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SUPPLEMENTAL DECL. OF J. HAMMOND ISO PL.’S MOT. FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION 
SETTLEMENT  - CASE NO. 34-2022-00322588         

JULIAN HAMMOND (SBN 268489) 
jhammond@hammondlawpc.com 
POLINA BRANDLER (SBN 269086) 
pbrandler@hammondlawpc.com 
ARI CHERNIAK (SBN 290071)  
acherniak@hammondlaw.com 
HAMMONDLAW, P.C. 
1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
Tel.: (310) 601-6766 
Fax: (310) 295-2385 
Attorneys for Plaintiff and the Putative Classes 
 
 SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
 

 
CHRISTOPHER PAHL and KELLY LESLIE, 
individually and on behalf of all others similarly 
situated, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
CEC EMPLOYEE GROUP, LLC, a Delaware 
Limited Liability Company, COLORADO 
TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY, INC., a 
Colorado Corporation, AMERICAN 
INTERCONTINENTAL UNIVERSITY 
SYSTEM, INC., a Georgia Corporation, 
TRIDENT UNIVERSITY 
INTERNATIONAL, LLC, a Delaware 
Corporation, AMERICAN 
INTERCONTINENTAL UNIVERSITY, INC., 
a Georgia Corporation, and CALIFORNIA 
SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY, 
 

Defendants. 

CASE NO. 34-2022-00322588         
 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF 
JULIAN HAMMOND IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 
PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS 
ACTION SETTLEMENT 
  
Date: February 9, 2024 
Time: 9:00 a.m.   
Dept.: 28 
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I, Julian Hammond, declare as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this 

declaration and could and would testify competently to them. 

2. I am the founding shareholder of the law firm HammondLaw, P.C. and counsel for the 

named Plaintiffs and the putative Classes.  

3. On December 14, 2023, the Court issued a tentative ruling requesting that the parties 

address the following matters:  

Issue 1: While Counsel declares that Plaintiff Pahl submitted an initial and amended notice to 

the LWDA (Hammond Decl., ¶¶ 7, 12), Plaintiffs fail to provide a copy of either Notice. Plaintiffs also 

fail to provide proof of their submission of the proposed Settlement to the LWDA. Section 2699, 

subdivision (l)(2) provides that the court "shall review and approve any settlement of any civil action 

filed pursuant to this part. The proposed settlement shall be submitted to the agency at the same time 

that it is submitted to the court." Accordingly, Counsel must provide a copy of the Notice Letters and 

evidence that the settlement was provided to the LWDA. 

Response: A copy of Plaintiffs’ PAGA Notices are attached as Exhibits 1-4. Proofs of Service 

on the LWDA of both the parties’ original Settlement Agreement (that was filed with the Court on 

November 21, 2023), and their Revised Settlement Agreement, are filed herewith. 

Issue 2: Counsel indicates that the Settlement Agreement and Class Notice are attached to his 

declaration as exhibits; however, no such exhibits appear in the Court’s records. Plaintiffs must provide 

the Settlement Agreement and Class Notice for the Court’s review. The Court expects Plaintiffs to ensure 

that the Class Notice adequately informs the Class about the claims, the terms of the settlement, the 

release of claims, their anticipated distribution, the amount of fees and expenses being requested by class 

counsel, the amount of any incentive award to the class representatives, the opportunity to object and 

the requirements for objections, the date and place of the final approval hearing, and any opportunity to 

opt-out of the settlement and the procedure for requesting exclusion. The class notice should be 

consistent with the terms of the settlement agreement but should avoid any commentary as to the merits 

of the settlement. For example, the Notice should NOT include a statement such as, “Plaintiffs and their 

attorneys believe the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate and in the best interests of all 

Settlement Class Members.” This language is unnecessary and may improperly discourage class 

members from objecting to the settlement.  
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Response: Plaintiffs respectfully note that their original Class Action Settlement Agreement was 

attached as Exhibit 1 to the Declaration of Julian Hammond filed on November 21, 2023. After reviewing 

the Court’s tentative ruling, and Preliminary Approval Checklist, the parties revised their original 

Settlement Agreement, and Class Notice, to ensure it is consistent with the Court’s instructions. The 

Revised Class Action Settlement Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.  

Issue #3: While this issue may be clarified in the actual Settlement Agreement, Plaintiffs’ moving 

papers do not indicate that Class Members who receive a re-mailed Notice will receive an extension of 

time to respond. Generally, the Court prefers that an extension of at least 15 days be granted in those 

circumstances. Similarly, the moving papers do not indicate how long settlement checks will remain valid 

before being distributed to the cy pres beneficiary. Generally, the Court prefers a check-cashing period 

of 180 days. 

Response: The Revised Class Action Settlement Agreement is consistent with the Court’s 

instructions.  

Issue #4: While the Court cannot review the actual release language, the Court is concerned by 

Plaintiffs’ brief summary in the moving papers: “[Class Members] will release all claims alleged, or 

that could have been alleged, in the operative Complaint, and arising during the Class Period. SA §§ 

17.1, 17.2. Named Plaintiffs will also give a general release. Id. § 17.3.” (Mot., p. 2:24- 26.) Plaintiffs 

do not mention a PAGA release. The class release must be fairly tailored to the claims that were or 

reasonably could be asserted in the lawsuit based on the facts alleged in the complaint. (See Amaro v. 

Anaheim Arena Management, LLC (2021) 69 Cal.App.5th 521, 538-539 [“Releases must be 

appropriately tethered to the complaint’s factual allegations;” “[A] court cannot release claims that are 

outside the scope of the allegations of the complaint.”].) In cases involving both class and PAGA claims, 

the settlement should include separate releases for the Class Members and the Aggrieved Employees. 

The PAGA release must be tethered to the PAGA claims that were or reasonably could have been alleged 

based on the facts alleged in the LWDA Notices. (See Id., at p. 541, fn. 5; Uribe v. Crown Building 

Maintenance Co. (2021) 70 Cap.App.5th 986, 1005.) 

Response: The Releases included in the Revised Class Action Settlement Agreement are 

consistent with the Court’s instructions.  

Issue #5: The Agreement provides for Class Representative Service Awards of $20,000 to 

Plaintiff Pahl and $10,000 to Plaintiff Leslie. Plaintiffs must explain the differing values, The Agreement 

provides for Class Representative Service Awards of $20,000 to Plaintiff Pahl and $10,000 to Plaintiff 

Leslie. Plaintiffs must explain the differing values, including if the service awards are premised on the 
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release of specific, individual claims. Moreover, the Court expects Plaintiffs to each file a declaration 

attesting to the nature of their individual participation in this case, including a description of their 

specific actions and an estimate of time they committed to prosecution of the case. (See Clark v. American 

Residential Services LLC (2009) 175 Cal.App.4th 785, 804-807.) 

Response: Plaintiffs’ declarations are filed herewith. Plaintiff Pahl’s enhancement award is 

premised in part on his release of claims for wrongful termination under Labor Code §§ 98.6 and 1102.5 

as alleged in the Second Amended Complaint. Plaintiff Pahl estimates that he lost at least $9,100 in 

earnings as a result of his termination that occurred after filing his lawsuit, as well as nearly 6 months of 

matching 401k contributions. In addition, Plaintiff Pahl seeks $20,000 in civil penalties for Defendants’ 

alleged violation of California’s wrongful termination laws. In light of the substantial financial losses 

Plaintiff Pahl alleges he suffered as result of bringing this lawsuit, which he is releasing as part of the 

Settlement, the requested service award is appropriate.  

 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the State of California 

that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on January 17, 2024.   

