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Matthew S. D’Abusco (SBN 251116) 

Cynthia S. Sandoval (SBN 191390) 

ARES LAW GROUP, P.C. 

23 Corporate Plaza Drive, Suite 150 

Newport Beach, California 92660  

Telephone: (949) 629-2519 

Email:  Matt@areslawgroup.com  

Email:  Cynthia@areslawgroup.com 

 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
BERNIE GERMANI 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 

BERNIE GERMANI, as an aggrieved employee 

pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act 

(“PAGA”), 

  PLAINTIFF, 
 vs. 
 
HORIZON AIR INDUSTRIES, INC., a 

Washington Corporation; Alaska Airlines, Inc., an 

Alaska Corporation; and DOES 1 through 20, 

DEFENDANTS. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.:  21STCV11163 

 

PAGA ENFORCEMENT ACTION 
 

DECLARATION OF MATTHEW S. 
D’ABUSCO IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT  
 

Date:  April 26, 2022 

Time:  8:30 a.m. 

Dept:  78 

[Reservation No. 966662442038] 

 

[Filed concurrently with Notice of Motion and 
Motion; Memorandum of Points and Authorities; 
Declaration of Cynthia S. Sandoval; Declaration 
of Bernie Germani; Declaration of Carlos 
Canizales; and [Proposed] Judgment] 
 

Complaint Filed: March 23, 2021 

Trial Date:  None 

 

 

 

Electronically FILED by Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles on 02/16/2022 05:41 PM Sherri R. Carter, Executive Officer/Clerk of Court, by S. Bolden,Deputy Clerk
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DECLARATION OF MATTHEW S. D’ABUSCO 

I, Mathew S. D’Abusco, hereby declare as follows:  

1. My name is Matthew S. D’Abusco.  I am an attorney at law licensed to practice in all of 

the Courts in the State of California as well as the United Stated District Court in the Central District of 

California.  I am a Partner with the law firm Ares Law Group, P.C. (“ALG”), counsel of record for 

Plaintiffs Bernie Germani and Carlos Canizales (“Plaintiffs”) in the above-captioned matter.  I am one of 

the ALG attorneys primarily responsible for the handling of this case and make this declaration in support 

of Plaintiffs’ Motion for PAGA Approval.  I am personally familiar with ALG’s files and records 

regarding this litigation.  All of the facts set forth below are of my own personal knowledge and, if called 

as a witness, I could and would competently testify as to each of them. 

2. In June 2004, I graduated from the University of California at Irvine with a Bachelor of 

Arts Degree in Political Science.  In May 2007, I graduated from Chapman University School of Law with 

a Juris Doctorate. 

3. I passed the California bar examination in November 2007 and was admitted to practice 

law in all courts in the State of California, as well as the United States District Court for the Central 

District of California, that same month. 

4. Beginning in May 2006, following my second year of law school, I worked as a law clerk 

in the employment department at Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud and Romo (“AALRR”) in Cerritos, 

California.  AALRR is a statewide law firm with more than 135 attorneys spread between eight (8) offices.  

I continued working as a law clerk at AALRR until November 2007 when, after being admitted to practice, 

I became an associate attorney with the firm. 

5. Throughout my tenure at AALRR, I was a member of the firm’s employment law, 

litigation, and class action defense practice groups.  Employment related litigation, both general and 

complex, was the focus of my practice and I handled a wide variety of cases involving breach of contract, 

unfair competition, wage and hour, discrimination, harassment, retaliation, and wrongful termination 

claims in both State and Federal Court.  My litigation experience ranged from the initial pleading phase 

through trial.  While the majority of my practice was devoted to defense work, from time to time, I also 

prosecuted claims on behalf of employer clients.  Among other things, this included being lead counsel in 
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two (2) successful trials in California Superior Court, second chairing multiple arbitrations, and being lead 

counsel in a number of governmental administrative hearings. 

6. From the inception of my career, and even as a law clerk, I have been actively and 

substantially involved in the handling of class action employment litigation.  During my time at AALRR, 

I was a member of the class action defense practice group—the team of attorneys specializing in the 

handling of employment class actions.  Specifically, between 2006 and 2012, I was one of the attorneys 

primarily responsible for litigating more than ten (10) different class actions.  This included working on 

all aspects and phases of litigation ranging from pleading disputes, to class discovery, to the preparation 

and gathering of evidence to oppose certification, to contentious law and motion disputes, to mediation, 

as well as opposing class certification. 

7. In August 2012, I joined Jackson Lewis P.C. as an associate attorney.  Jackson Lewis is 

nationally recognized as one of the leading labor and employment law firms in the United States.  While 

at Jackson Lewis, I represented local, national, and international clients, including Fortune 100 and 500 

companies, in all types of employment matters including cases involving discrimination, harassment, 

retaliation, wrongful termination, wage and hour issues (such as unpaid minimum wages, unpaid overtime, 

meal and rest periods, commissions, travel time, bonuses and expense reimbursement), leaves of absence, 

and employment contracts.  My experience in such matters again covered the full litigation spectrum from 

initial case investigation and evaluation, to defense strategy, to governmental adjudicative hearings, to 

discovery, to summary judgment, and appellate work.  As one example, I was lead counsel responsible 

for more than five (5) separate arbitrations in 2014 alone, litigating and obtaining outright dismissals all 

but one, which I successfully arbitrated to a full defense decision. 

8. During my time at Jackson Lewis, I continued to maintain a significant employment class 

action caseload.  From August 2012 to March 2015, I was one of the attorneys primarily responsible for 

five (5) different class actions and I also provided significant assistance on an additional five (5) class 

actions. 

9. With respect to those cases in which I was one of the primary responsible attorneys, I was 

involved in all aspects of handling litigation.  This included initial case review and investigation, 

determining defense strategy, implementing defense strategy in litigation, leading teams of attorneys to 
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execute case strategy and prepare for class certification, discovery, drafting and arguing motions and 

briefs, taking and defending depositions, handling mediations, and facilitating approval of class 

settlement. 

10. In April 2015, I founded Ares Law Group, LLP with another former Jackson Lewis 

attorney, which exclusively represented individuals in employment related disputes, including class and 

California Private Attorneys’ General Act actions.  Between Ares Law Group, LLP and ALG, I have 

handled more than twelve (12) employment class actions and representative claims under the California 

Private Attorney General Act.  

11. In sum, since I was admitted to practice in November 2007, I either primarily handled, or 

significantly contributed to, more than thirty-two (32) different employment class actions and California 

Private Attorneys’ General Act cases. 

