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DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL

Adam Rose (210880) 
adam@frontierlawcenter.com 
Manny Starr (319778) 
manny@frontierlawcenter.com 
Frontier Law Center 
23901 Calabasas Road, #2074 
Calabasas, CA 91302 
Telephone: (818) 914-3433 
Facsimile: (818) 914-3433 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Mariano Gagliardi 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

MARIANO GAGLIARDI, individually and on 
behalf of all similarly situated and aggrieved 
employees, 

 Plaintiff, 

v. 

RALPH LAUREN RETAIL, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation doing business in California, and 
DOES 1 to 100, 

 Defendants. 

AND CONSOLIDATED ACTION. 

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

NO. CVRI2103581 
Consolidated with CVR2200840 

DECLARATION OF ADAM ROSE IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

Date: June 3, 2024 
Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Dept: 1 

I, Adam Rose, declare the following: 

1. I am one of the attorneys representing plaintiff Mariano Gagliardi. I have personal

knowledge of the facts in this declaration, and if called on to testify about the facts I would 

competently do so. 

2. A true and correct copy of the signed settlement agreement is attached as Exhibit A. The

objection form, the proposed exclusion form, the proposed preliminary approval order, and the 

proposed final approval order. Attached as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of the PAGA 

letters submitted on behalf of Mariano Gagliardi. 
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3. I am uploading a copy of the settlement agreement and preliminary approval motion to the 

LWDA portal at the same time as filing the motion for preliminary approval. Below, I address the 

damages, risks, and benefits related to the proposed settlement. 

 

Section G(3)(a)(i)  Class and PAGA Size 

4. The class size is 934. The PAGA group is coextensive with the class.   

 

Section G(3)(a)(ii)  Damages Estimate 

5. As stated in the motion, the operative complaint asserts claims for: a) sick pay, b) overtime 

regular rate, c) off the clock, d) meal and rest period premiums, and e) related wage statement and 

waiting time penalties.  The operative complaint also asserts claims under the unfair competition 

law and PAGA, which are premised on the same Labor Code violations.  The maximum total 

damages, excluding PAGA penalties, was approximately $2.15 million. The gross settlement of 

$375,000, excluding the PAGA allocation, represents 17% of the maximum liability, and this is 

within the range of reasonableness.  If the Court awarded full PAGA penalties, the total potential 

exposure increases to approximately $3.27 million.  Analyzing this exposure results in a settlement 

value of approximately 11% of the total exposure, which still falls within the range of 

reasonableness addressed above.   Plaintiffs address the calculations for the potential damages in 

detail below. 

 

Sick Pay Claim 

6. The sick pay claim related to the theory that sick pay should have been paid at the correct 

regular rate of pay, rather than at the straight time rate, pursuant to Labor Code section 246(l). 

7. If the sick pay claim were entirely successful at trial, the maximum liability according to 

provided, there were 26 people with 160 underpaid sick hours, meaning they were not paid at the 

correct regular rate. The extrapolated number of people was 32 with 324 underpaid sick hours. 

8. The calculation to find $5,523 was, assuming a constant straight time hourly rate of $15.89, 
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to use the formula (AE / ST) x SH where AE means additional earnings, ST means straight time, 

and SH means sick hours. 

 

Overtime Regular Rate Claim 

9. The overtime regular rate claim related the theory that for pay periods where non-

discretionary bonuses were paid, the overtime rate calculation should have factored the bonuses. 

10. If the overtime regular rate were entirely successful at trial, the maximum liability is like 

the sick pay claim, or $5,523. 

11.  The same calculation as the sick pay claim would also apply. 

 

Off the Clock Claim & Related Meal & Rest Period Claims 

12. The crux of the off the clock claim is that Plaintiffs contend that employees had to go 

through unpaid security bad checks to enter and leave the stores.  Plaintiffs also argued that the 

mandatory inspections also infringed on their meal and rest periods because they were required to 

undergo inspections during their allotted meal/rest periods if they left the store. 