 

          s/ Julian Hammond    
Julian Hammond 





 H A M M O N D L AW   

A  P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  
FACSIMILE: 310-295-2385 1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600 

Tacoma, WA 98402 
TELEPHONE: 310-601-6766 

 

   

 

 
 
 
 

June 22, 2022 
 
VIA LWDA WEBSITE 
 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency  
455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
 
CEC Employee Group, LLC 
2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150N 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
 
Michele A. Peppers 
CEC Employee Group, LLC 
231 N Martingale Road 
Schaumburg, IL 60173 
 
Elise Baskel 
President 
Colorado Technical University, Inc. 
231 N Martingale Road 
Schaumburg, IL 60173 
 
 

Re: Private Attorneys General Act Notice of Claims Pursuant to 
California Labor Code § 2699 

   
Dear Ms. Baskel, Mr. Peppers, at al.,  

This letter is to provide notice of claims for penalties under the California Labor Code’s 
Private Attorneys General Act, as amended, Cal. Labor Code § 2698 et seq. (“PAGA”). 

We represent Christopher Pahl (“Plaintiff”) in connection with his representative claims 
against CEC Employee Group, LLC (“CEC”) and Colorado Technical University, Inc. (“CTU”) 
(collectively referred to here as Defendants) on behalf of all current and former part-time adjunct 
instructors at CTU employed by Defendant in California (“Adjunct Aggrieved Employees”) at 
anytime from one year prior to the postmark date of this Notice through to trial of this matter 
(“PAGA Period”) for the following Labor Code violations: 
 

(a) failure to issue accurate itemized wage statements in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a), 
226.2(a); 
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(b) failure to pay timely in violation of Labor Code § 204;  
(c) failure to pay separate and apart from the piece for all hours worked and/or failure to pay 

for all hours worked in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.2, 1194;  
(d) failure to pay separate and apart from the piece for time spent on rest breaks and/or failure 

to permit and authorize off-duty rest breaks in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.2, 226.7; 
and 

(e) failure to pay all wages due at the time of discharge from employment in violation of Labor 
Code §§ 201-202; and 

(f) failure to provide paid sick time off in violation of Labor Code §§ 246 et seq. 
 

Plaintiff Pahl also asserts claims on behalf of all individuals employed by Defendants at 
CTU in California during the PAGA Period who were required and/or expected to work from home 
(“Aggrieved Employees” or “Aggrieved Employees”) for the following violation: 

 
(g) failure to fully reimburse for necessarily incurred business expenses in violation of Labor 

Code § 2802. 
 
FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees Are Non-Exempt Piece-Rate Workers  
 

Plaintiff Pahl has been employed by Defendants as an online part-time Adjunct Faculty in 
California since approximately 2018.  CEC Employee Group, LLC is the entity listed on Plaintiff’s 
and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees’ wage statements and W2. Colorado Technical University is 
the entity listed on Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees’ offers letters and other documents, 
including the Faculty Handbook.  Both CEC Employee Group, LLC and Colorado Technical 
University, Inc. are subsidiaries of Perdoceo Education Corporation.    

 
Plaintiff and other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are non-exempt under California law.  

IWC Wage Order No. 4-2001, § 1(A) provides certain exemptions including executive, 
administrative, and professional exemptions.  Under the IWC Wage Order No. 4-2001, § 
1(A)(3)(d), the professional exemption – which is the only exemption potentially applicable to 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees – applies only if an employee earns “a monthly salary equivalent 
to no less than two (2) times the state minimum wage for full-time employment,” which is defined 
in Labor Code § 515(c) as 40 hours per week (“minimum earnings requirement”).   

 
Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are non-exempt for at least two independent 

reasons. First, they are not paid on a “salary” basis – rather, they are paid on a piece-rate basis. 
Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are piece-rate workers because Defendant 
compensates them with a set amount of money per Course based on the number of course credit 
hours taught (e.g., for delivering 4-credit online course during a 5- or 10-week academic session, 
for tutoring, or provide subject matter expert services) and faculty rank.  

 
. The more Courses and Course Credits Adjunct Aggrieved Employees teach, the more 

they are paid. This type of compensation is a form of piece-rate compensation, not a salary.  
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Moreover, Adjunct Aggrieved Employees’ compensation is not a salary because Defendants 
reserve the right to cancel a course based on low enrollment and either offer no pay or reduced 
pay, depending on whether the course is cancelled before or after classes begin.  This amount is 
not a salary because a salary is a predetermined amount that is not subject to reduction based on 
the quantity or quality of work performed. See 29 C.F.R. § 541.602(a). 

 
The DLSE defines “piece-rate” broadly, as “[w]ork paid for according to the number of 

units turned out. Consequently, a piece rate must be based upon an ascertainable figure paid for 
completing a particular task or making a particular piece of goods.”1  True to the piece-rate 
definition in the DLSE Manual, a 2014 report from the U.S. House of Representatives Committee 
on Education and the Workforce Democratic Staff, discussing poor working conditions of adjunct 
instructors, characterizes adjunct instructors’ pay that is based on the number of courses taught as 
a piece-rate. The report states: “Generally, adjunct work is piece work. These contingent faculty 
usually are paid a piece rate, a fixed amount of compensation for each unit produced, regardless 
of how much time it takes to produce. In this case, the unit of production is a college course.” 2 

This is how Defendant paid Adjunct Aggrieved Employees – an ascertainable/fixed amount per 
“Assignment.” As piece-rate workers, Plaintiffs and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees do not fall 
within any exemption, and are entitled to certain protections under the Labor Code and applicable 
IWC Wage Order as set forth herein. 
 

Second, even if Adjunct Aggrieved Employees were paid a “salary,” the “salary” is less 
than the required minimum earnings requirement (as described above) for an employee to be 
classified as exempt during most, if not all, of the pay periods in the PAGA Period.3 Therefore, 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees were entitled to, but were denied, certain protections under the 
Labor Code as set forth herein.3 
 
Failure to Pay Wages Timely Pursuant to Labor Code § 204(a) and/or Missing Wage 
Statements in Violation of Labor Code § 226(a) 
 

Throughout the PAGA Period, Defendants paid Adjunct Aggrieved Employees wages 
untimely and failed to issue wage statements for all periods during which Adjunct Aggrieved 

 
1 DLSE Enforcement and Interpretation Manual, § 2.5.1.  Noting the diversity of the nature of 
piece-rate plans, the DLSE provides a non-exclusive list of examples, including automobile 
mechanics paid on a “book rate,” nurses paid on the basis of the number of procedures performed, 
a carpet layer paid based on the number of yards of carpet laid, a technician paid by the number of 
telephones installed, a factory worker paid by the widget completed, and a carpenter paid by the 
linear foot on framing job.  DLSE Manual § 2.5.2. 
2 “The Just-In-Time Professor” is available here: https://edlabor.house.gov/download/the-just-in-
time-professor. 
3 Labor Code § 515.7, which permitted non-profit universities based in California to begin paying 
adjunct instructors a salary that is less than the minimum earnings requirement (provided certain 
other requirements are met) while classifying them as exempt starting September 9, 2020, is 
inapplicable because (a) Defendants are a for-profit entity, and (b) Defendants are not formed in 
California.  See Labor Code § 515.7(a) incorporating Education Code § 66010(b). 
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Employees performed work.  Section 204 of the Labor Code requires that wages be paid twice 
during each calendar month and that labor performed between the 1st and the 15th day of any 
calendar month be paid between the 16th and the 26th day of the month, and that labor performed 
between the 16th and the last day of the month be paid between the 1st and the 10th of the following 
month.  Labor Code § 204 provides a limited exception that does not apply here (the exception is 
inapplicable for two independent reasons: (a) Adjunct Aggrieved Employees were not paid on a 
salary basis, and (b) Adjunct Aggrieved Employees were not paid by the 26th of a given month 
for all work performed in that month).   

   
Throughout the PAGA Period, Defendants did not pay for work performed between the 1st 

and the 15th of the month before the 26th day of the month.  For example, Defendant paid Adjunct 
Aggrieved Employees for work performed between May 9 and 24, 2022, on May 31, 2022.  In 
addition, the wage statements Defendants issued to Adjunct Aggrieved Employees did not cover 
the entire period during which Adjunct Aggrieved Employees performed work, including the 
period between the first day of classes and the last day of classes.  For example, for a 5-week 
course that began on January 25, 2022 and ended on February 28, 2022, Defendants issued two 
wage statements, on February 28, 2022 and March 15, 2022. For a 10-week course that began on 
January 25, 2022 and ended on April 4, 2022, Defendants issued four wage statements, on 
February 28, March 15, March 31, and April 15, 2022.   
 

Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are entitled to hundred dollars ($100) per 
employee per pay period for each initial violation of Section 204(a) and two hundred dollars ($200) 
per employee per pay period for each subsequent violation, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f)(2).  
Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are also entitled up to two hundred fifty dollars ($250) 
per employee for each pay period with a missing wage statement, and one thousand dollars 
($1,000) per employee for each subsequent pay period with missing wage statements, pursuant to 
Labor Code § 226.3. 

 
Unpaid Nonproductive Time and/or Unpaid Wages Pursuant to Labor Code §§ 226.2, 
1194, 1194.2, 1197.1(a) and IWC Wage Order No. 4-2001, § 4 

 
Throughout the PAGA Period, whether Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are considered 

piece-rate workers, Defendants failed to pay Adjunct Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked, 
including but not limited to course set-up and course preparation that take place prior to the start 
of classes, grading and degrading submission, and grading and submission of grades for those 
students who have incomplete grades after the end of an academic term.  Defendants provide a set 
number of “clock” hours based on the number of credit hours assigned to a course that Defendants 
estimate Adjunct Aggrieved Employees work to complete their course assignments.  However, 
those clock hours are not sufficient to cover all the work performed, including but not limited to, 
work performed before the first day of classes and after the last day of classes.  
 

In addition, because Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are piece-rate workers, pursuant to 
Labor Code §§ 226.2, 1194, 1194.2, and Wage Order No. 4-2001, § 4, throughout the PAGA 
Period Defendant was required, but failed, to pay Adjunct Aggrieved Employees hourly and 
separately apart from the piece-rate at least at the minimum wage for their nonproductive time.  In 
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addition to completing the assignments for which they were paid on a piece-rate basis, Adjunct 
Aggrieved Employees perform nonproductive tasks including but not limited to online trainings, 
such as FERPA, PROD Ethics, and Information Technology training, complete a lengthy and 
detailed professional development and scholarly/professional activities form, and 
attend/participate in their course evaluations meetings with their lead faculty or program chair.  
Even if Adjunct Aggrieved Employees were not piece-rate workers, these tasks were unpaid.  

 
Lastly, Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are not paid for time spent on course set up and 

course preparation when a course is cancelled. 
 

As a result, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f), Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees 
are entitled to one hundred dollars ($100) per employee per pay period for each initial violation 
and two hundred fifty dollars ($250) per employee per pay period for each subsequent violation, 
in accordance with Labor Code § 1197.1(a)(1)-(2). Alternatively, Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees are entitled to the default PAGA penalty under Labor Code § 2699(f)(2) of one hundred 
dollars ($100) per employee per pay period for each initial violation and two hundred dollars 
($200) per employee per pay period for each subsequent violation.  
 
Rest Break Claims Pursuant to Labor Code §§ 226.2. 226.7, 1194 and IWC Wage Order 
No. 4-2001, §§ 4, 12 
 

Adjunct Aggrieved Employees routinely worked at least 3.5 hours or more continuously 
during the PAGA Period, particularly during grading time.  Defendant knew or should have known 
that they did so. Therefore, because Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are piece-rate workers, 
pursuant to Labor Code §§ 226.2, 1194 and IWC Wage Order No. 4-2001, §§ 4, 12, Defendant 
was required, but failed, to pay Adjunct Aggrieved Employees for their time spent on rest breaks 
separately and hourly apart from the piece-rate. 
 

Even if Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are not considered piece-rate workers, as non-
exempt employees they are entitled to off-duty paid rest breaks, pursuant to Labor Code § 226.7 
and IWC Wage Order No. 4-2001, § 12. However, Defendant failed to authorize and permit 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees to take off-duty rest breaks, thereby triggering an obligation to 
make premium payments for missed rest breaks, yet Defendants did not pay premium pay, in 
violation of Labor Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 4-2001, § 12. 
 

As a result of Defendant’s rest break violations throughout the PAGA Period, Plaintiff and 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are entitled to one hundred dollars ($100) per employee per pay 
period for each initial violation and two hundred dollars ($200) per employee per pay period for 
each subsequent violation, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f)(2). 

 
Wage Statement Claims Pursuant to Labor Code §§ 226(a), 226.2(a) 
 

During the PAGA Period, Defendant was required under Labor Code § 226(a) to furnish 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees with wage statements containing (1) total hours worked by the 
employee, (2) all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period, and (3) the corresponding 
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number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee.  Additionally, because Adjunct 
Aggrieved Employees are piece-rate workers, under Labor Code § 226(a)(3), Defendant was 
required to furnish them with wage statements that included the number of piece-rate units earned 
and any applicable piece rate, and under Labor Code § 226.2(a) to furnish them with wage 
statements that itemized the total hours of compensable rest and recovery periods, the rate of 
compensation, and the gross wages paid for those periods during the pay period. 
 

Defendant did not, however, require Adjunct Aggrieved Employees to track their hours 
worked.  Instead of furnishing Adjunct Aggrieved Employees with wage statements that listed 
their actual hours worked, Defendant furnished Adjunct Aggrieved Employees with wage 
statements that included the “clock” hours set out in its Faculty Handbook.  In addition, Defendant 
did not list hourly rates on Adjunct Aggrieved Employees’ wage statements.  Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees’ wage statements included the heading “rate,” but Defendant left the space under this 
heading blank. Defendant also did not list on Adjunct Aggrieved Employees’ wage statements 
total hours of compensable rest and recovery periods along with the rate of compensation and gross 
wages paid for those rest periods, or pieces produced and applicable piece rate. 

 
Therefore, throughout the PAGA Period, Defendant failed to issue accurate itemized wage 

statements, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a) and 226.2(a), and failed to keep the records 
required in Section 226(a).  
 

As a result, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(a), (f), Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees are entitled to two hundred fifty dollars ($250) per employee per initial violation, and 
one thousand dollars ($1,000) per employee per subsequent violation, in accordance with Labor 
Code § 226.3. Alternatively, Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are entitled to the default 
PAGA penalty under Labor Code § 2699(f)(2) of one hundred dollars ($100) per employee per 
pay period for each initial violation and two hundred dollars ($200) per employee per pay period 
for each subsequent violation. 

 
Labor Code §§ 201-202 Failure to Pay Wages Owed at Discharge Claims 
 

As a consequence of Defendant’s failure to pay wages for all hours worked and/or failure 
to pay separately and apart from the piece-rate for nonproductive time, Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees did not receive all compensation due to them upon discharge or separation from 
employment. In addition, when an Adjunct Aggrieved Employee completed an assignment without 
being issued another assignment, the final pay was not paid upon discharge or separation, but 
rather on the next regularly scheduled payroll date. As a result, Defendants violated Labor Code 
§§ 201-202 by not paying, and/or not timely paying, Adjunct Aggrieved Employees all wages due 
to them upon discharge or separation from employment. 

 
Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f)(2), Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees are 

entitled to one hundred dollars ($100) per employee per pay period for each initial violation and 
two hundred dollars ($200) per employee per pay period for each subsequent violation.  
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Labor Code § 246 et seq. Claims for Failure to Provide Paid Sick Leave 
 

Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees who worked for Defendant for 30 or more 
days within a year from commencement of their employment, were entitled to receive paid sick 
leave pursuant to Labor Code §§ 246, et seq.  CTU, however, failed to provide Plaintiff and 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees with paid sick leave during the PAGA Period. CTU’s Faculty 
Handbook provides that Adjunct Faculty in certain geographic jurisdictions may be eligible to 
accrue and use paid sick leave. Plaintiff and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees’ wage statements, 
however, do not list any available sick leave, nor is Plaintiff aware of any sick leave being available 
him or to other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees.  

