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JOINT STIPULATION REQUESTING APPROVAL OF REPRESENTATIVE PAGA SETTLEMENT 

 

Joseph Lavi, Esq. (SBN 209776) 
jlavi@lelawfirm.com  
Vincent C. Granberry, Esq. (SBN 276483) 
vgranberry@lelawfirm.com 
Elizabeth L. Harrier, Esq. (SBN 319550) 
eharrier@lelawfirm.com 
Malcolm E. Clayton, Esq. (SBN 340680) 
mclayton@lelawfirm.com 
LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP  
8889 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 200 
Beverly Hills, California 90211 
Telephone: (310) 432-0000 
Facsimile: (310) 432-0001 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff FRANCHETTE PALMER, 
on behalf of herself and other aggrieved employees. 
 
SEYFARTH SHAW LLP 
Brian T. Ashe (SBN 139999) 
560 Mission St., Ste. 3100 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Tel: (415) 397-2823 
Fax: (415) 397-8549 
Email: bashe@seyfarth.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant MACERICH MANAGEMENT COMPANY 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

 

FRANCHETTE PALMER, on behalf of 
herself and other aggrieved employees, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 
MACERICH MANAGEMENT COMPANY; 
and DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, 
 

Defendants. 
 

 Case No. 22STCV32367 
 
JOINT STIPULATION REQUESTING 
APPROVAL OF REPRESENTATIVE 
PAGA SETTLEMENT; [PROPOSED] 
ORDER THEREON 
 
Assigned for All Purposes to: 
Hon. Kevin C. Brazile, Dept. 20 
 
Action Filed: October 3, 2022 
Trial Date: None 
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Fax: (310) 201-5219 
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JOINT STIPULATION REQUESTING APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT 

WHEREAS, Franchette Palmer (“Plaintiff”) alleged certain violations of the California 

Labor Code against Defendant Macerich Management Company (“Defendant”) (collectively, the 

“Parties”) in a July 19, 2022 letter to the LWDA alleging failure to pay minimum wage for all hours 

worked, failure to pay overtime, failure to provide meal breaks, failure to produce requested records, 

failure to timely pay wages, failure to provide accurate wage statements, failure to pay all wages 

due at termination and any and all other alleged Labor Code violations pursuant to Huff v. Securitas 

Security Services USA, Inc. 25 Cal. App. 5th 754 (2018) (“LWDA Letter”).  

WHEREAS, on July 19, 2022 Plaintiff filed a putative Class Action Complaint, individually 

and on behalf of all others similarly situated, in the Superior Court for the State of California, for 

the County of Los Angeles, Case No. 22STCV23239, alleging claims for: (1) Failure to Pay Wages 

For All Hours Worked At Minimum Wage; (2) Failure to Pay Overtime; (3) Failure to Authorize or 

Permit Meal Periods; (4) Failure to Produce Requested Employment Records; (5) Failure to Timely 

Pay Wages; (6) Failure to Provide Accurate Wage Statements; (7) Failure to Timely Pay All Wages 

At Termination; and (8) Unfair Business Practices. (“Class Action Complaint”). 

WHEREAS, on October 3, 2022, Plaintiff filed a PAGA Complaint (the “Operative 

Complaint”) against Defendant in the Superior Court of the State of California, County of Los 

Angeles, Case No. 22STCV32367 (the “Action” or “Lawsuit”); 

WHEREAS, the Action is a representative action under the Private Attorneys General Act 

of 2004, as amended (“PAGA”), and the Operative Complaint asserts a sole cause of action for 

PAGA penalties based on alleged failure to pay wages for all hours worked at minimum wage, 

failure to pay overtime, failure to provide meal periods, failure to produce requested employment 

records, failure to timely pay wages, failure to provide accurate wage statements and failure to pay 

all wages at termination;   

WHEREAS, on November 23, 2022, the Parties filed a Joint Stipulation in the class action 

in which they requested dismissal of the putative class claims alleged in the Class Action Complaint 

because Plaintiff had signed a valid and enforceable arbitration agreement containing an enforceable 

class action waiver. On December 5, 2022, the Court granted the Parties’ stipulation. 
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WHEREAS, Defendant denies any liability or wrongdoing of any kind associated with the 

claims alleged in the Lawsuit, and denies any liability or intentional wrongdoing whatsoever. 

