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HAIG B. KAZANDJIAN LAWYERS, APC  
Haig B. Kazandjian, Esq., Bar No.: 278622 
haig@hbklawyers.com   
Cathy Gonzalez, Esq. Bar No.: 310625 
cathy@hbklawyers.com   
Kevin P. Crough, Esq. Bar No. 323904 
kevin@hbklawyers.com 
801 North Brand Boulevard, Suite 970 
Glendale, California 91203 
Telephone: 1-818-696-2306 
Facsimile: 1-818-696-2307 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff GIANINA SCARPATI 
individually and on behalf of all other Aggrieved Employees  
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA   

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES – BURBANK COURTHOUSE 
 
 
GIANINA SCARPATI, individually and on 
behalf of all other Aggrieved Employees;  
 
   Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 
CONSEJOSANO, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation, and DOES 1 through 50, 
inclusive,  
 
                 Defendants. 

 
     Case No. 22BBCV00003 

[Assigned for all purposes to Honorable John 
Kralik, Dept. B] 

 
[PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING 
REPRESENTATIVE PAGA SETTLEMENT 
 
[FILED CONCURRENTLY WITH JOINT STIPULATION 
REQUESTING APPROVAL OF REPRESENTATIVE 
PAGA SETTLEMENT; DECLARATION OF HAIG B. 
KAZANDJIAN IN SUPPORT THEREOF; AND 
[PROPOSED] FINAL JUDGMENT] 

 
Complaint Filed: January 3, 2022 
Trial Date: None Yet Set 

 

Pursuant to Stipulation by the parties and good cause appearing: Having considered the 

Parties’ submissions, and all legal authorities and documents submitted in support thereof, 

including the PAGA Settlement Agreement (“PAGA Settlement Agreement” or “Settlement”), 

attached hereto as Exhibit 1, and good cause appearing, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the 

Parties’ request is GRANTED, subject to the following findings and orders:  

a) All terms used herein shall have the same meaning as defined in the PAGA Settlement 

Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit 1.  

mailto:haig@hbklawyers.com
mailto:cathy@hbklawyers.com
mailto:kevin@hbklawyers.com
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b) The Court hereby approves the terms set forth in the PAGA Settlement Agreement and finds 

that the PAGA Settlement Agreement is, in all respects, fair, adequate, and reasonable and 

directs the Parties to effectuate the PAGA Settlement Agreement according to its terms. The 

Court finds that the PAGA Settlement Agreement has been reached as a result of informed 

and non-collusive arm’s-length negotiations. The Court further finds that the Parties were 

able to reasonably evaluate their respective positions. The Court also finds that settlement 

now will avoid additional and potentially substantial litigation costs, as well as delay and 

risks if the Parties were to continue to litigate the case. The Court has reviewed the monetary 

recovery being provided as part of the Settlement and recognizes the value accorded to the 

state of California and Aggrieved Employees.  

c) The PAGA Settlement Agreement is not an admission by Defendants or by any other 

Released Party, nor is this Order a finding of the validity of any allegations or of any 

wrongdoing by Defendants. Neither this Order, the PAGA Settlement Agreement, nor any 

document referred to herein, nor any action taken to carry out the PAGA Settlement 

Agreement, may be construed as, or may be used as, an admission of any fault, wrongdoing, 

omission, concession or liability whatsoever by or against Defendants or any of the other 

Released Parties.  

d) Defendant shall pay the Aggrieved Employees pursuant to the procedure described in the 

PAGA Settlement Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit 1.  

e) The payments to the Aggrieved Employees shall be mailed to the Aggrieved Employees 

with the Notice attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

f) After reviewing the proposed PAGA Settlement Agreement, the Declaration of Haig B. 

Kazandjian in Support of Joint Stipulation For Approval of Representative PAGA Action 

Settlement, and the Joint Stipulation and the Exhibits attached thereto, the Court finds that 

the PAGA penalties awarded in this matter are fair and reasonable.  

g) The Court hereby confirms Haig B. Kazandjian Lawyers, APC as PAGA Counsel.  

h) The Court hereby awards attorneys’ fees in the amount of 33.33% of the total Settlement 

amount, which is $25,000.00 in attorneys’ fees and $2,806.58 in attorneys’ costs. The Court 
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finds that attorneys’ work resulted in the creation of a common fund of $38,193.42 and that 

the attorneys’ fees and costs requested were reasonable in light of the amount recovered and 

the relevant factors under California law. The payment of fees to PAGA Counsel shall be 

made in accordance with the terms of the Settlement.  

i) The Court appoints Simpluris Class Action Settlement Administration as the Settlement 

Administrator and directs that the PAGA penalty payments be distributed by Simpluris as set 

forth in the PAGA Settlement Agreement, Joint Stipulation, and this Order. The Court 

approves Simpluris’ Settlement Administration Fees for its services in this matter in an 

amount not to exceed $4,000.00.  

