requirement to take short rest breaks because he was interrupted during rest 

breaks, had to start rest breaks late and report back from rest breaks early or required to miss 

entitled rest breaks approximately 10 to 20 shifts each month..  Moreover, at times when Plaintiff 

and similarly situated employees were required to report back to work for interrupted rest breaks 

were not paid premium wages for this interrupted meal break. Finally, Defendants required 

Plaintiff and similarly situated employees to work on-call or on-premises as they had to be 

available to perform job tasks and to return to work during rest breaks. 

Furthermore, Plaintiff was not provided with proper 30 minute duty-free uninterrupted 

meal periods each five hours of its working shifts that he was entitled to when he worked over five 

and ten hour shifts and meal breaks were short, late, interrupted or not taken at all as a result of 

being encouraged and required to take short meal breaks because he was interrupted during meal 

breaks, had to start meal breaks late and report back from meal breaks early or completely miss 

meal breaks due to workload.  Moreover, Defendants required Plaintiff and similarly situated 

mailto:ajackson@jlaw-pc.com
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employees to work on-call or on-premises as they had to be available to perform job tasks and to 

return to work during meal breaks each shift each day.  Finally at times when Plaintiff and similarly 

situated employees were required to report back to work for interrupted meal breaks were not paid 

premium wages for this interrupted meal break approximately 10 to 20 shifts each month.  

Defendants have violated California Labor Code sections 226.7, 510, 512, 1194, and Wage 

Order 4, Sections 7, 11 and 12 and any other applicable wage orders. Other similarly situated 

employees at Defendants were under the same conditions as Plaintiff.  

Moreover, Defendants failed to incorporate Plaintiff’s premium wages and hours’ worth of 

work, actual name of the legal entity of the employer and applicable rates for all hours worked on 

their wage statements as required by California Labor Code section 226(a) 1-2, 4-5, 9. All other 

similarly situated employees were subjected to the same working conditions as Plaintiff, such as 

not being provided with their entitled meal breaks and rest breaks and recording their applicable 

hourly rates for all hours worked and actual hours worked or premium wages earned on their wage 

statements.  

Moreover, Defendants failed to pay for all hours worked due to requiring employees to 

undergo medical inspections and testing before clocking-in. These medical inspections and 

medical testing and questions required Plaintiff and other employees to work off-the-clock for up 

to 30 minutes before clocking-in in violation of 510, 1194 and Wage Order 4, Sections 3 and any 

other applicable wage and hour laws.   

Furthermore, Defendants required Plaintiff and similarly situated employees to purchase 

masks to protect from COVID-19 transmissions requiring them to wear these masks at work but 

failed to reimburse in violation of California Labor Code section 2802 and the applicable 

California Industrial Welfare Commission wage order(s). Additionally, having employees conduct 

off clock temperature checks before clocking in.  

By virtue of not authorizing or permitting Plaintiff and all other similarly situated 

employees to take their entitled meal breaks and rest breaks, off-the-clock work, failure to 

reimburse, failing to incorporate hours worked and wages earned on the itemized wage statements 

disclosing total hours worked, total gross wages earned, net wages earned, name and address of 

the legal entity employer, hours worked at the applicable hourly rate and deductions that should 

have been taken out, and rights to accurate wages statements and retention of those rights. 

Consequently, Defendants are violating California Labor Code Sections, 226(a) 1-2, 4-5, 8, 9, 

226(a), 226.3, and 226.7, 510, 512, and Wage Order 4, Sections 3, 7, 11 and 12, 2802. 

Violation of California Labor Code Sections, 201, 202, 203, 204 

 

An employer may not willfully fail to pay any wages owed to an employee who is either 

discharged, resigns or quits. If the employer does fail to pay its employees upon separation of 

employment, the wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty from the due date thereof at 
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the same rate until paid or until an action therefore is commenced; but the wages shall not continue 

for more than 30 days. (See Lab. Code §203) Here, Defendants did not compensate Plaintiff and 

do not compensate other similarly situated employees at the time of discharge or timely at the time 

of separation due to failing to compensate employees for owed premium wages, off-the-clock 

work, timely payments at the time of end of employment for COVID-19 layoffs, and on-call meal 

breaks.  

Violation of California Labor Code § 210 
 
Labor Code section 210, an employer may not fail to pay the wages of each employee. 

Here, Defendants failed to pay for all hours worked due to requiring employees to undergo medical 

inspections and testing before clocking-in. These medical temperatures checks and medical 

questions required Plaintiff and other employees to work off-the-clock for up to 30 minutes. 

 

Violation of California Labor Code § 221 
 

It shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive from an employee any part of 

wages theretofore paid by said employer to said employee. Again, here, Defendants failed to pay 

for all hours worked due to requiring employees to undergo medical inspections and testing before 

clocking-in. These medical inspections and medical testing and questions required Plaintiff and 

other employees to work off-the-clock for up to 30 minutes. 

