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PAGA COMPLAINT FOR CIVIL PENALTIES PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 2699(a) & (f) 
Hernandez v. CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club, et al. 

Plaintiff Dulce Hernandez-Arroyo (“Hernandez”), on behalf of the State of California and 

Aggrieved Employees (defined below), complains and alleges as follows: 

Summary 

1. Hernandez, on behalf of the State of California and other Aggrieved Employees, 

brings this enforcement action pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, as amended 

(“PAGA”), against Defendant CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club, 

David Brian Bailey, Torrance Whtie, and Does 1 through 10, inclusive (“The Library” or 

“Defendants”) on behalf of individuals who work for or have worked for The Library as non-

exempt exotic dancer employees for civil penalties resulting from The Library’s violations of the 

Labor Code as described herein. 

2. As detailed below, The Library implemented and enforced uniform policies and 

practices that unlawfully deprived Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees of their earned 

wages, earned tips, statutorily mandated breaks, and other workplace rights. 

3. For a portion of time during the relevant time period, The Library paid Hernandez 

and the other Aggrieved Employees less than the mandated minimum wage rates under the Labor 

Code and IWC Wage Order(s). 

4. These unpaid minimum wage payments (i.e., the difference between the requisite 

minimum wage rate and the substandard wage rate actually paid) constitute wages indisputably 

owed by The Library, but not paid, to Hernandez and Aggrieved Employees. 

5. Throughout the relevant time period, The Library failed to authorize and permit 

Hernandez and Aggrieved Employees to take timely, duty-free meal periods.  

6. The Library likewise failed to pay the required premium for every workday a 

compliant meal period was not provided, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512. 

7. During the same period, The Library failed to authorize and permit paid, duty-free 

rest periods to Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees, and failed to pay premium wages 

for missed or on-duty rest periods, in violation of Labor Code § 226.7. 
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8. The Library further illegally recorded Hernandez and Aggrieved Employees in their 

locker room/changing area without their consent and without a court order, in violation of Labor 

Code § 435. 

9. The Library maintained and enforced an unlawful quota system and deduction 

policy, effectively requiring Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees to furnish their earned 

tips/gratuities, resulting in unlawful withholding and deduction of wages, and, at times, a net 

negative wage. 

10. The Library also required Hernandez and Aggrieved Employees to participate in 

illegal tip-sharing arrangements, diverting gratuities to managers, disc jockeys, “trackers,” and 

other employees of The Library who do not customarily earn tips, in violation of Labor Code § 351. 

11. During the applicable statutory period, The Library knowingly and intentionally 

failed to furnish Hernandez and Aggrieved Employees with accurate, itemized wage statements.  

12. During the relevant time period, The Library likewise required Hernandez and 

Aggrieved Employees to purchase various items to perform their jobs, including specific types of 

clothing, footwear, and makeup, but did not reimburse Hernandez and Aggrieved Employees for 

these necessary business expenses. 

13. The Library likewise failed to maintain and produce required payroll and 

employment records, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226 and 1198.5. 

14. Hernandez suffered retaliation for reporting unlawful workplace practices and for 

engaging in protected activity, including complaints regarding workplace safety and violations of 

wage-and-hour laws, in violation of Labor Code § 98.6, 1102.5, and 6310. 

15. Hernandez brings these claims pursuant to PAGA to challenge The Library’s 

policies and practices of: (1) failing to pay Aggrieved Employees all minimum wages owed pursuant 

to Labor Code §§ 1194, 1197, 1197.1; (2) failing to pay all wages owed pursuant to Labor Code §§ 

204, 210, 1194, and 1194.5; (3) misappropriation of tips under Labor Code § 351; (4) failure to 

properly record earned tips or gratuities under Labor Code § 353; (5) failure to pay wages 

indisputably due under Labor Code § 206; (6) unlawful reclaiming of wages, tips, or gratuities 

already paid to an employee under Labor Code § 221; (7) prohibited employment agreement under 
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Labor Code § 432.5; (8) prohibited video recording of employees in changing/locker room under 

Labor Code § 435; (9) failure to provide meal and rest periods and failure to provide compensation 

for missed meal and rest periods under Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512; (10) failure to provide timely 

and compliant wage statements under Labor Code § 226; (11) failure to reimburse for necessary 

business expenses under Labor Code § 2802; and (12) unlawful retaliation or discrimination under 

Labor Code § 98.6. 