13. If the off the clock claim were successful, the maximum liability would total $162,019.  

14. The calculation used was to assume a constant of 10 minutes of off the clock work (at the 

base rate of $15.89 per hour). Then calculation (OTC / 60) x (ST + OT x 1.5 + DT x 2) x RP was 

used. OTC means off the clock work per shift, ST means number of straight time shifts, OT means 

number of overtime shifts, DT means number of double time shifts, and RP means rate of pay.  

Defendant argued that no time was spent off the clock and therefore the estimate of 10 minutes per 

shift was extremely unlikely.  The amount might be lower if an employee did not have to wait at all 

if, for example, there were not many people at a store on a given day.  Defendant also argued that it 

did not require employees to participate in unpaid security check procedures and therefore this 

claim was heavily disputed. 

15. With respect to the meal and rest period theories of liability, Defendant argued that 

Plaintiffs would have to demonstrate that Defendant did not meet its obligation under the Labor 

Code and Brinker to provide employees a meal or rest period.  See Brinker Rest. Corp. v. Superior 
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Ct

argued, would result in a claim that could not be certified as a class action because Defendant 

maintained and enforced legally compliant policies.  Defendant claimed this would require 

Plaintiffs to investigate and ask each putative class member the reason time records may have 

triggered the payment of a premium or shown a deficient meal period and whether a premium was, 

in fact, owed to the class member.  Defendant argued a rest period theory of liability would be even 

more difficult to certify and prove because time records did not demonstrate when employees 

started or ended their rest periods.  Thus, to be successful, Plaintiffs would have to evaluate each 

2) and, even if they did, whether they decided to leave the premises such that they were subjected 

ranged from approximately $866,250 on the high end (assuming one violation per shift and 

estimating from the data produced by Defendant 55,000 shifts with a $15.75 average rate of pay), 

or more conservatively approximately $216,563 (assuming a 25% violation rate).  In either case, 

Defendant argued that the likelihood of certification on these claims was extremely low. 

 

Wage Statement Penalties 

16. The wage statement penalties relate to the theory that the wage statements were inaccurate 

for not listing the correct rates for sick pay and overtime, and not listing the off-the-clock work for 

the security screenings. 

17. If the wage statement claim were entirely successful at trial, the maximum liability would 

total $723,046. 

18. 

were analyzed, and the extrapolated number of pay periods was 7,583. 

/// 

/// 
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Waiting Time Penalties 

19. The waiting time penalties relate to the theory that the difference in the sick time and 

overtime and the off-the-clock work were still owed for the class members who stopped working. 

20. If the waiting time penalties claim were entirely successful at trial, the maximum liability 

would total $389,869. 

21. The calculation used was ADW x 30 days. ADW means average daily wage. Using the 

data, 92 former employees were considered, and the extrapolated number of former employees 

used was 131.  

 

Collective Total for All Claims (Excluding PAGA) 

22. The maximum total damages, excluding PAGA penalties, was approximately $2.15 million. 

 

Section G(3)(a)(iii)  Risks for Each Claim 

23. The following discusses the risks and a more reasonable estimate of the maximum liability. 

 

Sick Pay Claim  

24. Under the Healthy Workplaces, Healthy Families Act of 2014, Cal. Lab. Code § 245 et seq. 

the regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, whether or not 

added). Here, Plaintiffs allege that during workweeks where an employee earned non-discretionary 

wages and sick pay earnings, Defend

Although Labor Code section 246(l) provides that accrued sick time must be paid at the correct 

regular rate, the primary risk is that not all class members received bonuses during the same pay 

periods that sick time was paid. Typically, the regular rate is found by adding up the total 

remuneration the employee receives by the total hours worked in the workweek. (29 CFR § 

778.108.)  Nonetheless, sick pay is not paid every workweek, since sick pay accrues at one hour for 

every 30 hours of work, for a maximum of 24 hours of sick pay per year (this amount was 
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increased to a maximum of 40 hours of sick pay beginning January 1, 2024). So, to trigger a sick 

pay regular rate violation, the employee would have to use sick pay hours during the same pay 

periods they were paid an incentive bonus.  