12. In my experience handling both employment class actions as well as California Private 

Attorneys’ General Act cases, I have extensive experience analyzing time and payroll records and 

preparing corresponding data analysis for purposes of evaluating potential liability exposure.  I have 

performed this work on behalf of employers, putative classes, and aggrieved employees. 

13. On January 12, 2021, Plaintiff Germani submitted a PAGA letter to the California Labor 

and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”).  On March 9, 2021, Plaintiff Canizales submitted a 

separate PAGA letter to the LWDA.  True and correct copies of each PAGA letter Plaintiffs sent to the 

LWDA are attached hereto as Exhibit “1.”  The LWDA did not initiate an investigation into either letter.  

Having thus exhausted their respective administrative remedy requirements, Plaintiff Germani filed an 

initial Complaint in this Court on March 23, 2021 alleging a single cause of action for civil penalties under 

PAGA.  On May 17, 2021, Plaintiffs filed a First Amended Complaint for the sole purpose of adding 

Plaintiff Canizales. 

14. Since the inception of this case, ALG commenced and continued to advance an extensive 

and comprehensive investigation into the merits of the case.  After its initial investigation into the merits 

of Plaintiffs’ individual claims, ALG sought additional records from Defendant and sent PAGA letters to 

the LWDA.  Since contact with Defendant was formally established, the parties have engaged in 

consistent, detailed, and thorough discussions and evidentiary exchanges about the merits of this case.  
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This included, among other things, detailed communications about the merits of the case, the scope of 

claims and aggrieved employees, as well as informal exchanges of information and documentation for 

purposes of considering potential resolution.  Considering Defendant ceased operations in October 2020 

and the available statutory period for the imposition of PAGA penalties was only seven (7) months, as 

well as the fact the total number of aggrieved employees was just 395, the opportunity to explore potential 

early resolution of this matter became of greater relevance and importance.  

15. Overall, ALG performed an extensive investigation into the claims at issue, which 

included: (1) determining Plaintiffs’ suitability as a private attorney general through legal research, 

interviews, and analyses of their employment files and related records; (2) evaluating all of Plaintiffs’ 

potential predicate claims for PAGA civil penalties; (3) researching similar wage and hour actions as to 

the claims brought, the nature of the positions, and the type of employer; (4) analyzing each of the 

Defendant’s employment policies and practices; (5) researching settlements in similar cases as well as 

outstanding issues which could affect settlement approval; (6) analyzing Defendant’s time and payroll 

records to determine Defendant’s potential liability for each claim for purposes of settlement; (7) engaging 

in extensive settlement discussions necessary to resolve the case.  The discussions, document and data 

exchanges have allowed Plaintiffs’ Counsel to fully assess the nature and magnitude of the PAGA claims 

being settled, as well as the impediments to recovery, to allow for an independent assessment of the 

reasonableness of the terms to which the Parties have agreed. 

16. Following months of discussions and evidentiary disclosures, the Parties agreed to the 

principal terms of a settlement of PAGA civil penalties.   The complete and final terms of the Parties’ 

settlement are now set forth in the PAGA Settlement Agreement.  A true and correct copy of the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit “2.”  At all times, the Parties’ negotiations were 

adversarial and non-collusive, and the Settlement thus constitutes a fair, adequate, and reasonable 

compromise of the claims at issue.  

17. To evaluate Defendant’s potential exposure for PAGA penalties, ALG assessed a $100.00 

penalty for the pay periods during the statute of limitation period in which there was a violation.  

Incorporating the $100.00 penalty, Plaintiffs then estimated the approximate number of pay periods in 

which aggrieved employees suffered violations based on a review of the facts ascertained through 



 

6 

DECLARATION OF MATTHEW S. D’ABUSCO 

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 

 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s investigation and review of relevant documents and records.  Applying that 

information to create a fair and reasonable estimate of penalties, Plaintiffs concluded eight (8) pay period 

violations—just over 1/2 of the total pay periods worked by aggrieved employees—represented a 

conservative, but reasonable damages assessment per aggrieved employee. Accordingly, under this 

liability framework, Plaintiffs calculated Defendant’s potential PAGA exposure at approximately 

$316,000.00 for the relevant claims.   

18. After calculating Defendants’ exposure under PAGA, Plaintiffs then discounted that 

exposure for settlement purposes to account for the risks of continued litigation, including: (i) the strength 

of Defendant’s defenses on the merits; (ii) the risk of losing on any of a number of dispositive motions 

that could have been brought between now and trial which may have eliminated all or some of the covered 

claims, or barred evidence necessary to prove such claims; (iii) the risk of the Court not allowing this 

action to proceed on a representative basis because of purported “manageability” concerns; (iv) the risk 

of losing at trial or prevailing only on some of the claims; (v) the risk that the Court would exercise its 

discretion under PAGA to significantly reduce the maximum civil penalties available by statute; and (vi) 

the chances of a favorable verdict being reversed on appeal. Taking into account the above contingencies, 

Plaintiffs determined that a settlement in the range of 65% of Defendant’s potential exposure was 

warranted by the circumstances of the case.  Ultimately, the case settled at just over that amount, at 71.9% 

of Defendant’s potential exposure—a settlement equal to an all-in penalty assessment of approximately 

$575.00 per aggrieved employee (before costs and fees).   

19. Since the inception of this case when ALG took this case on a contingency basis, advancing 

all litigation costs and expenses, ALG has worked diligently to investigate and evaluate the claims at issue.  

To that effect, as of the date of filing this Motion, ALG will have spent more than 118.1 hours on this 

matter.  A true and correct copy of the ALG hourly billing record is attached hereto as Exhibit “3.”  We 

expect ALG to incur additional hours in finalizing this settlement, including attending and preparing for 

the hearing and overseeing the distribution of funds to aggrieved employees. 

20. Based upon my employment litigation experience representing both employers and 

employees over the past fifteen (15) years, my hourly rate is $650.00.  Courts have recently approved 

ALG’s requested hourly rates in Los Angeles County (2021), Riverside County (2022), San Bernardino 
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County (2019), and the United States District Court—Central District of California (2018). To that effect, 

it is my understanding this hourly rate is reasonable and consistent with attorneys in Southern California 

with similar practices and experience. 

21. In prosecuting this case, ALG has incurred and advanced costs in the sum of $1,988.99 to 

date for, among other things, filing fees, service fees, and LWDA Filing Fees.  Those fees are broken 

down as follows: 

Cost & Expense Categories Amount 
PAGA Filing Fees $150.00 

Court Filing Fees $1,838.99 

TOTAL $1,988.99 

Additional costs might be incurred in the course of finalizing this settlement, however, they are 

expected to be minor. 