 

Violation of California Labor Code § 226(a) 

 

 Labor Code § 226 (a) requires employers to provide “accurate itemized statement in 

writing” each pay period that includes nine categories of information. These categories include (1) 

gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked, (4) deductions taken, (5) net wages earned, (8) name 

and address of the legal entity 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. (See 

Labor Code §226, subsection (a)) Any employer who has violated California Labor Code Section 

226(a) will also be subject to penalties under California Labor Code Section 226.3. These records 

must be maintained for a period of at least three years. It is Plaintiffs’ contention that Defendant 

are in violation of the following California Labor Codes: 

 

Violation of 226 (a)(1)  

 

Section a (1) requires gross wages to be inserted on an employee’s paystubs. Plaintiffs and 

other similarly situated employees’ paystubs did not accurately reflect their gross wages earned by 

virtue of excluding hours worked and wages earned because Plaintiff  and other similarly situated 

employees did not receive all entitled meal periods and rest periods but Defendants did not 

compensate them for that extra hour worth of work nor disclosed or recorded the extra hour worth 

of gross wages earned on their paystubs for failing to pay for all hours worked and provide the 
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entitled meal breaks and rest breaks.  Moreover, Defendants failed to insert all hours worked and 

wages earned due to the off-the-clock work.  

 

Violation of 226 (a)(2) 

 

Section a (2) requires the total hours worked by the employee to be inserted on an 

employee’s paystubs. Plaintiffs and other similarly situated employees’ paystubs did not 

accurately reflect their total hours worked by virtue of excluding hours worked because Plaintiff  

and other similarly situated employees did not receive all entitled meal periods and rest periods 

but Defendants did not compensate them for that extra hour worth of work nor disclosed or 

recorded the extra hour worth of gross wages earned on their paystubs for failing to pay for all 

hours worked and provide the entitled meal breaks and rest breaks.  Moreover, Defendants failed 

to insert all hours worked and wages earned due to the off-the-clock work. 

 

Violation of 226 (a)(4) 

 

Section a (4) requires all deductions out of the employees’ wages to be inserted on an 

employee’s paystubs. Plaintiffs and other similarly situated employees’ paystubs did not 

accurately reflect all deductions taken out of their paychecks by virtue of excluding hours worked 

and wages earned because Plaintiff  and other similarly situated employees did not receive all 

entitled meal periods and rest periods but Defendants did not compensate them for that extra hour 

worth of work nor disclosed or recorded the extra hour worth of gross wages earned on their 

paystubs for failing to pay for all hours worked and provide the entitled meal breaks and rest 

breaks.  Moreover, Defendants failed to insert all hours worked and wages earned due to the off-

the-clock work. 

 

Violation of 226 (a)(5) 

      

Section a (5) requires net wages to be inserted on an employee’s paystubs. Plaintiffs’ and 

other similarly situated employees’ paystubs did not accurately reflect their net wages earned by 

virtue of excluding hours worked and wages earned because Plaintiff  and other similarly situated 

employees did not receive all entitled meal periods and rest periods but Defendants did not 

compensate them for that extra hour worth of work nor disclosed or recorded the extra hour worth 

of gross wages earned on their paystubs for failing to pay for all hours worked and provide the 

entitled meal breaks and rest breaks. Moreover, Defendants failed to insert all hours worked and 

wages earned due to the off-the-clock work. 

 

 

Violation of 226 (a)(9) 
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Section a (9) requires all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 

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

similarly situated employees’ paystubs did not reflect their applicable hourly rate because BSC 

and FSS excluded hours worked and wages earned because Plaintiff  and other similarly situated 

employees did not receive all entitled meal periods and rest periods but Defendants did not 

compensate them for that extra hour worth of work nor disclosed or recorded the extra hour worth 

of gross wages earned on their paystubs for failing to pay for all hours worked and provide the 

entitled meal breaks and rest breaks.  Moreover, Defendants failed to insert all hours worked and 

wages earned due to the off-the-clock work. 

 

Violation of California Labor Code Sections 226.7, 512, 1198 and Wage Order 4, Sections 3, 7, 

11 and 12 

 

An employer must provide rest period pursuant to an applicable order of the Industrial 

Welfare Commission. (See Lab. Code §226.7)  

 

 Under Labor Code § 1198 an employer is required to comply with the standard conditions 

of labor required in the orders set by the Industrial Welfare Commission. Industrial Welfare 

Commission Order No. 5-2001 (hereinafter “Wage Order 4”).   

 

 Under these circumstances, Plaintiffs’ position at Defendants falls within Wage Order 4 

employed Plaintiff’s as a non-exempt employee.  

 

California Labor Code sections 226.7, 512 and Wage Order 4, Section 11, requires 

employers to provide employees with uninterrupted meal breaks for 30 minutes every 5 hours 

unless waived by mutual consent and the work shift is not above 6 hours. California Labor Code 

sections 226.7, 512 and Wage Order 4, Section 11 requires every employer to provide its 

employees with uninterrupted meal breaks for 30 minutes every 5 hours if the employee works 

more than a 6-hour shift.  Plaintiff and other similarly situated employees regularly worked above 

five, six and ten hour shifts and were not provided meal breaks every five hours nor were they 

compensated premium wages for working through their meal breaks as mentioned above. 