j) The Court approves the award to Plaintiff GIANINA SCARPATI in the amount of $5,000.00 

as an incentive award;  

k) Defendant and Plaintiff shall have no further liability for costs, expenses, interest, attorneys’ 

fees, or for any other charge, expense, or liability, except as may be provided in the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement.  

l) The Court further orders, adjudges and decrees that each Aggrieved Employee (including 

Plaintiff) and the State of California, shall fully release and forever discharge Defendant and 

its present and former parent companies, subsidiaries, divisions, related or affiliated 

companies, shareholders, officers, directors, employees, agents, attorneys, insurers, 

successors and assigns and any individual or entity which could be jointly liable with 

Defendant (“Releasees”) from any and all PAGA penalty claims for the time period of 

October 29, 2020 through July 15, 2022. The Release of All Claims By All Aggrieved 

Employees does not include any employees’ individual, non-PAGA claims other than 

Plaintiff’s general release as defined in the Settlement Agreement. 

m) The Court will enter Final Judgment in accordance with this Order.  

n) The Court shall have and retain continuing jurisdiction over this action and the Parties and 

the State of California as real party in interest for the Aggrieved Employees including after 

the entry of this Order and the Final Judgment, to the fullest extent necessary to interpret, 

enforce and effectuate the terms and intent of the PAGA Settlement Agreement and this 
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Order.  

IT IS SO ORDERED 
 
Dated:  ___________ 

 
______________________________ 

Honorable John Kralik 



EXHIBIT 1































Young Lee
SVP Finance and Administration

12/13/2022
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Questions? Call 888-369-3780, select option 2 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 
This is NOT a solicitation. 

This is NOT a lawsuit against you and you are NOT being sued. 

NOTICE OF SETTLED REPRESENTATIVE ACTION 

If you were employed by CONSEJOSANO, INC., currently known as SAMESKY HEALTH INC. 
(collectively “Defendant”), as an hourly, non-exempt employee in California at any time during the time 
period from October 29, 2020, and July 15, 2022, then you are receiving money from a representative action 
settlement. 
 

PLEASE READ THIS NOTICE CAREFULLY! 

I. What is the Purpose of this Notice? 

The purpose of this notice is to let you know that there was a representative action lawsuit that settled in the 
Superior Court of California for the County of Los Angeles (the “Court”), and you are considered to be an 
Aggrieved Employee for purposes of this settlement. 

The lawsuit was filed by a former employee of CONSEJOSANO, INC., in the Court. 

On _______________________, 2022, a Judge of the Court approved the Settlement of the Lawsuit entitled 
GIANINA SCARPATI, individually and on behalf of all other Aggrieved Employees, vs. CONSEJOSANO, INC., 
a Delaware Corporation; and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, in the Superior Court of the State of California for 
The County of Los Angeles, Case No. 22BBCV00003. 

II. What is the Position of Defendants on Settlement? 

Defendant views this settlement as a compromise, to which it has agreed in order to avoid the uncertainty of 
litigation. 
Defendant is not admitting to any allegations in the case, and in fact denies that any of their practices at issue in 
this lawsuit were or are unlawful. 

III. Why Did I Get this Notice? 

You received this notice because Defendant’s records identify you as an Aggrieved Employee. 
 
Specifically, an “Aggrieved Employee” is defined as follows: all current and former non-exempt employees 
employed by Defendant for at least one pay period in California at any time between October 29, 2020 and July 
15, 2022, inclusive. 

IV. Who Are the Parties in this Representative Action? 

This lawsuit was filed against Defendant CONSEJOSANO, INC., a Delaware Corporation, and DOES 1 through 
50. Plaintiff, a former employee, brought the action on behalf of herself and all Aggrieved Employees, as that term 
is defined above. 
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Questions? Call 888-369-3780, select option 2 
 

V. What is the Settlement? 

Defendants have agreed to pay a Settlement Sum of $75,000.00. 

This sum includes the following expenses and costs: 

(1) Fees for claims administration, which are estimated to be $4,000.00, 

(2) The Labor Workforce Development Agency Payment in the estimated amount of $28,645.07, 

(3) An enhancement and general release payment of $5,000.00 to Plaintiff Gianina Scarpati, 

(4) Proportional payments to the Aggrieved Employees totaling $9,548.36 and  

(5) Plaintiff’s attorneys’ fees in the amount $25,000.00 (i.e., 33.33% of the Settlement Sum) and actual litigation 
costs of $2,806.58.  

Each of these expenses and fee amounts were approved by the Court on _______________, 2022 (“Court-
approved expenses”).  

After the deduction of the Court-approved expenses from the Settlement Sum, the remaining sum (“Employee Net 
Settlement Amount”) will be available to pay Aggrieved Employees. Each Aggrieved Employee is receiving a 
proportionate share that is based on the total number of pay periods the individual Aggrieved Employee worked 
for Defendants during the time period from October 29, 2020 through July 15, 2022.  
 
The amount paid to each Aggrieved Employee will be allocated 100% to penalties and will be reported on an IRS 
Form 1099. The Parties agree that all Aggrieved Employees who receive payment pursuant to this settlement will 
be responsible for any and all tax obligations associated with such receipt. 
 