 
Labor Code § 2802 Unreimbursed Business Expenses Claims 
 

Throughout the PAGA Period, Defendant did not reimburse Aggrieved Employees fully 
for necessary business expenses, including but not limited to the costs of internet, mobile/home 
phone service, computers that meet certain technical requirements and specifications, web 
cameras, microphones or headsets with microphones, electricity, printers, ink toner/cartridges and 
paper, and other expenses associated with working from a home office, in violation of Labor Code 
§ 2802. Defendant knew that Aggrieved Employees had to incur such expenses because Defendant 
employed Adjunct Aggrieved Employees to teach online from remote locations without providing 
any equipment and without directly paying for necessary services such as internet, and also 
employed other Aggrieved Employees to work remotely.  Defendant reimbursed Adjunct 
Aggrieved Employees only $12.50 per pay period for home office expense, but this amount was 
not sufficient to cover all expenses they incurred. Upon information and belief, Defendant also did 
not reimburse other Aggrieved Employees fully for the expenses they incurred in working 
remotely from their home offices. 

 
Defendant’s failure to fully reimburse these expenses was a violation of Labor Code § 

2802. Accordingly, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees are entitled to hundred dollars ($100) per 
employee per pay period for each initial violation and two hundred dollars ($200) per employee 
per pay period for each subsequent violation, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f)(2). 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
Therefore, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699, we write to inform you and the Labor and 

Workforce Development Agency of our intent to pursue a lawsuit against Defendants that will 
include a claim for civil penalties under the PAGA to be brought by the Plaintiff as a representative 
of the State, individually, and on behalf of all other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees and Aggrieved 
Employees, based on the Labor Code violations alleged above. 
 

Yours truly, 
 
Julian Hammond 
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October 7, 2022 
 
VIA LWDA WEBSITE 
 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency  
455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
VIA E-MAIL BY AGREEMET  
 
Nathan W. Austin 
AustinN@jacksonlewis.com 
Jackson Lewis P.C. 
400 Capitol Mall 
Suite 1600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Amended Private Attorneys General Act Notice of Claims Pursuant to 
Cal. Labor Code § 2699; LWDA Case No. LWDA-CM-890717-22 

   
Dear Mr. Austin,  

This letter is to provide an amended notice of claims for penalties under the California 
Labor Code’s Private Attorneys General Act, as amended, Cal. Labor Code § 2698 et seq. 
(“PAGA”). 

On June 22, 2022, Mr. Christopher Pahl (“Plaintiff”) gave notice of his intent to seek 
PAGA penalties against CEC Employee Group, LLC (“CEC”) and Colorado Technical University, 
Inc. (“CTU”) (CEC and CTU are referred to collectively as, “Defendants”) in connection with his 
representative claims against Defendants on behalf of all current and former part-time adjunct 
instructors at CTU employed by Defendants in California (“Adjunct Aggrieved Employees”) 
during the PAGA Period, defined as one year prior to the post park date of the PAGA Notice, for 
violations of Labor Code §§ 226(a), 226.2, 204, 1194, 226.7, 201-203, 246 et seq.,  and on behalf 
of all individuals employed by Defendants at CTU in California during the PAGA Period who 
were required and/or expected to work remotely from home for the violation of Labor Code § 
2802.  

 
The purpose of this amended Notice is to inform you (1) that our firm also represents Kelly 

Leslie (“Plaintiff Leslie”) in connection with her claims against Defendants on behalf of Adjunct 
Aggrieved Employees and Aggrieved Employees; and (2) Plaintiff Pahl’s intent to seek civil 
penalties pursuant to PAGA, on behalf of himself for Defendants’ wrongful retaliation and/or 
discharge in response to his engaging in protected activities, including the submission of his initial 
PAGA Notice on June 22, 2022, and the filing of the Complaint in Pahl v. CEC Employee Group, 
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LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2022-00322588 on June 28, 2022, in violation of Labor Code § 98.6, 
1102.5. 

 
Plaintiff Leslie’s Claims 
 
Ms. Leslie has been employed by Defendants as a part-time adjunct instructor in California 

to teach courses for the last eight years, and was promoted in or about mid-2019 to Assistant 
Professor.  Throughout her employment, Ms. Leslie has been consistently assigned to teach 
courses during each academic term. Like other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees, Ms. Leslie taught 
online courses, remotely.  

 
Throughout her employment, Ms. Leslie has been subject to the same policies and practices 

as other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees and/or Aggrieved Employees, including but not limited to 
classification, compensation, and reimbursement policies.  Accordingly, Ms. Leslie intends to 
bring representative claims under PAGA and seek civil penalties pursuant to PAGA, along with 
Mr. Pahl, on behalf of herself and all other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees and Aggrieved 
Employees for the violations of Labor Code §§ Labor Code §§ 226(a), 226.2, 204, 1194, 226.7, 
201-203, 246 et seq., 2802, on the same basis as described in the initial PAGA notice sent by Mr. 
Pahl.  

  
Mr. Pahl’s Wrongful Retaliation/Discharge Claim 
 
A. Factual Background 

 
Mr. Pahl has been employed by CTU since 2018.  During his employment, Mr. Pahl has 

substantially performed his work duties and has been consistently assigned to teach one or two 
courses during each academic term.  He had never been disciplined by Defendant. Yet, as soon as 
Mr. Pahl filed his putative Class Action Complaint and submitted his PAGA Notice on June 22, 
2022. Defendants took adverse employment action against him by ceasing to assign him any 
courses.  At the time Mr. Pahl submitted his PAGA Notice and filed his putative Class Action 
Complaint he was teaching two courses which began on May 24, 2022 and ended on June 27, 
2022.  Defendant did not assign Mr. Pahl to teach any courses in the following two terms, which 
began on August 9 and September 20, respectively.  

 
When Mr. Pahl inquired about whether he would be assigned to teach a course starting in 

August 2022, CTU replied that “the decision not to assign you a course this session is based on 
the University’s strategic decision to expand coverage of teaching schedules and is not a reflection 
on you.” Such a response is so vague and nebulous a statement that it can only be reasonably 
interpreted as a made-up pretext. 
 
 Defendants’ adverse employment against Mr. Pahl was an act of blatant retaliation for the 
exercise of his rights under the law and filing the instant Complaint and sending a PAGA notice.  
/// 
/// 
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B. PAGA Penalties  
 
Labor Code § 98.6 provides, in relevant part:  

 
“(a) A person shall not discharge an employee or in any manner discriminate, 
retaliate, or take any adverse action against any employee …. because the employee 
… has filed a bona fide complaint or claim or instituted or caused to be instituted 
any proceeding under or relating to his or her rights that are under the jurisdiction 
of the Labor Commissioner, made a written or oral complaint that he or she is owed 
unpaid wages, or because the employee has initiated any action or notice pursuant 
to Section 2699, or has testified or is about to testify in a proceeding pursuant to 
that section, or because of the exercise by the employee …on behalf of himself, 
herself, or others of any rights afforded him or her.  
(b) (1) Any employee who is discharged, …. suspended, retaliated against, 
subjected to an adverse action, or in any other manner discriminated against in the 
terms and conditions of his or her employment because the employee … has 
initiated any action or notice pursuant to Section 2699 shall be entitled to 
reinstatement and reimbursement for lost wages and work benefits caused by those 
acts of the employer.”  
 
Labor Code § 98.6(b)(3) provides:  
 
“[i]n addition to other remedies available, an employer who violates this section is 
liable for a civil penalty not exceeding ten thousand dollars ($10,000) per employee 
for each violation of this section, to be awarded to the employee or employees who 
suffered the violation.” 

 
Labor Code § 1102.5 prohibits retaliation against an employee whom the employer 

believes “...disclosed or may disclose information…to a person with authority over the 
employee…who has the authority to investigate, discover, or correct the violation or 
noncompliance…if the employee has reasonable cause to believe that the information discloses a 
violation of…a local, state, or federal rule or regulation…”   Notably, PAGA specifically lists 
Labor Code § 1102.5 as a provision the violation of which is subject to PAGA penalties (see Lab. 
Code § 2699.5) and § 1102.5 itself provides “[i]n addition to other penalties, an employer that is a 
corporation or limited liability company is liable for a civil penalty not exceeding ten thousand 
dollars ($10,000) for each violation of this section (Lab. Code § 1105.2(f)).  