22. The Parties propose that the Court appoint Simpluris Settlement Administrators to serve as 

the Settlement Administrator.  Simpluris experienced in administering class action settlements and has 

estimated its fees and costs for this settlement at a capped fee of $5,000.00. 

23. All of the documentation related to settlement, including copies of this Motion and its 

accompanying documents have been submitted to the LWDA pursuant to its requirements to that effect. 

I declare the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge under penalty of perjury 

under the laws of the United States of America and the State of California. 

On this 16th day of February 2022 in Newport Beach, California. 

  

____________________________  

MATTHEW S. D’ABUSCO 
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ARES 
Law Group 
23 Corporate Plaza 
Suite 150 
Newport Beach, California 92660 
(949) 629-2519 
 

 
January 12, 2021 

 

VIA ONLINE SUBMISSION ONLY 

 

California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
Attn. PAGA Administrator 
455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  

 
Cameron Cloar-Zavaleta 
Alaska Airlines, Inc. 
Horizon Air Industries, Inc. 
C/O Corporation Service Company 
2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150N 
Sacramento, California 95833 
 
Re: Bernie Germani v. Horizon Air Industries, Inc., et al. 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 

This firm represents Bernie Germani (hereinafter “Mr. Germani”) who is a 
former employee of Horizon Air Industries, Inc. and/or Alaska Airlines, Inc. 
(“Respondents”).  This letter is notice and a request, pursuant to California Labor Code 
Section 2699.3 that your agency investigate the claims in this impending civil action. 
If the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, we respectfully 
request notification so that we can file a civil action to include relevant and applicable 
PAGA claims. 

 
Mr. Germani intends to initiate a civil action on behalf of himself, individually, 

and as an aggrieved employee pursuant to pursuant to California Labor Code Section 
2699, et seq., to recover penalties for failure to pay wages, failure to pay overtime and 
double-time wages, failure to provide meal and rest periods, failure to timely pay wages, 
failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, as well as other statutory penalties 

matt@areslawgroup.com 
cynthia@areslawgroup.com 
 



California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
January 12, 2021 

	 2 

and damages owed to Mr. Germani, and other aggrieved employees, by Respondents as a 
consequence of their employment with Respondents. 

 
Specifically, Mr. Germani alleges Respondents failed to pay him, and other 

aggrieved employees, regular, overtime, and potentially double-time wages at the proper 
legal rates because Respondents maintained a practice and procedure of automatically 
deducting a thirty (30) minute meal period from each employee regardless of whether the 
employee actually took a full thirty (30) minute break or any break at all.  This resulted in 
Respondents denying Mr. Germani, and other aggrieved employees, compensation for all 
hours worked. 

 
This practice regularly occurred because Mr. Germani, and other aggrieved 

employees, were regularly denied the opportunity to take a thirty (30) minute uninterrupted 
meal period as a result of the required and mandatory flow of work.  Respondents similarly 
denied employees the opportunity to take rest breaks for the same reason.  As a 
consequence of all of the foregoing, Respondents failed to timely pay Mr. Germani all 
wages due and owing under Labor Code Section 203 and failed to provide him accurate 
itemized wage statements pursuant to Labor Code Section 226. 

 
 

Failure to Pay Wages 

 
It is unlawful under California law for an employer to suffer or permit an 

employee to work without paying wages for all hours worked, including but not limited 
to, both minimum, regular and overtime wages.  California law requires employers to 
pay employees at least the established minimum wage to non-exempt employees as well 
as overtime wages at a rate of 1.5 times their regular rate of pay for hours worked more 
than eight (8) hours per day or forty (40) hours in a week.  Employees are also entitled 
to overtime wages at a rate of 1.5 times their regular rate of pay for the first eight hours 
on their seventh consecutive workday.  Employees are entitled to overtime wages at a 
rate of two times their regular rate of pay for hours worked beyond twelve (12) in one 
workday and for any hours worked beyond the first eight on their seventh consecutive 
workday.  See, i.e., California Labor Code Sections 510(a) and 1197; IWC Wage Order 
5-2001(3)(A). 

 
Here, Respondents failed to pay Mr. Germani for all regular and overtime hours 

worked (and potentially double-time hours worked) because it maintained a practice and 
procedure of automatically deducting a thirty (30) minute meal period from each employee, 
regardless of whether the employee actually took a full thirty (30) minute meal period or 
any meal period at all.  Since the required flow of work regularly required Mr. Germani to 
take abbreviated meal periods, or miss them entirely, Respondents established and 
maintained practice and procedure of automatically deducting meal periods caused him to 
perform off-the-clock work without legal compensation.  As a result, Mr. Germani, and 
other aggrieved employees, worked regular and overtime hours without pay and 
Respondents failed and/or refused to pay them for such hours.  Since Respondents failed, 
and continue to fail, to properly pay employees regular and/or overtime wages under 
California law, Respondent is liable for statutory penalties pursuant to Section 2699, et 
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seq., as well as the amount of wages due, any other statutory penalties, and other damages, 
together with attorneys' fees and costs. See California Labor Code Sections 1194(a) and 
1197, among others. 

 
Respondent is also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699 

in the amounts of $100.00 and $200.00 for each pay period during which Mr. Germani and 
other aggrieved employees were not paid all wages owed for each subsequent violation.  
See Cal. Lab. Code Section 2699(f). 

 
Failure to Provide Meal Periods 

 
California law requires employees be provided a thirty (30) minute, uninterrupted 

meal period by the end of the fifth hour of work, unless the total working hours are less 
than six (6) hours upon which the meal period can be waived by the mutual consent of the 
employee and the employer.  Further, California provides employees a second thirty (30) 
minute meal period if the employee works more than ten (10) hours in a workday unless, 
the total daily hours worked is less than twelve (12) hours, the second meal period can be 
waived by the mutual consent of the employer and employee, but only if the first meal 
period was not waived.  See California Labor Code section 512; IWC Wage Order 5-
2001(11)(A)(B)(C). 
 

California Labor Code Section 226.7 and the applicable Industrial Welfare 
Commission Order(s) provide that if an employer fails to provide a meal or rest period, the 
employer shall pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of 
compensation for each workday that the meal or rest period is not provided.  See California 
Labor Code section 226.7; IWC Wage Order 1-2001(12)(A)(B). 

 
Respondents maintained a practice and procedure of automatically deducting a 

thirty (30) minute meal period from each employee regardless of whether the employee 
actually took a full thirty (30) minute break or any break at all. Since the required flow of 
work regularly required Mr. Germani to take abbreviated meal periods, or miss them 
entirely, Respondents failed to provide Mr. Germani, and other aggrieved employees, with 
meal periods in compliance with California law.  As set forth, because of the flow of 
required work, Respondents impeded, discouraged, and dissuaded Mr. Germani and other 
aggrieved employees from freely taking said meal breaks. 