25. Since bonuses could be paid monthly rather than bi-weekly, that could reduce the maximum 

by 50%. Similarly, bonuses would not necessarily be earned every month, which could reduce the 

maximum by an additional 25%.   Defendant also would have contended that Plaintiffs could not 

recover sick leave directly because there is no private right of action.  See Cal. Lab. Code § 248.5 

court of competent jurisdictio

also, e.g., Titus v. McLane Foodservices, Inc., 2016 WL 4797297, at *4 (E.D. Cal. Sept. 14, 2016) 

legislature did not clearly and unmistakeably create a private right of action to enforce section 

246(h), the Court concludes that there is none availa

sum, we hold that section 248.5, subdivision (e) does not preclude an aggrieved employee from 

bringing a PAGA action  

26. Thus, a more reasonable estimate for the sick pay claim is 25% of the maximum value, or 

$1,380.75. 

 

Overtime Regular Rate Claim 

27.  The same type of risk for the sick pay claim applies to the regular rate claim. A class 

member would need to have worked overtime the same workweek they received an incentive (or 

ul few instances 

where he received bonuses during the same workweek he received overtime.  

28. Since bonuses could be paid monthly rather than bi-weekly, that could reduce the maximum 

by 50%. Similarly, bonuses would not necessarily be earned every month, which could reduce the 

maximum by an additional 25%.  
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29. Thus, a more reasonable estimate for the sick pay claim is 25% of the maximum value, or 

$1,380.75. 

 

Off the Clock Claim & Related Meal & Rest Period Claims  

30. 

possibility the amount is lower if the stores were not busy. Proving this claim could require 

deposition the security personnel to gauge their experiences with how long the security screenings 

take during multiple parts of the day.  

31. Assuming that around 50% of the time, the stores were not busy enough to necessitate 

screenings of more than a minute, that would reduce the maximum liability to $81,009.50.  Further, 

to the extent that any employee was able to demonstrate they were off the clock while undergoing a 

security inspection, Defendant argued this would have been a unique scenario not capable of class 

resolution.  Defendant argued that these claims are not suitable for class treatment because its 

policies required accurate recording of time and prohibited off-the-

policies strictly prohibit non-exempt employees from working off the clock for any reason. 

Furthermore, all time spent working must be reported. Defendant further argued that individual 

questions predominate. Citing to Brinker Restaurant Corp. v. Superior Court, 53 Cal. 4th 1004 

(2012) and its progeny, Defendant argued that its liability is contingent on proof that Defendant 

knew or should have known that off-the-clock work was occurring. In the absence of a uniform 

policy, Defendant contended that Plaintiffs will not be able to establish the requisite knowledge 

through common proof and thus certification would not have been granted.   

With respect to the meal and rest period theories of liability, Defendant argued that Plaintiffs would 

have to demonstrate that Defendant did not meet its obligation under the Labor Code and Brinker 

to provide employees a meal or rest period.  See Brinker Rest. Corp. v. Superior Ct., 53 Cal. 4th 

in a claim that could not be certified as a class action because Defendant maintained and enforced 

legally compliant policies.  Defendant claimed this would require Plaintiffs to investigate and ask 
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each putative class member the reason time records may have triggered the payment of a premium 

or shown a deficient meal period and whether a premium was, in fact, owed to the class member.  

Defendant argued a rest period theory of liability would be even more difficult to certify and prove 

because time records did not demonstrate when employees started or ended their rest periods.  

including: 1) whether the employee timely took a rest period; 2) and, even if they did, whether they 

decided to leave the premises such that they were subjected to security inspection. 

 

Related Wage Statement and Waiting Time Penalties 

32.  Risks with prevailing on wage statement penalties is the necessity to show a knowing and 

intentional violation. (Lab. Code, § 226(e)(1).) There is a possibility there was no intentional 

miscalculation of sick pay and overtime at the regular rate. For waiting time violations, there must 

be a willful nonpayment of wages. (Lab. Code, § 203.) There is a possibility there was no willful 

withholding of wages.  The points above were restated in Naranjo v. Spectrum Security Services, 

Inc. (2023) 88 Cal.App.5th 937, which was another basis for a risk in proceeding further. See, also 

an employer has a good faith belief that it is not in violation of Section 226, any violation is not 

statement claim requires a plaintiff to prove the violation was knowing and intentional, making this 

claim even more difficult to prove.  Naranjo v. Spectrum Sec. Servs., Inc., No. S279397, 2024 WL 

1979980, at *1 (Cal. May 6, 2024). 