16. Hernandez brings this Action to recover all civil penalties and other PAGA damages 

on behalf of the State of California and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

17. Hernandez seeks to remedy the unlawful practices the Library has imposed and 

continues to impose on its exotic dancer workers, which deprive the Aggrieved Employees of their 

lawfully earned compensation and other workplace rights. 

Jurisdiction & Venue 

18. This Court has jurisdiction over the State of California’s claims for civil penalties, 

by and through Hernandez as the deputized PAGA representative, pursuant to the California 

Constitution, Article VI, section 10, which grants the Superior Court “original jurisdiction on all 

other causes” except those given by statute to other courts. The statutes under which this Action 

is brought do not specify any other basis for jurisdiction. 

19. Hernandez electronically filed her written PAGA Notice with the Labor and 

Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) on August 15, 2025, bearing LWDA Case No. 

LWDA-CM-1119049-25. 

20. A true and correct copy of Hernandez’s LWDA Notice is attached herein as 

Exhibit 1. 

21. The Court has personal jurisdiction over The Library because, upon information 

and belief, they are California residents and citizens, have benefited from and subjected themselves 

to the laws of California, employ workers such as Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees in 

California, and maintain their business enterprise in California. 
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22. Venue is proper in this judicial district and County pursuant to CCP §§ 393 and/or 

395.5.  

23. The Library maintains their adult cabarets in Orange County and San Bernardino 

County.  

24. The Library has employed Aggrieved Employees within Orange County, namely at 

the Library Gentlemen’s Club locations in Westminster and Anaheim. 

25. The Library conducts business in Orange County, employs Aggrieved Employees 

in Orange County, and therefore liability under PAGA arises in Orange County. 

Parties 

26. Hernandez is an adult individual residing in San Bernardino County, California. 

27. Hernandez was employed by The Library as a non-exempt employee from 

approximately January 2022 to October 2025. 

28. Hernandez worked for The Library as an exotic dancer/entertainer in Redlands, 

California. 

29. Hernandez was paid on an hourly rate basis. As of her last date of employment, 

Hernandez was paid at a rate of $16.50 per hour plus tips from The Library’s customers. 

30. However, for at least a period of time in 2025, The Library paid Hernandez at a rate 

of $16.00 per hour, which is less than the minimum wage rate. 

31. Throughout the relevant time period, The Library required, instructed, and/or 

expected Hernandez to share her earned tips with The Library’s employees who do not 

customarily earn tips, including managers, disc jockeys, “trackers” (i.e., the club employees who 

track the number of private dances and VIP dances performed by the dancers), and others. 

32. Throughout the relevant time period, The Library also instituted a “quota” system 

whereby the club required Hernandez to perform a certain number of private/VIP dances in her 

shift depending on the day and time of day she started working. 

33. The Library required Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees to agree in 

writing to this “quota” system or compensation plan. 
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34. The Library’s “quota” system and compensation plan improperly attempts to 

circumvent California’s wage-and-hour laws, namely California’s prohibition on tip 

misappropriations. 

35. The Library’s “quota” system, or compensation plan, constitutes a prohibited 

employment agreement under Labor Code § 432.5. 

36. The Library’s agreement which purportedly allows it to reclaim tips and/or falsely 

characterize tips and gratuities as “paid services” constitutes a prohibited employment agreement 

under Labor Code § 432.5. 

37. The Library set the prices for these private/VIP dances which the customer is 

required to pay. 

38. For all intents and purposes, the services performed by Hernandez for these 

private/VIP dances were not distinguishably different than the services she performed to earn tips 

from customers. 

39. The Library, however, kept the proceeds from these private/VIP dances for itself 

to count toward its “quota.” 

40. Upon information and belief, after Hernandez met the “quota” for her shift, the 

proceeds were then split between Hernandez and The Library at a rate of 80/20, with 80% of the 

monies generated from the private/VIP dances going to Hernandez and The Library retaining the 

remaining 20% for itself. 

41. Further, throughout her employment, The Library failed to provide Hernandez 

with compliant and timely meal and rest periods during her shifts. 

42. Despite failing to provide Hernandez with compliant and timely meal and rest 

periods, The Library failed to pay Hernandez the required premium payments. 

43. Further, The Library failed to provide Hernandez with compliant and accurate 

itemized wage statements. 