You will be responsible for correctly characterizing this compensation for tax purposes and paying any 
taxes that may be due on the payment you receive. Neither Counsel for Plaintiff, Counsel for Defendants, 
nor the Settlement Administrator may legally provide you with advice regarding the tax implications of the 
receipt of this settlement payment. 

VI. What is the Effect of this Settlement on My Rights? 

Each Aggrieved Employee is releasing Released Claims (defined below) against Defendant CONSEJOSANO, 
INC., a Delaware Corporation, and all related parties. 

The “Released Claims” are all claims against Defendant CONSEJOSANO, INC., a Delaware Corporation, and its 
present and former parent companies, subsidiaries, divisions, related or affiliated companies, shareholders, 
officers, directors, employees, agents, attorneys, insurers, successors and assigns, and any individual or entity 
which could be jointly liable with Defendant (“Releasees”) from any and all claims for PAGA penalties that were 
alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint, and the 
PAGA Notice, for the time period of October 29, 2020 through July 15, 2022. 
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Questions? Call 888-369-3780, select option 2 
 

VII. Why Does the Labor Workforce Development Agency Receive Any Money? 

PAGA allows private citizens to act on behalf of the State of California and recover civil penalties for violations 
of California’s Labor Code. Seventy-five percent (75%) of any such recovery must be given to the State by law. 
 
Without PAGA, Plaintiff would not have been able to bring this action on behalf of the Aggrieved Employees.  In 
the present case, the Settlement provides that $28,645.07 be paid to the State as its share of the penalties recovered 
in this case. 

VIII. How Much Did it Cost to Administer the Settlement? 

It cost approximately $4,000.00, for the Settlement Administrator to fully administer the settlement. 

IX. Who is the Settlement Administrator?  

The Settlement Administrator is an independent third party selected by Plaintiff and the Defendants to send this 
notice, process and issue settlement checks, and otherwise administer the settlement. The Court has approved 
Simpluris, Inc. to be the Settlement Administrator in this case. You may contact the Settlement Administrator to 
provide updated contact information, make corrections regarding your employment information at the Company, 
or ask questions regarding the processing of settlement awards. You may contact the Settlement Administrator at: 
 
Simpluris, Inc. 
P.O. Box 26170 
Santa Ana, CA 92799 
888-369-3780, option 2 
casesupport@simpluris.com 

X. Who Can I Contact if I Have Any Questions? 

You can contact the Settlement Administrator for this representative action settlement at Simpluris, Inc.  Ask 
about the Gianina Scarpati v. ConsejoSano, Inc. et al. case.  

 
IMPORTANT:  PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT REGARDING THIS SETTLEMENT 
OR THE CLAIM PROCESS. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.  I am over the age of 18 
and not a party to the within action; my business address is 801 North Brand Boulevard, Suite 970, 
Glendale, California 91203. 

On December 14, 2022, I served the foregoing document(s) described as: 
[PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING REPRESENTATIVE PAGA SETTLEMENT 

 by method indicated below, on the interested parties in this action by placing a true copy thereof, 
enclosed in a sealed envelope, addressed as follows:  

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

[   ] BY PERSONAL DELIVERY: I caused a copy of the document to be delivered personally 
to the individual(s) named in the attached service list. 

[   ] BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: I enclosed the above-listed document(s) in an envelope or 
package provided by an overnight delivery carrier and addressed it to the referenced in 
attached service list. I placed the envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at 
an area regularly utilized by said delivery carrier. 

[  ] BY U.S. MAIL: I enclosed said document(s) in a sealed envelope or package to each 
addressee. I placed the envelope for collection and mailing, following our firm’s ordinary 
business practices. I am readily familiar with the firm’s practice for collecting and processing 
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, the correspondence is deposited with the 
United States Postal Service, with postage fully prepaid, on the same day in the ordinary 
course of business. 

[ X ] BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: I transmitted the foregoing document(s) by electronic mail 
from melisaf@hbklawyers.com to the electronic mail addresses indicated on the attached 
mailing list. The transmission was reported as complete and without error. 

[    ] BY FAX TRANSMISSION: I transmitted the foregoing document(s) by facsimile 
transmission from 818-696-2307 to the facsimile numbers indicated on the attached mailing 
list. The transmission was reported as complete and without error on the transmission report, 
which was properly issued by the transmitting facsimile machine and, pursuant to Rule 
2.306(h)(4), a copy of which is attached to the original of this proof of service. 

[X] (STATE):   I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the above is true and correct.

Executed on December 14, 2022 at Glendale, California.

____________________________________
Melisa Flores 
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SERVICE LIST 

Philip J. Azzara, Esq. pazzara@fisherphillips.com
J. Russell Blakey, Esq. - jrblakey@fisherphillips.com 
FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP
2050 Main Street, Suite 1000
Irvine, California 92614
T: (949) 851-2424
F: (949) 851-0152
Attorneys for Defendant
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