Defendant contends, among other things, that it has complied, at all times, with the California Labor 

Code, the related California Industrial Wage Orders, and all other state and federal wage laws, and 

further contends that the Lawsuit is without merit.  Defendant has denied and continues to deny each 

and every material factual allegation and alleged claim asserted against it in the Lawsuit.  Defendant 

further contends that the imposition of any penalties would be unjust, arbitrary, oppressive, and 

confiscatory.   

WHEREAS, counsel for both Parties conducted a thorough investigation of both the factual 

and legal issues affecting the strengths and weaknesses of Plaintiff’s claims and potential recovery.  

In preparation for mediation, Defendant produced information about its policies and practices, the 

number of potentially Aggrieved Employees, and the number of pay periods at issue.  The Parties 

also prepared briefing in preparation for mediation that addressed the core factual and legal issues 

of the case. This allowed both Parties to reach a reasoned and information resolution of this matter;   

WHEREAS, on February 22, 2024, the Parties participated in mediation with respected and 

experienced mediator Todd Smith (the “Mediator”), and with the assistance of the Mediator, the 

Parties reached the settlement of the PAGA claims of the “Aggrieved Employees,” who are defined 

as all individuals who were non-exempt employees of Defendant in California at any time during 

the PAGA Period, which is the time period from July 19, 2021 through July 20, 2024; 

WHEREAS, the Parties have documented the proposed settlement of the Action in a fully-

executed agreement entitled “Joint Stipulation of Settlement” attached hereto as Exhibit 1 (the 

“PAGA Settlement Agreement”); 

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize that, in accordance with Labor Code Section 2699(l), 

court approval is required in the event of a settlement of a PAGA action on a representative basis; 

WHEREAS, as explained in Arias v. Superior Court, 46 Cal. 4th 969, 981 (2009), the Parties 

are not obligated to follow the class action procedural rules in PAGA cases and therefore need not 

obtain approval of a settlement thorough a motion for preliminary or final approval.  See also 

Mendoza vs. Nordstrom, Inc., 2 Cal. 5th 1074, 1080 (2017) (“PAGA authorizes a representative 
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action without the need for class certification.”); Baumann v. Chase Inv. Servs. Corp., 747 F.3d 

1117, 1123 (9th Cir. 2014) (“[A] PAGA suit is fundamentally different than a class action” in that 

“PAGA has no notice requirements for unnamed aggrieved employees, nor may such employees 

opt out of a PAGA action.”); Williams v. Superior Ct., 3 Cal. 5th 531, 546-47 (2017) (“PAGA does 

not make other potentially aggrieved employees parties or clients of plaintiff’s counsel, does not 

impose on a plaintiff or counsel any express fiduciary obligations, and does not subject a plaintiff 

or counsel to scrutiny with respect to the ability to represent a large class.”); 

WHEREAS, the Parties seek to obtain the Court’s approval of the Stipulation of Settlement 

(“PAGA Settlement Agreement”) executed by the Parties herein, and resolve this matter in the most 

efficient manner possible;  

WHEREAS, the “Released Claims” which were asserted in the Operative Complaint and/or 

the LWDA Letter, and are settled between the Parties consist of any and all claims arising during 

the PAGA Period, including claims that were or could have been alleged based on the facts and 

theories pertaining to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for relief of any kind under PAGA 

based on any of the following alleged violations of the California Labor Code and/or Industrial 