34. The above two derivative penalties would both have a 50% chance of prevailing since the 

possibility of no willful or intentional conduct could proverbially go either way. Thus, the more 

realistic maximum for wage statement penalties is $361,523 and for waiting time is $194,934.50.  

 

Total Likely Award at Trial for All Claims 

35. The collective reduced total is $1,380.75 for the sick pay claim, $1,380.75 for the overtime 

regular rate claim, $81,009.50 for the off-the-clock claim, $361,523 for the wage statement claim, 
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$194,934.50 for the waiting time claim, and approximately $216,563 (assuming a 25% violation 

rate) for the meal and rest period claims.  Thus, the reduced collective total is $856,791.50, which 

is significantly less than the maximum exposure. 

 

Section G(3)(a)(iv)  Average Recovery for Class Members 

36. There is a net settlement fund of $176,251 to share among the 934 class members. That is 

an average recovery of $188.99 per class member, which is arguably an excellent result. As 

explained further in Section X.G. of the settlement agreement, the payout fund will be distributed 

based on a per workweek basis; class members will receive a pro rata share based on how many 

workweeks they worked during the class period as compared to all workweeks worked by all class 

members during the class period. The number of workweeks for a class member is determined by 

adding all the calendar days within their respective dates of employment and dividing that number 

by seven   

37.  Then, the payout fund (i.e., net settlement amount) will be divided by the total workweeks 

from all class members to arrive at a per workweek amount. The per workweek amount will be 

ot possible to provide a 

the Settlement Administrator tha

distribution based on the data provided by Defendant during the settlement process.  For purposes 

of this Motion, I estimate that the lowest possible recovery assuming all class members participate 

in the settlement would be approximately $7.83, which assumes an individual only worked for one 

workweek during the class period ($176,251 Net Settlement Amount / 22,514 workweeks = $7.83 

per workweek). 

 

Section G(3)(a)(v)  Average Recovery for PAGA Employees 

38. With the PAGA allocation of $18,750, 25% ($4,687.50) will be shared among the 

aggrieved employees.  
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39. The aggrieved employee total is 934 since the PAGA period is coextensive with the class 

period. 

40. Assuming an equal pay period distribution, the average PAGA recovery for the aggrieved 

employees is approximately $5.02 ($4,687.50 / 934 aggrieved employees).  Like the class portion 

of the settlement, the PAGA allocation will be distributed to aggrieved employees based on the 

number of workweeks that they worked during the PAGA Period.  Accordingly, it is not possible to 

Workweek Figure.  However, in conjunction 

will provide a declaration from the Settlement Administrator that provides a high and low estimate 

settlement process.  For purposes of this Motion, I estimate that the lowest possible recovery would 

be approximately $0.21, which assumes an individual only worked for one workweek during the 

PAGA period ($4,687.50 PAGA Payout Fund / 22,514 workweeks = $0.21 per workweek). 

 

Section G(3)(a)(vi)  Description of Data Produced 

41. 

agreed to produce (and did produce) the following: 1) exemplar arbitration agreements, 2) a 

April 2021, and 6) a list of pay codes. Using this data, Plaintiffs engaged an economics expert to 

help formulate a damages analysis and projection. 

42. The informal discovery was complementary to formal written discovery that was 

propounded before the second mediation. 

 

Section G(3)(a)(vii) & Section G(3)(b)  Existence of Overlapping Cases 

43. Class Counsel are not aware of overlapping cases involving similar wage and hour claims 

other than Gilmore v. Ralph Lauren Retail, Inc., Ventura County, case 56-2018-00514077-CU-OE-

VTA with a class period from September 25, 2014 to December 19, 2020  that case is settled. 
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44. I also checked Lexis to determine if there are any other existing wage and hour class actions 

against Ralph Lauren Retail, Inc. and could not find any.  My co-counsel similarly reported not 

being aware of any potentially related actions.  Concurrently with this Motion, Plaintiffs also 

submit a declaration of defense counsel addressing whether there are any related cases. 