 
Respondents violated Labor Code Sections 226.7 and 512 and the applicable 

Industrial Welfare Commission Order(s) by not providing Mr. Germani with a meal period 
of not less than 30 minutes for each work period of more than five hours per day before the 
fifth hour of work and not providing second meal periods as required by law.  Respondents 
are liable to Mr. Germani and other aggrieved employees for one hour of additional pay at 
the regular rate of compensation for each day that the required meal periods were not 
provided. 

 
Respondents are also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699 

in the amounts $100.00 and $200.00 for each pay period during which Mr. Germani and 
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other aggrieved employees were not provided meal periods for each subsequent violation.  
See Cal. Lab. Code Section 2699(f). 

 
Failure to Provide Rest Periods 

 
California law provides that employers must authorize and permit employees to 

take at least a ten (10) minute paid rest period for every four (4) hours worked or major 
fraction thereof.  See IWC Wage Order 1-2001(12)(A)(B).  California Labor Code Section 
226.7 and the applicable Industrial Welfare Commission Order(s) provide that if an 
employer fails to provide a rest period, the employer 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.  See California Labor Code section 226.7; IWC Wage Order 1-
2001(12)(A)(B). 

 
Similar to meal periods, the flow of work Respondents required Mr. Germani and 

other aggrieved employees to perform caused them to not have the opportunity to take 
legally mandated rest periods.  As a result of the flow of required work, Respondents 
impeded, discouraged, and dissuaded Mr. Germani and other aggrieved employees from 
freely taking said rest breaks. 

 
Respondents violated Labor Code Sections 226.7 and the applicable Industrial 

Welfare Commission Order(s) by not providing Mr. Germani with a rest period for every 
four (4) hours worked as required by law.  Respondents are liable to Mr. Germani and other 
aggrieved employees for one hour of additional pay at the regular rate of compensation for 
each day that the required rest periods were not provided. 

 
Respondents are also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699 

in the amounts $100.00 and $200.00 for each pay period during which Mr. Germani and 
other aggrieved employees were not provided rest periods for each subsequent violation.  
See Cal. Lab. Code Section 2699(f). 
 

Waiting Time Penalties 

 

Respondents violated California Labor Code Sections 201, et seq.  California Labor 
Code sections 201 and 202 require employers to pay all wages earned within strict time 
periods from the date of the employee’s termination. Section 203 provides that “[i]f an 
employer willfully fails to pay, without abatement or reduction, in accordance with 
Sections 201, 201.3, 201.5, 201.9, 202, and 205.5, any wages of an employee who is 
discharged or who quits, the wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty from the 
due date thereof at the same rate until paid or until an action therefor is commenced; but 
the wages shall not continue for more than 30 days. An employee who secretes or absents 
himself or herself to avoid payment to him or her, or who refuses to receive the payment 
when fully tendered to him or her, including any penalty then accrued under this section, 
is not entitled to any benefit under this section for the time during which he or she so avoids 
payment.”  Cal. Lab. Code Section 203(a). 

 



California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
January 12, 2021 

	 5 

Based on its failure to pay Mr. Germani as well as other aggrieved employees for 
regular, overtime and double-time wages due and owing, Respondents are liable for the 
amount of wages due, interest, waiting time penalties, any other statutory penalties, and 
other damages, together with attorneys' fees and costs.  See Cal. Lab. Code Sections 203(a), 
218.5(a) and 218.6.  Respondents are also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code 
Section 2699 in the amounts of $100.00 for each initial violation, and $200.00 for each 
subsequent violation, per pay period during which Mr. Germani and other aggrieved 
employees were not properly paid all overtime and double-time wages owed.  See Cal. Lab. 
Code Section 2699(f). 
 

Failure to Provide Accurate Itemized Wage Statements 

 
California Labor Code Section 226(a) requires employers to furnish each employee 

with an accurate statement, which includes, among other things, the applicable rates of 
overtime and double-time pay and the net wages earned. Labor Code Section 226(e) 
provides that if an employer fails to provide a statement complying with section 226(a), 
then the employee is entitled to recover the greater of actual damages or $50.00 for the 
initial violation and $100.00 for each subsequent violation, up to $4,000. 

 
Respondents did not provide Mr. Germani and other aggrieved employees with 

accurate itemized statements that meet the requirements of Labor Code Section 226(a) 
because Respondent failed to properly calculate and pay the applicable regular, overtime 
and double-time rates of pay.  Respondents are therefore liable for civil penalties pursuant 
to Labor Code Section 226.3 in the amount of $250.00 for the initial violation and 
$1,000.00 per subsequent violation.  See Cal. Lab. Code Section 226.3.  Respondents are 
also is liable for civil penalties under California Labor Code Section 226(e), including the 
greater of all actual damages or fifty dollars ($50.00) for the initial pay period in which a 
violation occurs and one hundred dollars ($100.00) for each violation in a subsequent pay 
period not to exceed four thousand dollars ($4,000.00). 

 
Respondents is further liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 

2699 in the amounts of $100.00 for each initial violation, and $200.00 for each subsequent 
violation, per pay period during which Mr. Germani and other aggrieved employees were 
not properly paid all regular, overtime and double-time wages owed.  See Cal. Lab. Code 
Section 2699(f). 
 

Conclusion 

 
Respondents are in direct violation of numerous California wage and hour laws 

including, but not limited to, the sections stated above. We hereby provide notice under the 
California Labor Code's Private Attorney's General Act of 2004, California Labor Code 
section 2699, et seq., and specifically ask for an investigation, or if the agency does not 
intend to investigate the alleged violations, a letter confirming the same so that we may file 
a complaint against Respondents for the violations discussed in this letter. 
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By law, an employee alleging a violation of one of the above referenced sections 
must notify his or her employer and the Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
(LWDA) before he or she can invoke the provisions of section 2699, et seq., by seeking 
redress in court. (Labor Code section 2699.3(a)(l)). The LWDA must then notify the 
employer and the employee within sixty (60) calendar days regarding whether it intends to 
investigate the alleged violation. (Labor Code section 2699.3(a)(2)(B).) If the LWDA 
advises it will not investigate, or if no notice is provided within sixty-five (65) calendar 
days, the employee may file a lawsuit invoking the provisions under Labor Code section 
2699. (Labor Code section 2699.3(a)(2)(A).) It is the intention of this office to file a civil 
complaint and to bring the appropriate claims under Labor Code section 2699 should your 
office elect not address these matters within this time. 