 
As alleged above, Defendants terminated Mr. Pahl in retaliation for his having filed a 

complaint alleging that Defendants’ compensation policies and/or practices violated California 
Labor Code §§ 226(a), 226.2(a), 226.7, 1194, 201-203, 204, 2802 as well as § 246 et al., and for 
his having sent a PAGA notice alleging the same violations. 

 
Thus, Defendants engaged in retaliation against Mr. Pahl  because he engaged in the kind 

of activity described in § 98.6 (e.g., including but not limited to, filing “a bona fide complaint or 
claim or instituted or caused to be instituted [a] proceeding under or relating to his [] rights that 
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are under the jurisdiction of the Labor Commissioner,” “initiated …notice pursuant to Section 

2699” etc. and the kind of activity described in § 1102.5 (e.g., including but not limited to 

disclosing information to a person with authority over the employees, who has authority to 

investigate and correct the violation.)  

 

As a result of Defendants’ violation of Labor Code § 98.6 Mr. Pahl seeks a civil penalty of 

$10,000 for each violation of this section.  

 

As a result of Defendants’ violation of Labor Code § 1102.5 Mr. Pahl seeks a civil penalty 

of $10,000 for each violation of this section. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Therefore, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3, we write to inform you and the Labor and 

Workforce Development Agency of our intent to seek civil penalties on behalf of Mr. Pahl and 

Ms. Leslie and other Adjunct Aggrieved Employees and Aggrieved Employees, as described 

above, in the Pahl v. CEC Employee Group, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2022-00322588 action.  

 

Yours truly, 

 

Julian Hammond 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 3 



 HAMMONDLAW 	  

A  P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  
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March 21, 2023  
 
VIA LWDA WEBSITE 
 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency  
455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
VIA E-MAIL BY AGREEMENT  
 
Nathan W. Austin 
AustinN@jacksonlewis.com 
Jackson Lewis P.C. 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Pahl v. CEC Employee Group, LLC, et al. 
Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2022-00322588 
LWDA-CM-890717-22 
Second Amended Private Attorneys General Act Notice of Claims  

 
Dear Mr. Austin,  

Plaintiffs Christopher Pahl and Kelly Leslie provide a second amended notice of claims for 
penalties under the California Labor Code’s Private Attorneys General Act, as amended, Cal. 
Labor Code § 2698 et seq. (“PAGA”).  

On June 22, 2022, Christopher Pahl (“Plaintiff”) gave notice of his intent to seek PAGA 
penalties against CEC Employee Group, LLC and Colorado Technical University, Inc. 
(“Defendants”) in connection with his representative claims on behalf of all current and former 
part-time adjunct instructors employed by Defendants in California (“Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees”) from June 22, 2021 to the present (“PAGA Period”) for violations of Labor Code §§ 
226(a), 226.2, 226.3, 204, 1194, 1194.2, 1197.1, 226.7, 201-203, and 246 et seq.,; and on behalf 
of all individuals employed by Defendants in California during the PAGA Period who were 
required and/or expected to work remotely from home for a violation of Labor Code § 2802 
(“Aggrieved Employees”).   

 
On October 7, 2022, Plaintiff Pahl provided an amended PAGA Notice, informing 

Defendants that Plaintiff’s Counsel also represent Kelly Leslie in connection with her claims 
against Defendants on behalf of Adjunct Aggrieved Employees and Aggrieved Employees; and 
informing Defendants of Plaintiff Pahl’s intention to seek individual PAGA penalties for 
Defendants’ violation of Labor Code § 98.6, 1102.5. 
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Plaintiffs hereby amend the definition of “Defendants” in the PAGA Notice and Amended 

PAGA Notice to include Trident University International; American Intercontinental University, 
Inc.; and California Southern University.  

 
Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3, we write to inform you and the Labor and Workforce 

Development Agency of our intent to amend the operative Complaint in Pahl v. CEC Employee 
Group, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2022-00322588, to seek civil penalties from Defendants Trident 
University International, American Intercontinental University, Inc. and California Southern 
University, for the labor code violations alleged on behalf of Aggrieved Employees and Adjunct 
Aggrieved Employees in the PAGA Notice and Amended PAGA Notice, and that arise during the 
PAGA Period.  

 
Yours truly, 
 
Julian Hammond 
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June 7, 2023  
 
VIA LWDA WEBSITE 
 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency  
455 Golden Gate Avenue, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
VIA E-MAIL BY AGREEMET  
 
Nathan W. Austin 
AustinN@jacksonlewis.com 
Jackson Lewis P.C. 
400 Capitol Mall Suite 1600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Pahl v. CEC Employee Group, LLC, et al. 
Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2022-00322588 
LWDA-CM-890717-22 
Third Amended PAGA Notice  

 
Dear Mr. Austin,  

Plaintiffs Christopher Pahl and Kelly Leslie provide a third amended notice of claims for 
penalties under the California Labor Code’s Private Attorneys General Act, as amended, Cal. 
Labor Code § 2698 et seq. (“PAGA”).  

1. On June 22, 2022, Christopher Pahl (“Plaintiff”) gave notice of his intent to seek 
PAGA penalties against CEC Employee Group, LLC and Colorado Technical University, Inc. 
(“Defendants”) in connection with his representative claims on behalf of all current and former 
part-time adjunct instructors employed by Defendants in California (“Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees”) from June 22, 2021 to the present (“PAGA Period”) for violations of Labor Code §§ 
226(a), 226.2, 226.3, 204, 1194, 1194.2, 1197.1, 226.7, 201-203, and 246 et seq.,; and on behalf 
of all individuals employed by Defendants in California during the PAGA Period who were 
required and/or expected to work remotely from home for a violation of Labor Code § 2802 
(“Aggrieved Employees”).   

2. On October 7, 2022, Plaintiff Pahl provided an amended PAGA Notice, informing 
Defendants that Plaintiff’s Counsel also represent Kelly Leslie in connection with her claims 
against Defendants on behalf of Adjunct Aggrieved Employees and Aggrieved Employees; and 
informing Defendants of Plaintiff Pahl’s intention to seek individual PAGA penalties for 
Defendants’ violation of Labor Code § 98.6, 1102.5. 
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3. On March 21, 2023, Plaintiffs provided a second amended PAGA Notice, 
amending the definition of “Defendants” in the PAGA Notice and Amended PAGA Notice to 
include Trident University International; American Intercontinental University, Inc.; and 
California Southern University.  

4. Plaintiffs hereby amend the definition of “Defendants” in the PAGA Notice, 
Amended PAGA Notice, and Second Amended PAGA Notice, to include “American 
Intercontinental University System, Inc.”  

5. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3, we write to inform you and the Labor and 
Workforce Development Agency of our intent to amend the operative Complaint in Pahl v. CEC 
Employee Group, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2022-00322588, to seek civil penalties from Defendant 
American Intercontinental University System, Inc., for the labor code violations alleged on behalf 
of Aggrieved Employees and Adjunct Aggrieved Employees in the PAGA Notice, Amended 
PAGA Notice, and Second Amended PAGA Notice, and that arise during the PAGA Period.  

 
Yours truly, 
 
Julian Hammond 

 
 















































CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
22

35. Notices. 

Any notices, requests, demands, or other communications required or permitted to be given 

pursuant to this Settlement Agreement, other than the contemplated Class Notice to the Class Members, 

must be in writing and mailed as follows:   

35.1 To Class Representative, the Class and Class Counsel to the attention of Julian Hammond, 

Esq., HammondLaw, P.C., 1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600, Tacoma, Washington 98702; Telephone: 

(310) 601-6766. 