 

Section G(3)(c)  Distribution of Uncashed Checks 

45. Consistent with the case management order, uncashed checks will be redistributed to the 

class members.  Therefore, subsections (i) through (v) are not applicable. 

 

Section G(3)(d)  Settlement Administrator 

46. Bids were requested from Simpluris and Phoenix Class Action Administration Solutions. 

The lower bid was from Phoenix for $14,000.00.  

47. The declaration from Jodey Lawrence of Phoenix Class Action Administration Solutions is 

filed concurrently with the motion and this declaration. 

 

Section G(3)(e)  Scope of Release 

48. The releases are appropriately limited to the facts of the case and to claims arising during 

the class/paga period.  In addition to those identified in the case management order, the definition 

s, parents, and affiliates.  The facts 

could have led to the liability of those entities.  The PAGA release is limited to the Named 

Plaintiffs and State of California.  

 

Section G(3)(f)  Notice by Mail 

49. The notice will be given by first-class mail to addresses believed to be current.  This will 

follow the Settlement Administrator performing a search of the national change of address data 

base to update any outdated addresses.  This is the best notice practicable because it is reasonable 

to assume that employees provide accurate information to their employer for purposes of receiving 
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their wages.  To the extent that any of the notices are returned, the Settlement Administrator will 

conduct a skip trace to identify an updated address, if possible, and remail the notice.   

 

Section G(3)(g)  Claims 

50. The settlement does not require class members to submit claims. 

 

Section G(3)(h)  Reversion 

51. The settlement does not provide for reversion of any portion of the settlement. 

 

Section G(3)(i)   

52. The settlement provides that Defendant will pay the applicable payroll taxes. 

 

Section G(3)(j)  Tax Allocation 

53. One-third (33.33%) of all Individual Settlement Payments to Participating Class Members 

-thirds (66.67%) of payments to 

Participating Class Members represents the "Non-Wage Portion" of the Individual Settlement 

Payment and includes interest and penalties sought in the Actions. This is the typical tax allocation 

in wage and hour settlements and is representative of the estimated exposure addressed above. 

 

Section G(3)(k)  Notice to Class Members 

54. The proposed notice, objection form, and exclusion form comply with the case management 

order. Plaintiffs also submit the declaration from Defendant regarding the likely age, education, and 

experience of the class members, and of their ability to read and comprehend English. 

 

Section G(9)(a)  PAGA Allocation 

55. The gross PAGA allocation is $18,750. Per Labor Code section 2699(i), 75% will go to the 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency and 25% will go to the aggrieved employees. 

/// 
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Section G(9)(b)  Nature of PAGA Allegations 

56. The PAGA allegations relate to the following: 1) not paying sick time at the correct regular 

rate pursuant to Labor Code section 246, 2) not paying the correct overtime regular rate in violation 

of Labor Code section 510, 3) derivative waiting time penalties under Labor Code section 203, 4) 

off-the-clock and associated meal and rest period theories addressed above; and 5) derivative wage 

occurred throughout the PAGA period, and as stated above the number of class members (934) is 

coextensive with the number of aggrieved employees. 

57.  Succeeding with PAGA penalties would be dependent on proving the underlying violations 

22,514 workweeks during the Class Period, which translates into approximately 11,257 pay periods 

in the PAGA Period (22,514 workweeks / 2 weeks).  Thus, Plaintiffs estimated that Defendant 

could face civil penalties of up to approximately $1.13 million (~11,257 x $100 penalty).  This 

assumes complete victory at trial and that the Court would award the maximum penalty of $100 per 

pay period, which is far from certain as discussed above.  Further, while the PAGA provides for a 

y 

absent a showing of a prior violation.  Amaral v. Cintas Corp. No. 2, 163 Cal.App.4th 1157, 1209 