 
Should you require anything further or have additional questions, please do not 

hesitate to contact our office. 
 

ARES LAW GROUP, P.C. 

 
 

Matt D’Abusco 

Cynthia S. Sandoval 

 
 
CC: Department of Industrial Relations 

Accounting Unit (Payment) 



ARES 
Law Group 
23 Corporate Plaza 
Suite 150 
Newport Beach, California 92660 
(949) 629-2519 
 

 
March 9, 2021 

 

VIA ONLINE SUBMISSION ONLY 

 

California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
Attn. PAGA Administrator 
455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  

 
Cameron Cloar-Zavaleta 
Alaska Airlines, Inc. 
Horizon Air Industries, Inc. 
C/O Corporation Service Company 
2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150N 
Sacramento, California 95833 
 
Re: Carlos Canizales v. Horizon Air Industries, Inc., et al. 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 

This firm represents Carlos Canizales (hereinafter “Mr. Canizales”) who is a 
former employee of Horizon Air Industries, Inc. and/or Alaska Airlines, Inc. 
(“Respondents”).  This letter is notice and a request, pursuant to California Labor Code 
Section 2699.3 that your agency investigate the claims in this impending civil action. 
If the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, we respectfully 
request notification so that we can file a civil action to include relevant and applicable 
PAGA claims. 

 
Mr. Canizales intends to initiate a civil action on behalf of himself, individually, 

and as an aggrieved employee pursuant to pursuant to California Labor Code Section 
2699, et seq., to recover penalties for failure to pay wages, failure to pay overtime and 
double-time wages, failure to provide meal and rest periods, failure to timely pay wages, 
failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, as well as other statutory penalties 

matt@areslawgroup.com 
cynthia@areslawgroup.com 
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and damages owed to Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, by Respondents as a 
consequence of their employment with Respondents. 

 
Specifically, Mr. Canizales alleges Respondents failed to pay him, and other 

aggrieved employees, regular, overtime, and potentially double-time wages at the proper 
legal rates for several reasons.  First, Respondents maintained a practice and procedure 
whereby they would require Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, to park in a 
distant parking lot and take a shuttle to work before clocking in.  This resulted in 
approximately twenty (20) to forty (40) minutes of uncompensated time each workday. 

 
Second, Respondents maintained a practice and procedure of automatically 

deducting a thirty (30) minute meal period from each employee regardless of whether the 
employee actually took a full thirty (30) minute break or any break at all. This resulted in 
Respondents denying Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, compensation for all 
hours worked. 

 
Each of these practices regularly occurred because Mr. Canizales, and other 

aggrieved employees, had to park in the separate location and take a shuttle to begin work 
and were regularly denied the opportunity to take a thirty (30) minute uninterrupted meal 
period as a result of the required and mandatory flow of work.  Respondents similarly 
denied employees the opportunity to take rest breaks because of workflow.  As a further 
consequence of all of the foregoing, Respondents failed to timely pay Mr. Canizales all 
wages due and owing under Labor Code Section 203 and failed to provide him accurate 
itemized wage statements pursuant to Labor Code Section 226. 
 

Failure to Pay Wages 

 
It is unlawful under California law for an employer to suffer or permit an 

employee to work without paying wages for all hours worked, including but not limited 
to, both minimum, regular and overtime wages.  California law requires employers to 
pay employees at least the established minimum wage to non-exempt employees as well 
as overtime wages at a rate of 1.5 times their regular rate of pay for hours worked more 
than eight (8) hours per day or forty (40) hours in a week.  Employees are also entitled 
to overtime wages at a rate of 1.5 times their regular rate of pay for the first eight hours 
on their seventh consecutive workday.  Employees are entitled to overtime wages at a 
rate of two times their regular rate of pay for hours worked beyond twelve (12) in one 
workday and for any hours worked beyond the first eight on their seventh consecutive 
workday.  See, i.e., California Labor Code Sections 510(a) and 1197; IWC Wage Order 
5-2001(3)(A). 

 
Here, Respondents failed to pay Mr. Canizales for all regular and overtime hours 

worked (and potentially double-time hours worked) because it maintained a practice and 
procedure whereby, they would require Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, to 
park in a distant parking lot and take a shuttle to work before clocking in.  This resulted in 
approximately twenty (20) to forty (40) minutes of uncompensated time each workday.  In 
addition, Respondents maintained a practice and procedure of automatically deducting a 
thirty (30) minute meal period from each employee regardless of whether the employee 
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actually took a full thirty (30) minute break or any break at all.  Since the required flow of 
work regularly required Mr. Canizales to take abbreviated meal periods, or miss them 
entirely, Respondents established and maintained practice and procedure of automatically 
deducting meal periods caused him to perform off-the-clock work without legal 
compensation.  Each of these practices and procedures resulted in Respondents denying 
Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, compensation for all hours worked. 

 
As a result, Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, worked regular and 

overtime hours without pay and Respondents failed and/or refused to pay them for such 
hours.  Since Respondents failed, and continue to fail, to properly pay employees regular 
and/or overtime wages under California law, Respondent is liable for statutory penalties 
pursuant to Section 2699, et seq., as well as the amount of wages due, any other statutory 
penalties, and other damages, together with attorneys' fees and costs. See California Labor 
Code Sections 1194(a) and 1197, among others. 

 
Respondent is also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699 

in the amounts of $100.00 and $200.00 for each pay period during which Mr. Canizales 
and other aggrieved employees were not paid all wages owed for each subsequent 
violation.  See Cal. Lab. Code Section 2699(f). 

 
Failure to Provide Meal Periods 

 
California law requires employees be provided a thirty (30) minute, uninterrupted 

meal period by the end of the fifth hour of work, unless the total working hours are less 
than six (6) hours upon which the meal period can be waived by the mutual consent of the 
employee and the employer.  Further, California provides employees a second thirty (30) 
minute meal period if the employee works more than ten (10) hours in a workday unless, 
the total daily hours worked is less than twelve (12) hours, the second meal period can be 
waived by the mutual consent of the employer and employee, but only if the first meal 
period was not waived.  See California Labor Code section 512; IWC Wage Order 5-
2001(11)(A)(B)(C). 
 

California Labor Code Section 226.7 and the applicable Industrial Welfare 
Commission Order(s) provide that if an employer fails to provide a meal or rest period, the 
employer shall pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of 
compensation for each workday that the meal or rest period is not provided.  See California 
Labor Code section 226.7; IWC Wage Order 1-2001(12)(A)(B). 