35.2 To Defendant, to the attention of Nathan W. Austin and Keelia K. Lee, Jackson Lewis PC, 

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1600, Sacramento, California 95814; Telephone: (916) 341-0404.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Settlement Agreement has been duly executed by and on 

behalf of the Parties, as follows: 

Plaintiffs and Proposed Class Representative 

Dated: , 2023    By: ___________________________________ 
Christopher Pahl 

Dated: , 2023    By: ___________________________________ 
Kelly Leslie 

CEC Employee Group, LLC

Dated: , 2023    By: ___________________________________ 
 ______________________________ 
 ______________________________ 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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CLASS NOTICE 
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QUESTIONS?  VISIT WWW.ILYMGROUP.COM/ OR CALL ILYM GROUP, INC. AT (888) 250-6810 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AND HEARING DATE FOR COURT APPROVAL 
 

Christopher Pahl and Kelly Leslie v. CEC Employee Group, LLC, Colorado Technical University, Inc., 
Trident University International, LLC, American Intercontinental University System, Inc., American 

Intercontinental University, Inc., and California Southern University 
Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 2022-00322588 

As a current or former exempt employee who worked as an adjunct 
professor or remote worker for CEC Employee Group, LLC, Colorado 

Technical University, Inc., Trident University International, LLC, 
American Intercontinental University System, Inc. (formerly known as 

American Intercontinental University, Inc.), or California Southern 
University, you are entitled to receive money from a class action 

settlement. 
 

The California Superior Court, Sacramento County, authorized this Class Notice.   
This is not a solicitation from a lawyer. 

 
PLEASE READ THIS CLASS NOTICE CAREFULLY.  YOUR LEGAL 

RIGHTS ARE AFFECTED BY IT. 
 
If you worked for CEC Employee Group, LLC, Colorado Technical University, Inc., Trident University 
International, LLC, American Intercontinental University System, Inc. (formerly known as American 
Intercontinental University, Inc.), or California Southern University, (collectively, the “Defendants”) 
as an adjunct professor at any time between June 28, 2018 and June 7, 2023 ("Class Period”) you are 
entitled to participate in this Class Action Settlement. All such employees are referred to herein as 
“Adjunct Class Members.” 

If you worked for the Defendants as a remote worker in a position other than Adjunct Class Member 
during the Class Period you are entitled to participate in this Class Action Settlement. All such 
employees are referred to herein as “Staff Class Members.” Adjunct Class Members and Staff Class 
Members are collectively referred to herein as “Class Members.” 

• The settlement resolves a class-action lawsuit,  Christopher Pahl and Kelly Leslie  v. CEC 
Employee Group, LLC and Colorado Technical University, Inc., Trident University 
International, LLC, American Intercontinental University System, Inc., American 
Intercontinental University, Inc., and California Southern University (the “Lawsuit”), which 
alleges: (1) failure to pay separately from the piece and hourly and/or failure to pay wages for 
all hours worked, (2) failure to pay separately from the piece and hourly for rest breaks and/or 
failure to authorize and permit paid rest breaks, (3) failure to issue to accurate itemized wage 
statements for all pay periods worked, (4) failure to timely pay wages when due upon 
discharge, (5) failure to reimburse business expenses, (6) violation of the Worker Adjustment 
and Retraining Notification Act (“WARN”), (7) violation of the California Worker 
Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act (“Cal WARN”), (8) violation of Cal. Bus. & 
Prof. Code sections 17200 et seq., and (9) civil penalties under the Private Attorneys General 
Act.  

• The Court has not made any determination of the validity of the claims in the Lawsuit. 
Defendants vigorously deny the claims in the Lawsuit and contend that they fully complied 
with all applicable laws. 
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YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN THIS SETTLEMENT 
DO NOTHING AND RECEIVE 
PAYMENT 

Get a payment, and give up your legal rights to pursue 
claims released by the settlement of the Lawsuit. 

OPT OUT OF THE SETTLEMENT Exclude yourself from the Class Action Settlement, get no 
payment, and retain your legal rights to pursue claims that 
would otherwise be released by the settlement of the 
Lawsuit.   
You cannot opt-out of the PAGA portion of the proposed 
Settlement and you will be paid your share of the PAGA 
Penalties and give up your rights to pursue claims under 
PAGA regardless of whether or not you opt out.  

OBJECT TO THE SETTLEMENT If you do not opt out, you may write to the Settlement 
Administrator, ILYM Group, Inc., about why you object 
to the settlement and they will forward your concerns to 
counsel which will then be provided to the Court. If the 
Court approves the Settlement despite your objection, you 
will still be bound by the Settlement. You or your attorney 
may also address the Court during the Final Approval 
hearing scheduled for DATE AND TIME in Department 
XX of the Sacramento County Superior Court, located at 
720 9th Street Sacramento, California 95814.  

 

• The Settlement Fund will be used to settle claims of all Class Members. The amount of Class 
Members’ individual settlement payments will be determined as follows: (1) Adjunct Class 
Members who worked during Class Period shall receive 83.33% of the Net Settlement Fund based 
on the number of workweeks worked during the Class Period; and (2) Staff Class Members who 
worked during the Class Period will receive 16.66% of the Net Settlement Amount based on the 
number of workweeks worked during the Class Period. Additionally, 25% of the amount allocated 
to PAGA Penalties shall be distributed to the Class Members who worked during the PAGA Period 
(“Aggrieved Employees”), June 22, 2021 through June 7, 2023, based on the number of workweeks 
worked during the PAGA Period.  

• The Court has preliminarily approved this settlement. A final fairness hearing addressing the 
fairness, adequacy, and reasonableness of the Settlement will be held on [FINAL APPROVAL 
HEARING DATE] to determine whether the Settlement should receive the Court’s final approval.   

• Lawyers for the Class Members will be asking the Court to award $315,000 to be paid out of the 
settlement (35%) as attorneys’ fees for investigating the facts, litigating the case, and negotiating 
the settlement, as well as reasonable costs not to exceed $25,000 incurred during the case.  They 
also will ask the Court to approve a total of $10,000 in service award to Plaintiff Leslie and a total 
of $20,000 in service award to Plaintiff Pahl (collectively, “Representative Plaintiffs”) who assisted 
in litigating this case for the benefit of all Class Members and for also providing a general release 
of claims. 

• Any questions? Read on and visit www.______________.com. 

BASIC INFORMATION 
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1. Why did I get this Class Notice package? 

 
Defendants’ records show that you currently work, or previously worked, for the Defendants in California as an 
Adjunct Class Member or Staff Class Member. You were sent this Class Notice because you have a right to know 
about a proposed settlement of a class action lawsuit, and about all of your options before the Court decides whether 
to finally approve the settlement. If the Court approves the settlement and then any objections and appeals are resolved, 
the Settlement Administrator, ILYM Group, Inc., appointed by the Court will make the payments described in this 
Notice. This Notice explains the Lawsuit, the settlement, your legal rights, what benefits are available, who is eligible 
for them, and how to get them.  

 

2. What is this Lawsuit about? 

 
Christopher Pahl and Kelly Leslie, the Plaintiffs in this Lawsuit, alleged that from June 28, 2018 through to the June 
7, 2023, Defendants violated California law by failing to pay Adjunct Class Members for all hours worked, failing to 
provide them with legally-compliant rest breaks, and failing to furnish accurate wage statements.  In addition, Plaintiffs 
alleged that Defendants failed to reimburse Adjunct Class Members and Staff Class Members for a reasonable portion 
of their business expenses related to their use of their home internet and other necessary expenses for remote work. 
As noted above, Defendants deny each of these allegations and contend that Plaintiffs’ claims have no merit 
whatsoever.  A copy of the most recent version of the Complaint may be found at www.______________.com. 

 
3. Why is this a class action? 

 
In a class action, one or more people called Class Representatives make allegations on behalf of other people whom 
they allege have similar claims.  All these people comprise a Class and are referred to as Class Members, except those 
who decide to exclude themselves from the Class.  One court resolves the issues for all Class Members. 

 
4. Why is there a settlement? 

 
The Parties disagree on the probable outcome of the case with respect to liability and damages. Plaintiffs believe that 
the claims asserted against Defendants are valid and could be proven if the case went to trial.  Defendants believe that 
the Plaintiffs’ claims have no merit and that the Plaintiffs would not prevail if the case went to trial. Defendants further 
contend that, other than in the context of this settlement, the case is not suitable for class treatment.  The Court has 
not decided in favor of the Plaintiffs or the Defendants.  There has been no trial in this case.  Instead, both sides 
recognize the risks, expenses, and disruption that are associated with continued litigation, and they have therefore 
chosen to resolve their differences by entering into a settlement.  The parties entered into this settlement after arms-
length negotiations while using the services of an experienced and neutral mediator.   