Wage Orders: (1) failure to pay wages for all hours worked; (2) failure to pay for overtime hours at 

the overtime rate of pay; (3) failure to provide breaks and/or pay premium pay at the correct rate in 

lieu of providing breaks; (4) failure to produce requested employment records; (5) failure to timely 

pay wages; (6) failure to provide complete and accurate wage statements; and (7) failure to pay all 

wages at termination; and all claims arising under the listed Labor Code statutes and Industrial 

Welfare Commission Wage Orders irrespective of the theory of recovery alleged. (See California 

Labor Code sections 201-204, 210, 226, 226(a), 226(f), 226(e), 226.7, 510, 512, 558, 1174, 1194, 1197, 

1197.1, 1198, 1198.5, and the applicable IWC Wage Order(s)). Aggrieved Employees will not have 

the opportunity to opt out of, or object to, the Released PAGA Claims and, further, are bound by 

the Released PAGA Claims regardless of whether they cash and/or otherwise negotiate their 

Individual PAGA Payments. 

WHEREAS, upon the entry of the final judgment in this case, each Aggrieved Employee 

(including Plaintiff), shall, for the period July 19, 2021 until July 20, 2024, fully release and forever 
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discharge Defendant and all of its present and former parent companies, subsidiaries, affiliates and 

joint ventures, and all of their officers, directors, employees, agents, servants, registered 

representatives, attorneys, insurers, successors and assigns, and any other persons acting by through, 

under or in concert with any of them (collectively, “Released Parties”) from the Released Claims 

(provided, however, that if the actual pay periods for the PAGA Period, exceed 4,600 by more than 

10%, the end date of the pertinent PAGA Period may be adjusted at Defendant’s option (i.e., moved 

to an earlier date) such that the PAGA Period concludes on the date one day before the number of 

pay periods exceeds 5,060 (i.e., 5,060 pay periods) in order that the number of pay periods for which 

a release is provided does not exceed the projected figures by more than 10%, as specified in the 

Joint Stipulation of Settlement (Exhibit 1 hereto) at Paragraph 30); 

WHEREAS, based on their own independent investigations and evaluations, including but 

not limited to the fact that Defendant maintains it has facially compliant policies, Plaintiff and her 

counsel are of the opinion that the settlement for the consideration and on the terms set forth in the 

attached PAGA Settlement Agreement is fair, reasonable and adequate and is in the best interests 

of the Plaintiff, the Aggrieved Employees, and the State of California in light of all known facts and 

circumstances and the risks inherent in litigation, including the potential appellate issues.  Plaintiff’s 

Counsel believes that the settlement amount entered into is in the best interests of the Aggrieved 

Employees and that the settlement for each Aggrieved Employee is fair, reasonable and adequate, 

given the inherent risk of litigation.  Plaintiff’s counsel also believes the settlement amount is in line 

with comparable PAGA settlements recently approved by courts and at trial.  See e.g., Carrington 

v. Starbucks Corp., 30 Cal. App. 5th 504, 529 (2018) (holding that the plaintiff was only entitled to 

collect the reduced penalty amount of $5.00 for each pay period in which a meal period violation 

occurred, or 5% of the PAGA penalties at issue); 

WHEREAS, Plaintiff and her counsel recognize the risks inherent in PAGA actions, 

including courts’ discretion to reduce the amount of civil penalties.  See Thurman v. Bayshore 

Transit Mgmt., Inc., 203 Cal. App. 4th 1112, 1135 (2012) (“[U]nder section 2699, subdivision (e)(2) 

a trial court may exercise its discretion to award lesser penalties based on the enumerated 

considerations.”) (emphasis in original) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). 
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Specifically, the trial court may reduce the civil penalty if declining to do so “would result in an 

award that is unjust, arbitrary, oppressive, or confiscatory based on the facts and circumstances of 

[the] case.”  Id.  Courts routinely exercise this discretion in the rare PAGA cases that proceed to 

trial and obtain a successful verdict.  See, e.g., Fleming v. Covidien Inc., No. ED CV 10-01487 RGK 

(OPx), 2011 WL 7563047, at *4 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 12, 2011) (awarding PAGA penalties of 

$500,000.00 instead of maximum recovery of $2.8 million); cf. Aguirre v. Genesis Logistics, No. 