 
Respondents maintained a practice and procedure of automatically deducting a 

thirty (30) minute meal period from each employee regardless of whether the employee 
actually took a full thirty (30) minute break or any break at all. Since the required flow of 
work regularly required Mr. Canizales to take abbreviated meal periods, or miss them 
entirely, Respondents failed to provide Mr. Canizales, and other aggrieved employees, with 
meal periods in compliance with California law.  As set forth, because of the flow of 
required work, Respondents impeded, discouraged, and dissuaded Mr. Canizales and other 
aggrieved employees from freely taking said meal breaks. 
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Respondents violated Labor Code Sections 226.7 and 512 and the applicable 
Industrial Welfare Commission Order(s) by not providing Mr. Canizales with a meal period 
of not less than 30 minutes for each work period of more than five hours per day before the 
fifth hour of work and not providing second meal periods as required by law.  Respondents 
are liable to Mr. Canizales and other aggrieved employees for one hour of additional pay 
at the regular rate of compensation for each day that the required meal periods were not 
provided. 

 
Respondents are also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699 

in the amounts $100.00 and $200.00 for each pay period during which Mr. Canizales and 
other aggrieved employees were not provided meal periods for each subsequent violation.  
See Cal. Lab. Code Section 2699(f). 

 
Failure to Provide Rest Periods 

 
California law provides that employers must authorize and permit employees to 

take at least a ten (10) minute paid rest period for every four (4) hours worked or major 
fraction thereof.  See IWC Wage Order 1-2001(12)(A)(B).  California Labor Code Section 
226.7 and the applicable Industrial Welfare Commission Order(s) provide that if an 
employer fails to provide a rest period, the employer 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.  See California Labor Code section 226.7; IWC Wage Order 1-
2001(12)(A)(B). 

 
Similar to meal periods, the flow of work Respondents required Mr. Canizales and 

other aggrieved employees to perform caused them to not have the opportunity to take 
legally mandated rest periods.  As a result of the flow of required work, Respondents 
impeded, discouraged, and dissuaded Mr. Canizales and other aggrieved employees from 
freely taking said rest breaks. 

 
Respondents violated Labor Code Sections 226.7 and the applicable Industrial 

Welfare Commission Order(s) by not providing Mr. Canizales with a rest period for every 
four (4) hours worked as required by law.  Respondents are liable to Mr. Canizales and 
other aggrieved employees for one hour of additional pay at the regular rate of 
compensation for each day that the required rest periods were not provided. 

 
Respondents are also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 2699 

in the amounts $100.00 and $200.00 for each pay period during which Mr. Canizales and 
other aggrieved employees were not provided rest periods for each subsequent violation.  
See Cal. Lab. Code Section 2699(f). 
 

Waiting Time Penalties 

 

Respondents violated California Labor Code Sections 201, et seq.  California Labor 
Code sections 201 and 202 require employers to pay all wages earned within strict time 
periods from the date of the employee’s termination. Section 203 provides that “[i]f an 
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employer willfully fails to pay, without abatement or reduction, in accordance with 
Sections 201, 201.3, 201.5, 201.9, 202, and 205.5, any wages of an employee who is 
discharged or who quits, the wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty from the 
due date thereof at the same rate until paid or until an action therefor is commenced; but 
the wages shall not continue for more than 30 days. An employee who secretes or absents 
himself or herself to avoid payment to him or her, or who refuses to receive the payment 
when fully tendered to him or her, including any penalty then accrued under this section, 
is not entitled to any benefit under this section for the time during which he or she so avoids 
payment.”  Cal. Lab. Code Section 203(a). 

 
Based on its failure to pay Mr. Canizales as well as other aggrieved employees for 

regular, overtime and double-time wages due and owing, Respondents are liable for the 
amount of wages due, interest, waiting time penalties, any other statutory penalties, and 
other damages, together with attorneys' fees and costs.  See Cal. Lab. Code Sections 203(a), 
218.5(a) and 218.6.  Respondents are also liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code 
Section 2699 in the amounts of $100.00 for each initial violation, and $200.00 for each 
subsequent violation, per pay period during which Mr. Canizales and other aggrieved 
employees were not properly paid all overtime and double-time wages owed.  See Cal. Lab. 
Code Section 2699(f). 
 

Failure to Provide Accurate Itemized Wage Statements 

 
California Labor Code Section 226(a) requires employers to furnish each employee 

with an accurate statement, which includes, among other things, the applicable rates of 
overtime and double-time pay and the net wages earned. Labor Code Section 226(e) 
provides that if an employer fails to provide a statement complying with section 226(a), 
then the employee is entitled to recover the greater of actual damages or $50.00 for the 
initial violation and $100.00 for each subsequent violation, up to $4,000. 

 
Respondents did not provide Mr. Canizales and other aggrieved employees with 

accurate itemized statements that meet the requirements of Labor Code Section 226(a) 
because Respondent failed to properly calculate and pay the applicable regular, overtime 
and double-time rates of pay.  Respondents are therefore liable for civil penalties pursuant 
to Labor Code Section 226.3 in the amount of $250.00 for the initial violation and 
$1,000.00 per subsequent violation.  See Cal. Lab. Code Section 226.3.  Respondents are 
also is liable for civil penalties under California Labor Code Section 226(e), including the 
greater of all actual damages or fifty dollars ($50.00) for the initial pay period in which a 
violation occurs and one hundred dollars ($100.00) for each violation in a subsequent pay 
period not to exceed four thousand dollars ($4,000.00). 

 
Respondents is further liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code Section 

2699 in the amounts of $100.00 for each initial violation, and $200.00 for each subsequent 
violation, per pay period during which Mr. Canizales and other aggrieved employees were 
not properly paid all regular, overtime and double-time wages owed.  See Cal. Lab. Code 
Section 2699(f). 
 



California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
March 9, 2021 

	 6 

Conclusion 

 
Respondents are in direct violation of numerous California wage and hour laws 

including, but not limited to, the sections stated above. We hereby provide notice under the 
California Labor Code's Private Attorney's General Act of 2004, California Labor Code 
section 2699, et seq., and specifically ask for an investigation, or if the agency does not 
intend to investigate the alleged violations, a letter confirming the same so that we may file 
a complaint against Respondents for the violations discussed in this letter. 

 
By law, an employee alleging a violation of one of the above referenced sections 

must notify his or her employer and the Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
(LWDA) before he or she can invoke the provisions of section 2699, et seq., by seeking 
redress in court. (Labor Code section 2699.3(a)(l)). The LWDA must then notify the 
employer and the employee within sixty (60) calendar days regarding whether it intends to 
investigate the alleged violation. (Labor Code section 2699.3(a)(2)(B).) If the LWDA 
advises it will not investigate, or if no notice is provided within sixty-five (65) calendar 
days, the employee may file a lawsuit invoking the provisions under Labor Code section 
2699. (Labor Code section 2699.3(a)(2)(A).) It is the intention of this office to file a civil 
complaint and to bring the appropriate claims under Labor Code section 2699 should your 
office elect not address these matters within this time. 