 

California Labor Code sections 226.7 and Wage Order 4, Section 12 states every employer 

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

in the middle of each work period. The authorized 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. However, a rest period need not be authorized for employees whose total daily work time 

is less than three and one-half (3 1/2) hours. Authorized rest period time shall be counted as hours 

worked for which there shall be no deduction from wages. (B) If an employer fails to provide an 

employee a rest period in accordance with the applicable provisions of this order, the employer 
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shall pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each 

workday that the rest period is not provided. 

 

Plaintiff and other similarly situated employees did not receive their entitled uninterrupted 

rest periods and meal breaks during their employment at Defendants while regularly working 

above 6- and 7.5-hour shifts.  

 

Wage Order 4, Section -7- Records 

 

 Section 7 sets out the requirements for the maintenance of employee records by an 

employer.  Subsection (A) requires employers to “keep accurate information with respect to each 

employee” regarding identification information, including their “[f]ull name, home address, 

occupation and social security number,” “[time records showing when the employee begins and 

ends each work period,” “[m]eal periods,” and [t]otal hours worked in the payroll period and 

applicable rates of pay.” 

 

 Subsection (B) requires an employer to provide accurate, itemized statements showing 

deductions and the dates of the pay period.  Subsection (C) requires such records to be kept for 

three (3) years and made available on request.  

  

 As discussed above, Defendants failed to record “meal periods” as Plaintiff and other 

similarly situated employees were not provided with proper meal periods.  Furthermore, 

Defendants failed to incorporate the extra hours’ worth of work when Plaintiff and other similarly 

situated employees worked through their entitled meal breaks and rest breaks without being paid 

premium wages. The extra hours’ worth of work at the applicable rate of pay was not disclosed on 

the itemized wage statement s in violation of Wage Order 4, Section -7- Records. 

 

California Labor Code Section 510, and 1194, Wage Order 4cf, Section  

  

Section 3 lays out the requirements for overtime pay applicable to employees working in 

restaurants and all similar establishments such as the Commerce Club. If an employee works in 

excess of eight (8) hours in any one day, or over forty (40) hours in one week, those hours must 

be paid at the rate of one and one-half (1.5) times the employee’s regular rate of pay for all hours 

worked in excess of eight (8) hours and up until twelve (12) hours in any day. Any hour worked 

in excess of 12 hours in any workday is to be paid at the rate of double the employee’s regular rate 

of pay.  

 

 Moreover, if any employee works (7) consecutive days, the employee shall be paid one 

and one-half (1.5) times his or her regular pay for the first eight (8) hours. Any hours worked in 

excess of eight (8) hours on the seventh consecutive day must be paid at twice the employee’s 

regular rate of pay. 
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Violation of California Labor Code Section 510 

 

Work in excess of eight hours in one workday and/or 40 hours in one workweek, and the 

first eight hours on the seventh day of work in any workweek must be compensated at no less than 

one and one-half times the employee’s regular rate of compensation. (See Lab. Code §510) 

“Double time” required after twelve hours in any workday, after eight hours on the seventh day of 

work. Plaintiff and other similarly situated employees were subjected to pre-shift medical 

inspections lasting between 15 to 30 minutes before being allowed to clock-in resulting in off-the-

clock work. Some of this work time would have qualified as overtime wages for these employees 

whom earned these overtime wages that were not paid at the overtime rates for hours worked in 

excess of 8 hours per day or forty hours per week because they worked through shifts above 8 

hours per day and 40 hours per week violating Labor Code section 510. 

 

Violation of California Labor Code Section 558 

 

Any employer or other person acting on behalf of an employer who violates, or causes to 

be violated, a section of this chapter or any provision regulating hours and days of work in any 

order of the Industrial Welfare Commission shall be subject to a civil penalty in addition to recover 

unpaid wages. (See Lab. Code §558) 

 

Violation of California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1 and 1198-Failure to 

Provide Minimum Wages   

Any employee receiving less than the legal minimum wage or overtime compensation 

applicable to the employee is entitled to recover, in a civil action, the unpaid balance of the full 

amount of the minimum wage or overtime compensation including interest, reasonable attorney’s 

fees, and costs of suit. (See Lab. Code §1194) Plaintiff and other similarly situated employees 

were not paid any overtime for hours worked in excess of 8 hours per day or forty hours per week 

because they worked hours during pre-shift off-the-clock medical inspections entitling them to 

minimum wage payments. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Pursuant to the above stated facts, it is Plaintiffs’ theory that Defendants are in violation of  

Labor Code Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203, 210, 221, 226(a) 1-2, 4-5, 9, 226.3, 226.7, 510, 512, 

558, 1194 and Violations of California Labor Code Section 1198, Wage Order 4, Sections 7, 11 

and 12, 2802. It is Plaintiff’s contention that all similarly situated employees at Defendants are 

subjected to all of the above-mentioned violations as Defendants employees.  
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       Sincerely,  

 

       Jackson Law, APC  

 

       /s/ Armond M. Jackson  

 

       Armond M. Jackson 
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