(2008); accord Amalgamated Transit Union Local 1309 v. Laidlaw Transit Service, Inc. 2009 WL 

aw, courts have held that 

employers are not subject to heightened penalties for subsequent violations unless and until a court 

Bernstein 

v. Virgin Am., Inc., 3 F.4th 1127, 1144 (9th Cir. 2021) (holding no subsequent penalty unless prior 

citation or court ruling).  Even assuming Plaintiffs ultimately prevailed on their PAGA claims, the 

Court still has discretion to reduce any PAGA penalties.  Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(e)(2), the 

particular case, to do otherwise, would result in an award that is unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or 

 Carrington v. Starbucks 

Corp., 30 Cal. App. 5th 504 (2018), while the plaintiff prevailed on his PAGA claim upon trial, the 
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attempt at complying with the law.  Id. at p. 517.  Upon review, the Court of Appeal found such 

reduction to be proper.  Id. at p. 539.  Thus, even if Plaintiffs were to successfully prove their 

claims at trial, there is a possibility that the Court may only award a small percentage of PAGA 

penalties, as the Court has discretion to do so.  Although Plaintiffs believe in the merits of the 

alleged claims and maintain that there is no reason for reducing PAGA penalties, Plaintiffs are 

aware that Defendant may raise defenses to the claims. Thus, even if Plaintiffs were to successfully 

prove their claims at trial, there is a possibility that the Court may only award a small percentage of 

PAGA penalties, as the Court has discretion to do so. The Gross Settlement Amount was premised 

PAGA penalties, along with other attendant risks, even if Plaintiffs were to prevail at trial  

58. Thus, the unjust, arbitrary, oppressive, or confiscatory concepts of Labor Code section 

2699, subdivision(e)(2) could apply since without knowing and intentional violations, the PAGA 

penalties (even with the lower maximum estimate) could be considered quite high. 

59. It follows the PAGA allocation of $18,750 represents 2% of the maximum PAGA exposure 

($18,750 / $1,130,000), or significantly more if the Court were to reduce PAGA penalties by 90% 

as was done in Carrington.  Accordingly, this allocation is within the range of reasonableness. 

   

Section G(9)(c)  PAGA Distribution 

60. All PAGA penalties going to the aggrieved employees will be distributed among all 

aggrieved employees, even those who opt out of the settlement. 

 

Section G(9)(d)  PAGA Release 

61. The release complies with the case management order. 

 

Discussion of Class Counsel Qualifications 

62. I am qualified to represent the class, as since I graduated from University of San Francisco 

Law School in 1998, I have settled upwards of 250 individual employment law cases, and I have 
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handled the following class actions from start to finish: Ramirez v. Arevalo Landscaping, Los 

Angeles Superior Court case number BC397109; Friedrich v. La Vaquita Corp., Los Angeles 

Superior Court case number BC564432; Caravalho v. Staff Pro, Alameda County Superior Court 

case number RG16812554; Hart v. Marriott International, Inc., United States District Court case 

number 8:17-cv-2021-JVS; Cole v. Saucey, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court case number 

BC707895; Rowe v. Laura Geller Beauty, LLC, United States Bankruptcy Court case number 1:18-

bk-14102-MEW (New York); Rowe v. Ulta Salon, Beauty, and Cosmetics, Inc., Sacramento 

Superior Court case number 34-2019-00267231, Luna et al. v. Triple Canopy, Inc., Santa Clara 

Superior Court case number 19CV345169, Smith v. Budget Rent A Car System, Inc., United States 

District Court case number 2:19-cv-4720-SVW, Shrum v. Sacramento Elite Patrol, Inc., 

Sacramento Superior Court case number 34-2019-002767231, Morris v. Blue Mountain 

Enterprises, LLC, Solano County Superior Court case number FCS035858, Lopez v. Mac Arthur 

Co., Riverside County Superior Court case number RIC1905043, Diaz v. Marriott International, 

Inc., San Diego Superior Court case number 37-2019-00044740, Castellanos et al. v. Southwest 

Patrol, Inc., San Diego Superior Court case number 37-2020-00024905, , 

Merced Superior Court case number 19CV-04520, GSG Wage and Hour Cases, San Diego 

Superior Court case number JCCP5055, Marroquin v. Teleferic Barcelona, Santa Clara Superior 

Court case number 21CV388821, Gonzalez, et al. v. Golden Gate Bell, Contra Costa Superior 

Court case number MSC21-00956, and Navarro Garcia v. Widdicombe Enterprises, Inc., Orange 

County Superior Court case number 30-2021-01235358. 