 
Should you require anything further or have additional questions, please do not 

hesitate to contact our office. 
 

ARES LAW GROUP, P.C. 

 
 

Matt D’Abusco 

Cynthia S. Sandoval 

 
 
CC: Department of Industrial Relations 

Accounting Unit (Payment) 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 2 

























1/24/2022



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 3 



ARES 
Law Group 
23 Corporate Plaza 
Suite 150 
Newport Beach, California 92660 
(949) 629-2519 
 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY/CLIENT PRIVILEGE 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
 
BERNIE GERMANI V. HORIZON AIR INDUSTRIES, INC. 
Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. 21STCV11163 
Case Filed:  March 23, 2021 
Case Status:  Open 
Case Type:  PAGA Enforcement Action 
Time Keeper(s): MSD/CSS 
Time Period:  November 20, 2020 to February 15, 2022 
 
 

Date Attorney Description 
Time 
Spent 

November 20, 2020 MSD Initial Client Intake (Bernie Germani) 1.0 
November 20, 2020 MSD Strategize w/ CSS Re Initial Client Intake 0.5 
November 20, 2020 CSS Strategize w/ MSD Re Initial Client Intake 0.5 

November 23, 2022 MSD 
Research Defendant Corporate Entity and Litigation 
History 1.5 

November 24, 2020 MSD Call w/ Client Re Potential Claims and Strategy 0.7 
November 24, 2020 MSD Prepare Records Request Letter and Authorization 0.8 
November 24, 2020 MSD Send Records Authorization to Client 0.2 
November 25, 2020 MSD Finalize and Send Records Request 0.4 

December 16, 2020 MSD 
Review Payroll Records Received from Defendant 
(Germani) 2.1 

December 17, 2020 MSD 
Communicate w/ CSS Re Records Received from 
Defendant 0.6 

December 17, 2020 CSS 
Communicate w/ MSD Re Client Records and Case 
Strategy 0.6 

January 4, 2021 MSD Prepare Draft Letter to LWDA Re PAGA Claim 3.0 
January 4, 2021 CSS Revise and Revise Draft Letter to LWDA 0.6 

January 4, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence with Client Re Draft Letter to 
LWDA Re PAGA Claim  0.3 

January 11, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence with Client Re Draft Letter to 
LWDA Re PAGA Claim 0.2 

January 12, 2021 MSD Finalize Letter to LWDA Re PAGA Claim 0.5 
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Date Attorney Description 
Time 
Spent 

January 27, 2021 MSD Initial Client Intake (Carlos Canizales) 0.8 
January 28, 2021 MSD Prepare Records Request Letter and Authorization 0.4 
January 28, 2021 CSS Communicate w/ MSD Re Further Client Intake 0.6 
January 28, 2021 MSD Communicate w/ CSS Re Further Client Intake 0.6 

January 28, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence Client Re Records Request and 
Authorization 0.3 

February 1, 2021 MSD Finalize Records Request 0.4 
February 22, 2021 MSD Review Records from Defendant (Canizales) 1.8 
March 8, 2021 MSD Prepare Draft PAGA Letter (Canizales) 1.7 
March 7, 2021 CSS Revise Canizales PAGA Letter 0.4 
March 8, 2021 MSD Correspondence Client Re Draft PAGA Letter 0.3 
March 9, 2021 MSD Finalize and Submit PAGA Letter (Canizales) 0.5 
March 11, 2021 MSD Prepare Complaint 2.8 
March 12, 2021 CSS Revise and Revise Complaint 0.7 
March 15, 2021 MSD Correspondence w/ Client Re Complaint 0.3 
March 18, 2021 MSD Correspondence w/ Client Re Complaint 0.2 
March 22, 2021 MSD Correspondence w/ Client Re Complaint 0.2 
March 23, 2021 MSD Prepare Summons 0.3 
March 23, 2021 MSD Prepare Civil Case Cover Sheet 0.4 
March 23, 2021 MSD Prepare Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendum 0.4 
March 23, 2021 MSD Finalize and File Complaint 0.7 

April 5, 2021 MSD 
Submit Conformed Complaint for Personal Service 
on Defendant 0.4 

April 12, 2021 MSD Review Status of Service of Complaint 0.3 

April 12, 2021 MSD 
Prepare for and Telephone Call w/ Opposing 
Counsel Re Case 0.6 

April 19, 2021 MSD Serve Notice of Case Management Conference  0.3 
April 27, 2021 MSD Telephone Call w/ Opposing Counsel Re Case  0.5 

April 28, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Extension 
to File Responsive Pleading 0.2 

April 29, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Extension 
and Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.2 

May 11, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Extension 
and Alaska Airlines 0.1 

May 14, 2021 MSD Prepare First Amended Complaint 1.3 
May 14, 2021 CSS Review and Revise First Amended Complaint 0.5 

May 14, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Clients Re First Amended 
Complaint 0.4 

May 17, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Clients Re First Amended 
Complaint 0.5 

May 17, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.2 

May 17, 2021 MSD Finalize and File First Amended Complaint 0.7 

May 17, 2021 CSS 
Prepare and Serve Notices of Acknowledgement 
and Receipt of First Amended Complaint 0.8 

June 9, 2021 MSD Review Declaration Re Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.3 
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Date Attorney Description 
Time 
Spent 

June 9, 2021 MSD 
Research Information in Declaration from 
Defendant Alaska Airlines 1.0 

June 9, 2021 MSD Strategize w/ CSS Re Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.7 

June 9, 2021 CSS 
Strategize w/ MSD Re Declaration of Defendant 
Alaska Airlines  0.7 

June 10, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Declaration of Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.3 

June 21, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Declaration of Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.2 

June 21, 2021 MSD Review Notices of Acknowledgement and Receipt  0.3 

June 21, 2021 MSD 
Review Revised Declaration of Defendant Alaska 
Airlines 0.5 

June 22, 2021 MSD Call w/ Opposing Counsel Re Case Status 0.5 
June 22, 2021 MSD Submit Notice of Acknowledgement for Filing 0.3 
June 24, 2021 CSS Strategize w/ MSD Re Dismissal of Alaska Airlines 0.3 
June 24, 2021 MSD Strategize w/ CSS Re Dismissal of Alaska Airlines 0.3 