 
5. What is a class action settlement? 

 
The Court must approve the terms of the settlement described below as fair and reasonable to the class.  Once 
approved, the settlement will affect all Class Members except those who choose to opt out.  This Class Notice explains 
your legal rights, the terms of the settlement, what you must do to participate, and the amount of money you may get.  
Please read this entire Class Notice carefully. 
 

6. How do I know if I am an Adjunct Class Member or Staff Class Member? 
 

If you fit the following definition, you are an Adjunct Class Member:  
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All persons who are or have been employed by the Defendants as adjunct instructors in California at any time 
between June 28, 2018 and June 7, 2023. 

If you fit either or both of the following definitions, then you are a Staff Class Member:  
 
All persons who are or have been employed by the Defendants as remote workers in California at any time 
between June 28, 2018 and June 7, 2023, excluding Adjunct Class Members.  

You are receiving this notice because Defendants’ records show that you are an Adjunct Class Member or a Staff 
Class Member. 
 

7. Are there exceptions to being included? 
 

You are not a Class Member if you were not employed by the Defendants as an adjunct professor or remote worker in 
California at any time during the period between June 28, 2018 and June 7, 2023. You are not a Class Member if you 
have previously settled or released the claims covered by this Class Action Settlement or if you previously were paid 
or received awards through civil or administrative actions for the claims covered by this Class Action Settlement. You 
can also choose to be excluded from this settlement by opting out of this settlement, in which case you will not be a 
Class Member, but will still be bound by the PAGA Release in the Settlement.  

 
8. I’m still not sure if I am a Class Member.  What should I do? 

 
You may contact the Settlement Administrator for further information, or you may also contact Class Counsel at the 
phone number provided in Section 22 of this Notice.  Or, you can do nothing, and if you are entitled to a payment, you 
will be paid.  Be mindful, however, that if this Class Notice reaches you and the address where you now live is different, 
you should contact the Settlement Administrator and provide updated information so that any future correspondence 
or the settlement check itself reaches you and is not returned as an address unknown. 

 
9. What does the settlement provide? 

 
The Parties have agreed to settle the Lawsuit for a “Gross Settlement Amount” of Nine Hundred Thousand Dollars 
($900,000.00) on a non-reversionary basis. This means that the entire Gross Settlement Amount will be paid out, subject 
to various Court-approved deductions listed below in this Section. In addition to the Gross Settlement Amount, 
Defendants will bear all employer-side payroll tax payments due and payable to federal and state tax authorities as a 
result of this Settlement. The Gross Settlement Amount shall be deemed in satisfaction of claims for: (1) all wages, rest 
break premiums, unreimbursed business expenses, penalties, interest, and/or other amounts to be paid to Class Members; 
(2) attorneys’ fees not to exceed $315,000 and costs of Class Counsel not to exceed $25,000.00; (3) service payment to 
the Class Representatives not to exceed $30,000.00 total; (4) all costs of third-party administration not expected to 
exceed $20,000.00; and (d) PAGA penalties not to exceed $30,000 total.  

 
10. How was payment calculated?  

 
The funds payable to Class Members will be divided up pro rata using the following formula: 
 
From the Gross Settlement Amount, payments will be made to the Class Counsel, the Class Representatives, the 
Settlement Administrator, and the amount to be paid for PAGA Penalties. The remaining amount is called the “Net 
Settlement Amount,” which is estimated to be in the amount of approximately $490,000.00, depending on the final 
Court-approved deductions as discussed above.  
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The Net Settlement Amount shall be distributed as follows: (1) Eighty-three and one-third percent (83 1/3%) of the 
Net Settlement Amount shall be distributed to the Adjunct Class Members (“Adjunct Share”), and (2) Sixteen and 
two-thirds percent (16 2/3%) of the Net Settlement Amount shall be distributed to the Staff Class Members (“Staff 
Share”).  
 
Adjunct Class Members will be paid according to the following formula: Adjunct Class Members will receive a pro 
rata share based on their share of the total workweeks worked by the Adjunct Class during the Class Period.  
 
Staff Class Members will be paid according to the following formula: Staff Class Members will receive a pro rata 
share based on their share of the total workweeks worked by the Staff Member Class during the Class Period.  
 
In addition, 25% of the amount allocated to PAGA Penalties shall be distributed to the Adjunct Class and Staff Class 
who worked during the PAGA Period. The amount will be allocated as follows: 80% shall be allocated to the Adjunct 
Class and 20% shall be allocated to the Staff Class. The amounts will be distributed to Aggrieved Employees based on 
their share of the total workweeks worked during the PAGA Period. 

 
11. How much will I get from the Settlement? 

 
Defendants’ records indicate that you worked <<    >> workweeks as an Adjunct Class Member between June 28, 
2018 and June 7, 2023. Based on these records, your estimated payment as an Adjunct Class Member, would be 
$<<EstimatedAdjunctAward>>.   
 
Defendants’ records indicate that you worked <<    >> workweeks as a Staff Class Member between June 28, 2018 
and June 7, 2023.  Based on these records, your estimated payment as a Staff Class Member would be 
$<<EstimatedStaffAward>>.   
 
Defendants’ records indicate that you worked <<    >> workweeks as an Adjunct Class Member between June 22, 
2021 and June 7, 2023 (“Adjunct Aggrieved Employee”). Based on these records, your estimated PAGA payment 
would be $<<EstimatedAdjunctPAGA>>.  
 
Defendants’ records indicate that you worked <<    >> workweeks as a Staff Class Member between June 22, 2021 
and June 7, 2023 (“Aggrieved Employee”). Based on these records, your estimated PAGA payment would be 
$<<EstimatedStaffPAGA>>.  
 
Class Members who do not opt-out will be paid out of the Net Settlement Amount but you will receive your share of 
PAGA payment whether or not you opt-out. The payments made from the Staff Net Share will be allocated to non-
wage payments for which IRS Forms 1099-MISC will issue. The Staff PAGA Share will be allocated as penalties and 
reported on IRS Form 1099. The Adjunct Net Share will be allocated as follows: one third (1/3) of each such settlement 
payment will be designated for alleged unpaid wages, for which an IRS Form W-2 shall be issued; one third (1/3) of 
each such settlement payment will be designated for interest for which an IRS Form 1099-MISC shall be issued; and 
the remaining one third (1/3) of each such settlement payment will be designated for penalties for which an IRS Form 
1099-INT shall be issued. The Adjunct PAGA Share will be allocated as penalties and reported on IRS Form 1099. 
 
If you believe that you worked a different number of workweeks during the Class Period than the number(s) referenced 
above, you may dispute your calculation by providing written documentation to the Settlement Administrator 
supporting your position on or before [RESPONSE DEADLINE].  If you do not dispute your employment dates or 
your paychecks calculation and do not opt out of the settlement, you will be bound by the settlement and receive a 
settlement payment.  In other words, if you are a Class Member, you do not need to take any action to receive 
the settlement payment(s) set forth above.  

 
12. When would I get my payment? 
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As set forth in Section 18, below, the Court will hold a hearing on [DATE OF FINAL APPROVAL] to decide whether 
to approve the settlement.  If the Court approves the settlement, after that there may be appeals if anyone has filed a 
timely objection.  It is always uncertain when these objections and appeals can be resolved, and resolving them can 
take time.  To check on the progress of the settlement, you may call the Settlement Administrator at (888) 250-6810, 
or contact Class Counsel (see Question 21 for contact info).  Please be patient. 