SACV 12-00687 JVS (ANx), 2013 WL 10936035, at *2-3 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 30, 2013) (after granting 

summary judgment, awarding PAGA penalty of $500,000.00 instead of maximum recovery of $1.8 

million);  

WHEREAS, Plaintiff also recognized that PAGA penalties may not be awarded at all 

because the Labor Commissioner has specifically stated recently that the main purpose for assessing 

PAGA penalties by the Labor and Workforce Development Agency is to enforce California’s Labor 

Code and obtain compliance.  Specifically, with regard to assessing the adequacy of settlements, the 

penalty amounts should “promote PAGA’s compliance and deterrence goals.”  Amicus Curiae Brief 

Submitted by the State Labor Commissioner, Price v. Uber Technologies, Case No. BC544512 June 

16, 2017.   

WHEREAS, Plaintiff’s evaluation of the risk and reasons for settlement are detailed in the 

concurrently filed Declaration of Malcolm Clayton; 

WHEREAS, the Parties provided notice of the proposed settlement to the LWDA as required 

by PAGA.  Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the email confirmation 

showing that the Parties submitted the proposed PAGA Settlement Agreement to the LWDA; 

WHEREAS, prior to the submission of this Stipulation, the Parties met and conferred and 

agreed upon a Proposed Order and Judgment.  Concurrently filed herewith is a is a true and correct 

copy of the Parties’ Proposed Order and Judgment; 

WHEREAS, prior to the submission of this Stipulation, the Parties met and conferred and 

agreed upon a letter that will be included in the mailing of each PAGA Group Members’ check and 

is submitted concurrently to the Court for its review and approval.  Attached hereto to Exhibit 1 as 
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Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the letter that the Parties wish to accompany the checks so 

that the PAGA Group Members understand why they are receiving a check; 

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND PROPOSED BY THE PARTIES HERETO AS 

FOLLOWS: 

The Parties stipulate and jointly propose that the Court approve the following terms of the 

fully executed PAGA Settlement Agreement, which includes the following key terms:1 

(1) As consideration for the settlement described herein and the release contained in the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement, Defendant agrees to make a payment of $142,500.00 in connection 

with the PAGA Settlement (“Gross Fund Value”). The Settlement Payment will be allocated 

as follows:  

(a)  PAGA Counsel’s attorneys’ fees up to the requested amount of one-third of the 

Gross Fund Value ($47,500.00);  

(b)  PAGA Counsel’s request for reimbursement of reasonable litigation costs not to 

exceed $16,500, subject to proof;  

(c)  PAGA Settlement Administration costs to be paid to the Settlement Administrator, 

Simpluris, Inc., estimated to be $2,900;  

(d)  An Enhancement Payment to Plaintiff not to exceed $2,500; 

(e) the remainder of the Settlement Payment after deducting the items (a), (b), (c) and 

(d) herein shall be designated as PAGA Penalties (the “PAGA Fund”), which is 

estimated to be $73,100.00, and will be allocated between the LWDA and the PAGA 

Group Members pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(i) with 75% ($54,825.00) 

paid to the LWDA and 25% ($18,275.00) paid to the PAGA Group Members on a 

pro-rata basis.  All Individual Settlement Payments made to PAGA Group Members 

will be reported via IRS Form 1099. 