June 25, 2021 MSD 
Prepare Request for Dismissal of Defendant Alaska 
Airlines 0.5 

June 25, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Dismissal 
of Defendant Alaska Airlines 0.1 

June 28, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Case 
Management Conference Meet and Confer 0.4 

June 29, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Case 
Management Conference Meet and Confer 0.1 

June 29, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Aggrieved Employee Data 0.2 

June 29, 2021 MSD Prepare Damages Analysis 3.5 
June 30, 2021 CSS Review Damages Analysis 1.2 
June 30, 2021 MSD Strategize w/ CSS Re Settlement Negotiations 0.8 
June 30, 2021 MSD Strategize w/ MSD Re Settlement Negotiations 0.8 

July 1, 2021 MSD  
Communicate w/ Clients Re Settlement 
Negotiations 1.0 

July 1, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.5 

July 6, 2021 MSD 

Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Stipulation to Continue Case Management 
Conference 0.1 

July 8, 2021 MSD 
Prepare Stipulation to Continue Case Management 
Conference 0.6 

July 9, 2021 MSD 

Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Stipulation to Continue Case Management 
Conference 0.2 

July 12, 2021 MSD 
Prepare and File Case Management Conference 
Statement 0.6 

July 12, 2021 MSD 
Revise Stipulation to Continue Case Management 
Conference 0.3 
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Date Attorney Description 
Time 
Spent 

July 15, 2021 MSD 

Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations and Stipulation to Extend 
Responsive Pleading Deadline 0.3 

July 19, 2021 MSD 
Serve Notice of Continued Case Management 
Conference 0.4 

July 20, 2021 MSD 
Prepare for and Call w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.7 

July 21, 2021 MSD 
Review Stipulation to Continue Responsive 
Pleading Deadline 0.3 

July 26, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.2 

July 27, 2021 MSD 
Prepare for and Call w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.9 

July 27, 2021 MSD Strategize w/ CSS Re Settlement Negotiations 1.0 
July 27, 2021 CSS Strategize w/ MSD Re Settlement Negotiations 1.0 

August 2, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.2 

August 3, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.1 

August 6, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.1 

August 9, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.3 

August 16, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Negotiations 0.2 

August 17, 2021 MSD Prepare Memorandum of Understanding 3.0 
August 17, 2021 CSS Review and Revise Memorandum of Understanding 1.0 

August 18, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.2 

August 30, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.1 

September 7, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.2 

September 13, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.1 

September 21, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.2 

September 27, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Continued Case Management Conference 0.1 

September 29, 2021 MSD Review Revised Memorandum of Understanding 0.5 

October 4, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.2 

October 5, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.3 
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Date Attorney Description 
Time 
Spent 

October 11, 2021 MSD 

Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding and Records 
Sampling 0.4 

October 18, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.1 

October 20, 2021 MSD Review Revised Memorandum of Understanding 0.3 

October 26, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.4 

October 27, 2021 MSD Review Revised Memorandum of Understanding 0.5 
November 1, 2021 MSD Meet and Confer Re Case Management Conference 0.3 

November 1, 2021 MSD 
Review Stipulation to Continue Case Management 
Conference 0.3 

November 3, 2021 MSD Review Order 0.2 

November 3, 2021 MSD 
Communicate w/ Clients Re Memorandum of 
Understanding 1.0 

November 4, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Signed 
Memorandum of Understanding 0.2 

November 8, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Data 
Sampling 0.3 

November 15, 2021 MSD Analyze Data Sampling 3.8 
November 16, 2021 CSS Analyze Data Sampling 2.7 
November 16, 2021 MSD Strategize w/ CSS Re Data Sampling 1.0 
November 16, 2021 CSS Strategize w/ MSD Re Data Sampling 1.0 

November 17, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Analysis 
of Data Sampling 0.5 

November 22, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Analysis 
of Data Sampling 0.1 

November 23, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Analysis 
of Data Sampling 0.3 

November 29, 2021 MSD Review Stipulation to Extend Responsive Pleading 0.3 

December 6, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.2 

December 10, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.1 

December 13, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.1 

December 13, 2021 MSD Review Order on Extension 0.1 

December 15, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.2 

December 20, 2021 MSD Review Settlement Agreement 2.0 
December 20, 2021 CSS Review Settlement Agreement 1.6 
December 21, 2021 MSD Revise Settlement Agreement 0.7 

December 22, 2021 MSD 
Review Defendant’s Revisions to Settlement 
Agreement 0.5 

December 27, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.8 
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Date Attorney Description 
Time 
Spent 

December 28, 2021 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.2 

January 4, 2022 MSD Review Final Settlement Agreement  0.7 
January 6, 2022 MSD Communicate w/ Clients Re Settlement Agreement 0.9 

January 13, 2022 MSD  
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.2 

January 24, 2022 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re 
Settlement Agreement 0.1 

February 1, 2022 MSD 
Prepare Notice of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 0.5 

February 2, 2022 MSD 

Prepare Declaration of Matthew S. D’Abusco in 
Support of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 3.5 

February 2, 2022 CSS 
Prepare Declaration of Cynthia Sandoval in Support 
of Motion for Approval of PAGA Settlement 3.7 

February 3, 2022 MSD 

Prepare Memorandum of Points and Authorities in 
Support of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 7.2 

February 4, 2022 MSD 

Revise Memorandum of Points and Authorities in 
Support of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 5.5 

February 4, 2022 MSD 
Prepare Declaration of Bernie Germani in Support 
of Motion for Approval of PAGA Settlement 1.0 

February 4, 2022 MSD 
Prepare Declaration of Carlos Canizales in Support 
of Motion for Approval of PAGA Settlement 1.1 

February 4, 2022 MSD 

Revise Declaration of Matthew S. D’Abusco in 
Support of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 2.4 

February 4, 2022 MSD  
Revise Declaration of Cynthia Sandoval in Support 
of Motion for Approval of PAGA Settlement 1.5 

February 4, 2022 CSS 

Revise Memorandum of Points and Authorities in 
Support of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 3.3 

February 7, 2022 MSD 

Revise Memorandum of Points and Authorities in 
Support of Motion for Approval of PAGA 
Settlement 1.8 

February 7, 2022 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Motion 
for Approval 0.2 

February 10, 2022 MSD 
Correspondence w/ Opposing Counsel Re Motion 
for Approval 0.1 

February 14, 2022 MSD 
Communicate w/ Clients Re Declarations in Support 
of Motion for Approval 0.5 

February 15, 2022 MSD Finalize and File Motion for Approval 1.5 
  TOTAL 118.1 
	
 