 

13. What claims am I releasing? 

 
Adjunct Class Released Claims: The claims to be released by the Adjunct Class (collectively “the Released Claims”) 
include all claims that were asserted in the Complaint, or reasonably could be asserted in the Complaint based on the 
facts alleged in the Complaint, on behalf of Adjunct Class Members, and arising during the Class Period against the 
Released Parties. This includes but is not limited to: (1) all claims for failure to pay wages separately from the piece 
and hourly for nonproductive time; (2) failure to pay wages for all hours worked; (3) failure to pay separately from 
the piece and hourly for rest breaks; (4) failure to provide rest periods or pay rest period premiums; (5) failure to 
provide compliant wage statements; (6) failure to issue wage statements for all pay periods worked; (7) failure to pay 
all wages owed upon termination or discharge from employment;  (8) failure to reimburse business expenses; (9) 
claims brought under Business & Professions Code section 17200 et seq. including, but not limited to, all claims for 
unfair, unlawful and harmful conduct to class members, the general public and Defendants’ competitors and claims of 
unlawfully gaining an unfair advantage over other businesses; (10) WARN; and (11) and California WARN. The 
release shall exclude claims for vested benefits, wrongful termination, unemployment insurance, disability, workers’ 
compensation, and claims outside of the Class Period.  The release shall not become effective until the Maximum 
Settlement Amount is funded by Defendants 
 
Adjunct Aggrieved Employees PAGA Released Claims: The claims to be released by the Adjunct Aggrieved 
Employees include all claims that were alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged, in the PAGA Notices on behalf 
of Adjunct Aggrieved Employees, and arising during the PAGA Period, including claims for PAGA Penalties under 
Labor Code § 201, 202, 203, 204, 210, 226(a), 226.2, 226.3, 226.7, 246, 1194, 1194.2, 1197, 1197.1, and 2802.  
 
Staff Class Released Claims: The claims to be released by the Staff Class include all claims that were asserted in the 
Complaint, or reasonably could be asserted in the Complaint based on the facts alleged in the Complaint, on behalf of 
the Staff Class Members, and arising during the Class Period against the Released Parties. This includes but is not 
limited to failure to reimburse business expenses. The release shall not become effective until the Maximum Settlement 
Amount is funded by Defendants.  
 
Aggrieved Employees PAGA Released Claims: The claims to be released by the Aggrieved Employees include all 
claims that were alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged, in the PAGA Notices on behalf of Aggrieved 
Employees, and arising during the PAGA Period, including claims for PAGA Penalties under Labor Code § 2802. 
 

14. Do I have a lawyer in this case? 

 
The Court has appointed HammondLaw, P.C. to represent you and all the other Class Members in this action.  Class 
Counsel will be compensated from the Gross Settlement Amount as discussed in this Class Notice.  If you want to be 
represented by your own lawyer, you may hire one at your own expense. 

 

15. How will the lawyers be paid? 

 
Class Counsel will ask the Court to approve payment of $315,000 (i.e., thirty-five percent (35%)) of the Gross 
Settlement) to them for attorneys’ fees, as well as costs in an amount not to exceed $25,000.00.  The fees will pay 
Class Counsel for investigating the facts, litigating the case and negotiating and finalizing the settlement.  Defendants 
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have agreed not to oppose Class Counsel’s application for these fees and expenses.  The Court may choose to award 
less than the amount requested by Class Counsel.  All other payments to the Plaintiffs, and to the Settlement 
Administrator also come from the balance of the Gross Settlement.   

 
16. How can I opt out of this settlement? 

 
You can opt out of this settlement and retain your rights, other than your PAGA claims which will be release whether 
or not you opt out.  To do so, you must prepare and submit in writing your signed and dated statement that you want 
to be excluded from the settlement. You must include your name, signature, address and last four digits of your social 
security number, and a clear statement that you seek to be excluded from the Settlement. Your written statement must 
be mailed to the Settlement Administrator, ILYM Group, Inc., and be postmarked no later than [RESPONSE 
DEADLINE], or it will not be considered, and you will still remain a Settlement Class Member, and be bound by the 
settlement.  ILYM Group, Inc.’s address is listed in section 23, below. However, Aggrieved Employees cannot opt 
out of their share of the PAGA Settlement 

 

17. How do I tell the Court that I do not agree with the settlement? 

 
If you do not opt out, you can object to the settlement if you do not agree with it.  You should give reasons why you 
think the Court should not approve the settlement and the Court will consider your views.  To object, and to have the 
Court hear your views, you should send a letter saying that you object to the Pahl v. CEC Employee Group, LLC and 
Colorado Technical University, Inc. settlement and give your reasons.  Be sure to include your name, address and last 
four digits of your social security number, and provide both the legal and the factual reasons you object to the 
settlement, and indicate whether you intend to appear at the Final Fairness Hearing.  Your objection is to be mailed to 
the Settlement Administrator, ILYM Group, Inc., and must be postmarked no later than [RESPONSE DEADLINE].  
ILYM Group, Inc.’s address is listed in section 23, below. 

 
The Court will hold a hearing to decide whether to approve the settlement.  You may attend and you may ask to 
speak, but you do not have to appear at the hearing.  You may attend the hearing remotely via Zoom. 

 
18. When and where will the Court decide whether to approve the settlement? 

 
The Court will hold a Fairness Hearing on [DATE OF FINAL APPROVAL HEARING] in Department 28 of the 
Sacramento County Superior Court located at 720 9th Street, Sacramento, California 95814.  As stated above, the 
hearing will take place remotely via Zoom. To join by Zoom link: https://saccourt‐ca‐gov.zoomgov.com/my/sscdept28  
To join by phone: (833) 568‐8864 / ID: 16039062174. At this hearing, the Court will consider whether the settlement 
is fair, reasonable, and adequate.  If there are objections and they have been properly lodged, the Court will consider 
them.  The Judge will listen to people who attend the hearing and who do not opt out.  The Court may also decide how 
much to pay to Class Counsel.  At or after the hearing, the Court will decide whether to approve the settlement.  We 
do not know how long this decision will take. 

 
19. Do I have to come to the hearing? 

 
No.  Class Counsel will answer any questions that the Judge may have.  But, you are welcome to come at your own 
expense, if any.  If you sent an objection, you do not have to come to Court to talk about it.  As long as you mailed 
your written objection on time, the Court will consider it.  You may also pay your own lawyer to attend, but that is 
not required. 

 
20. May I speak at the hearing? 
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If you wish to speak at the Final Approval Hearing, you may appear at the scheduled Final Approval Hearing. You 
cannot speak at the hearing if you have excluded yourself from the Settlement 

 

21. What happens if I do nothing at all? 

 
You will be a member of the settlement class.  You will be bound by the release as set forth under question 12.  Once 
the Settlement is finally approved by the Court, and the necessary deadlines have passed, you will be mailed your 
settlement check. 

 
GETTING MORE INFORMATION 

 
22. Are there more details about the settlement? 

 
This Class Notice summarizes the proposed settlement.  You may call or contact the Settlement Administrator or Class 
Counsel if you would like more information about the case.  The pleadings and other records in this litigation, 
including the Settlement Agreement, may be also obtained on the settlement website here: 
https://www.ilymgroup.com/casesactive. The pleadings and other records in this litigation may be examined online 
on the Sacramento County Superior Court’s website, known as 'Cases Access,' at 
https://services.saccourt.ca.gov/PublicCaseAccess/. After arriving at the website, you may go to “Civil” tab at the top 
and “Search by Case” by entering case no. 34-2022-00322588 and clicking 'Search.' Images of every document filed 
in the case may be viewed through the Case Access at a minimal charge. Many, but not all, of the documents filed in 
the case will be made available free of charge on the settlement website here: https://www.ilymgroup.com/casesactive. 
 
Class Counsel may be reached at: 

 
HAMMONDLAW, P.C. 
Julian Hammond (SBN 268489) 
jhammond@hammondlawpc.com 
Polina Brandler (SBN 269086) 
pbrandler@hammondlawpc.com 
Ari Cherniak (SBN 290071) 
acherniak@hammondlaw.com 
1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600  
Tacoma, WA 98402  
Tel: 206-707-9366  
Fax: (310) 295-2385 
 

   

23. How do I get more information? 
 

You may visit https://www.ilymgroup.com/casesactive, call the Settlement Administrator at (888) 250-6810 or Class 
Counsel above, or write to the Settlement Administrator at ILYM Group, Inc. P.O. Box 2031, Tustin, CA 92781.   
 

PLEASE DO NOT CONTACT THE COURT OR THE DEFENDANTS WITH INQUIRIES 