(2) Should Plaintiff request or be ordered to receive a lesser Enhancement Payment and/or 

should Plaintiff’s counsel request a lesser amount for attorneys’ fees and costs and/or the 

 
1 All defined terms have the meaning set forth in the PAGA Settlement Agreement. 
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Court approve a lesser amount, the difference shall be allocated to the PAGA Fund and 

distributed accordingly.  Any attorneys’ fees and costs awarded to Plaintiff’s Counsel, 

hereinafter referred to as “Attorneys Fees & Costs,” shall fully compensate and reimburse 

Plaintiff’s Counsel for any and all of the work already performed in connection with the 

Action and all work remaining to be performed in fully and finally resolving the Action and 

implementing the PAGA Settlement Agreement, including but not limited to securing Court 

approval of the settlement, attending any Court hearings, making sure that the settlement is 

fairly and properly administered, defending the settlement in any appeal or other post-

approval matter, all other work that Plaintiff’s Counsel has performed or will perform, and 

all costs that PAGA Counsel has incurred or will incur.   

(3) All PAGA Group Members including Plaintiff will release all Released Claims against all 

Releasees, as set forth in the Agreement. 

(4) Within seven (7) business days after the Court’s Order approving the Settlement, Defendant 

will compile a PAGA Group Member list containing the following as to each PAGA Group 

Member: (1) name; (2) last known home address and telephone number; (3) number of 

Qualifying Pay Periods; and (4) social security number. 

(5) Defendant shall fund the Gross Fund Value within fourteen (14) days after the Effective 

Date.  The Settlement Administrator shall distribute all payments due under the Joint 

Stipulation of Settlement within fourteen (14) calendar days after funding.   

(6) The payment checks for each Individual PAGA Payment shall be sent to each PAGA Group 

Member by U.S. First Class mail to the PAGA Group Member’s last known home address 

(updated by the Settlement Administrator as appropriate using measures such as the National 

Change of Address Database maintained by the United States Postal Service) with directions 

to the Postmaster to forward the payment checks and return all undeliverable payment checks 

to the Settlement Administrator. This payment will be sent with a letter approved by the 

Parties explaining this Settlement, and is submitted concurrently to the Court for its review 

and approval.  
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(7) The Settlement Administrator shall ensure that 75% of the PAGA Fund is paid to the Labor 

and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”). 

(8) Settlement checks shall remain valid and negotiable for one hundred eighty (180) calendar 

days from the date of their issuance.  If a check has not been cashed within ninety (90) days 

of issuance, the Settlement Administrator shall send the PAGA Group Member a letter or 

postcard reminder about the deadline for cashing the check and information on how to 

request a replacement check. Funds represented by settlement checks returned as 

undeliverable and those settlement checks remaining un-cashed for more than 180 days after 

issuance will be tendered to the State Controller’s Office, Unclaimed Property Division, in 

the name of the affected PAGA Group Member.  

(9) The Parties as part of this Joint Stipulation Requesting Approval of PAGA Representative 

Settlement are submitting a proposed order and judgment seeking Court approval of the 

PAGA Settlement Agreement and permanently barring all PAGA Group Members from 

prosecuting any of the Released Claims released in this Settlement against Defendant and 

the Releasees. 

(10) If there is a conflict between the language of this Stipulation and the language of the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit 1, the language of the PAGA Settlement 

Agreement shall control. 

 

IT IS SO STIPULATED AND AGREED. 
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DATED:  September 10, 2024 LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN LLP 
 

 
 By: /s/ Malcolm Clayton 
 JOSEPH LAVI 

VINCENT GRANBERRY 
ELIZABETH HARRIER 
MALCOLM CLAYTON 
Attorneys for Plaintiff FRANCHETTE PALMER 
 

 
DATED:  September 10, 2024 SEYFARTH SHAW LLP 

 
 
 
 By: /s/ Elizabeth M. Levy 

 ELIZABETH M. LEVY 
Attorneys for Defendant MACERICH 
MANAGEMENT COMPANY 

  



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

 

 -11- 
JOINT STIPULATION REQUESTING APPROVAL OF REPRESENTATIVE PAGA SETTLEMENT 

 

[PROPOSED] ORDER AND JUDGMENT 

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 and Release 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 defined terms used herein shall have the same meaning as defined in the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

b) The Court hereby approves the terms set forth in the Agreement and finds that the 

Agreement is, in all respects, fair, adequate, and reasonable and directs the Parties to 

effectuate the Agreement according to its terms.  The Court finds that the Agreement 

has been reached as a result of informed and non-collusive arm’s-length negotiations.  