63. I also actively participated in and helped finalize class action settlements in the following: 

Arya Security Services Cases, Orange County Superior Court case number JCCP4991, Allen v. 

Caine & Weiner, Los Angeles Superior Court case number BC465806, Terry v. SHAC, LLC dba 

Sapphire, Eighth Judicial District of Nevada case number A-09-602800-C, Carter v. Fantasy 

Castle, Los Angeles Superior Court case number BC433666, Blunt v. Valley Ball Cabaret, Los 

Angeles Superior Court case number BC380265, Lawrenz, et al. v. Blacktalon Enterprises, Inc., et 

al., Sacramento Superior Court case number 34-2019-00267748, Stricklin, et al. v. First Alarm 

Security & Patrol, Inc., Santa Clara Superior Court case number 18CV323753, Massey v. Hummel 
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+ Mann, Santa Barbara Court case number 21CV02985, and Sunshine Retirement Wage and Hour 

Cases, Sacramento Superior Court case number JCCP5247.  

64. I helped obtain class certification for Van Bebber v. Dignity Health, U.S. District Court case 

number 1:19-cv-00264, and I obtained FLSA certification and finalized an FLSA settlement in 

Desio v. Russell Road Food & Beverage, U.S. District Court case number 2:15-1440-GMN (Nev.), 

and Aguilar v. American-Paragon Protective Services, LLC, U.S. District Court case number 5:20-

cv-01982-EJD (N.D. Cal.).  

65.  I have handled and finalized settlements on the following PAGA cases: McAfee v. Chief 

Protective Services, Riverside County Superior Court case number RIC1721984, Hall v. Pirch, 

Inc., San Diego Superior Court case number 37-2016-00036606, Green v. American Guard, Los 

Angeles Superior Court case number BC688437, Hernandez v. Contemporary Services Corp., Los 

Angeles Superior Court case number BC684206, McNeal v. Platinum Security Services, Los 

Angeles Superior Court case number 19STCV05709, Cruz v. Holder Construction Group, LLC, 

Santa Clara Superior Court case number 19CV341862, Nunes v. Westmont Living, San Luis Obispo 

Superior Court case number 19CV-0935, Gibson v. Swift Transportation Co., United States District 

Court case number 5:20-cv-00318-ODW, Katabyan v. Awesome Doughnut, Los Angeles Superior 

Court case number 20STCV19903, Ayoub v. Harry Winston, Inc., United States District Court case 

number 4:21-cv-01599-JST, Williams v. St. Joseph Personal Care Services, LLC, Orange County 

Superior Court case number 30-2020-01134268-CU-OE-CXC, German Rodriguez v. Modern 

Parking, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court case number 23STCV00936, Michael Valdivieso v. 

Universal Auto Group, Los Angeles Superior Court case number 23GDCV00191, Alexis Hanna v. 

Ulta Salon, Cosmetics & Fragrance, Inc., Sacramento Superior Court case number 34-2019-

00252198, Bullock v. Atria Management, Nevada County case number CU22-086285, Ramirez-

Batres v. Lee Mechanical Contractors, Inc., Kern County Superior Court case BCV-23-102686, 

and Mathews v. Assignment Am., Los Angeles Superior Court case number 22STCV13033. 

66. Based on the above and the arguments in the motion, I strongly believe the settlement is 

fair, reasonable, and adequate, and I respectfully request the court to grant the motion for 

preliminary approval.  
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true 

and correct. 

Date: May 9, 2024      /s/ Adam Rose 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 











































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


