The Court further finds that the Parties had sufficient information to 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 the PAGA Group Members.                 

c) The Agreement is not an admission by Defendant or by any other Releasee, nor is 

this Order a finding of the validity of any allegations or of any wrongdoing by 

Defendant.  Neither this Order, the Agreement, nor any document referred to herein, 

nor any action taken to carry out the Agreement, may be construed as, or may be 

used as, an admission of any fault, wrongdoing, omission, concession, or liability 

whatsoever by or against Defendant or any of the other Releasees.       

d) Defendant shall pay the PAGA Group Members pursuant to the procedure described 

in the Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit 1.         
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e) After reviewing the proposed Agreement, the Declaration of Malcolm Clayton In 

Support of Joint Stipulation For Approval of Representative PAGA Settlement, and 

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

Settlement is fair and reasonable.                                                                                                         

f) The Court hereby confirms Joseph Lavi and Malcolm Clayton of Lavi & 

Ebrahimian, LLP as Plaintiff’s Counsel.              

g) The Court hereby awards to Plaintiff’s Counsel attorneys’ fees in the amount of one-

third of the total Settlement Payment, which is $47,500.00, and $14,939.60 in costs 

as documented by the Declaration of Malcolm Clayton.  The Court finds 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 and costs to 

Plaintiff’s Counsel shall be made in accordance with the terms of the Settlement.   

h) The Court appoints Simpluris, Inc. as the Settlement Administrator and directs that 

the Gross Fund Value be distributed by Simpluris, Inc. as set forth in the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement, Joint Stipulation, and this Order. The Court approves 
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from all claims under the California Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 

(“PAGA”) alleged in the LWDA Letter and/or the Operative Complaint or claims 

that could have been alleged based on the facts and theories pertaining to Plaintiff 

and the PAGA Group Members, arising during the PAGA Period. This includes, but 

is not limited to PAGA claims for (1) failure to pay wages for all hours worked; (2) 

failure to pay for overtime hours at the overtime rate of pay; (3) failure to provide 

breaks and/or pay premium pay at the correct rate in lieu of providing breaks; (4) 

failure to produce requested employment records; (5) failure to timely pay wages; 

(6) failure to provide complete and accurate wage statements; and (7) failure to pay 

all wages at termination; and all claims arising under the listed Labor Code statutes 

and Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Orders irrespective of the theory of 

recovery alleged. (See California Labor Code sections 201-204, 210, 226, 226(a), 

226(f), 226(e), 226.7, 510, 512, 558, 1174, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 1198.5, and the 

applicable IWC Wage Order(s)). 

k) Plaintiff  shall submit a copy of this Order and Judgment to the LWDA within ten 

calendar days after entry of the Order and Judgment.  

l) The Court shall have and retain continuing jurisdiction pursuant to Civ. Proc. Code 

section 664.6 over this action and the Parties and the State of California as real party 

in interest for the PAGA Group Members including after the entry of this Order and 

Judgment, to the fullest extent necessary, to interpret, enforce and effectuate the 

terms and intent of the Agreement and this Order. 

 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, DECREED AND ADJUDGED. 

 

DATED: _______________   _______________________________                 
                   Hon. Kevin C. Brazile 

JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“EXHIBIT 1” 
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“Exhibit 2” 



1

Alondra Iglesias

From: DIR PAGA Unit <no-reply@formassembly.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2024 5:17 PM
To: Alondra Iglesias
Subject: Thank you for your Proposed Settlement Submission

09/10/2024 05:16:38 PM 
 
Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency. 
 
Item submiƩed: Proposed SeƩlement 
If you have quesƟons or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to pagainfo@dir.ca.gov. 
 
DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of 
Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
 
Website: hƩp://labor.ca.gov/Private_AƩorneys_General_Act.htm 
 