44. The wage statements Hernandez received failed to state all wages owed to 

Hernandez, including premium payments, and also failed to identify Hernandez’s actual employer. 
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Rather, the wage statements Hernandez received identified a revoked legal entity that is not 

authorized to conduct business, which obfuscates Hernandez’s true employer. 

45. Further, throughout the relevant time period, The Library installed cameras in the 

dancers’ locker room/changing area and, upon information and belief, recorded Hernandez and 

the other Aggrieved Employees in the locker room/changing area. 

46. Upon information and belief, The Library did not have the authority, either from 

the dancers or pursuant to any court order, to record the dancers in the locker room/changing area. 

47. Further, throughout the relevant time period, The Library failed to provide 

Hernandez with wage statements that accurately reflected all wages she actually earned. 

48. Following Hernandez’s submission of formal complaints to The Library’s human 

resources employees, and after she hired counsel to pursue her Labor Code claims, The Library  

retaliated against Hernandez by leaving her off of stage lists, refusing to assist her with a 

rude/“grabby” customer, which negatively effected her ability to do her job and earn tips, and 

ultimately by terminating her employment in October 2025. 

49. Hernandez brings this action on behalf of the State of California and on behalf of all 

of The Library’s current and former non-exempt exotic dancer employees who suffered one or 

more Labor Code violations Hernandez suffered, which are enumerated in Labor Code §§ 2698, 

et seq., and who worked for The Library any time since one year and 65 days before the filing of this 

Complaint until final resolution of this Action. 

50. These employees are referred to as the “Aggrieved Employees.” 

51. Hernandez is an “Aggrieved Employee” within the meaning of Labor Code § 

2699(c) because The Library employed her, and she suffered one or more of the alleged Labor 

Code and/or Wage Order violations committed by The Library within the relevant limitations 

period. 

52. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees were employees of The Library at 

all relevant times, within the meanings set forth in the Labor Code and applicable Wage Order(s). 

53. CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club purports to be a 

Nevada limited liability company with its principal place of business in Redlands. 
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54. CBDM Redlands, LLC may be served with process through its registered agent: C 

T Corporation System, 330 North Brand Boulevard, Suite 700, Glendale, California. 

55. As of the date this Complaint is filed, CBDM Redlands, LLC is in “revoked” status 

with the Nevada Secretary of State and therefore has no right to transact business pursuant to 

Nevada or California law. (See Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 86.274(2); Lewis v. LeBaron (1967) 254 Cal. 

App. 2d 270, 279; CM Record Corp. v. MCA Records, Inc. (1985) 168 Cal. App. 3d 965, 967 

[“California law recognizes that the continuing legal existence of a corporation depends on the law 

of the state of incorporation.”].) 

56. Because CBDM Redlands, LLC is in revoked status and has no right to transact 

business, Hernandez also sues its managers and/or members David Brian Bailey and Torrance 

White. (See Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 86.505.) 

57. These individuals were contemplated in Hernandez’s notice submitted to the 

LWDA as “Does 1-50” and/or “unknown individuals who were employed by CBDM Redlands, 

LLC.” (See Exhibit 1.) 

58. Defendant David Brian Bailey is an individual residing in Huntington Beach, 

California. Mr. Bailey may be served with process at his last-reported residential address, 18935 

Evening Breeze Circle, Huntington Beach, California 92648, or wherever he may be found.  

59. Mr. Bailey exercises control over the wages, hours, and working conditions of 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

60. Upon information and belief, Mr. Bailey controls the rates of pay for Hernandez 

and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

61. Upon information and belief, Mr. Bailey controls the hours which Hernandez and 

the other Aggrieved Employees can work in a given day or week. 

62. Upon information and belief, Mr. Bailey controls the working conditions for 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees by setting work rules, policies, and practices at the 

adult cabarets where Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees work. 

63. Mr. Bailey also suffers or permits Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees 

to work as exotic dancers/entertainers at the adult cabarets operated/managed by Mr. Bailey. 



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 

 

 

 
– 9 – 

PAGA COMPLAINT FOR CIVIL PENALTIES PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 2699(a) & (f) 
Hernandez v. CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club, et al. 

64. Mr. Bailey knows Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are working in 

his adult cabaret clubs and/or fails to prevent Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees from 

working in his adult cabaret clubs while having the power to do so. 

65. Defendant Torrance White is an individual residing in California. Mr. White may 

be served with process at his usual place of business, 1331 West Colton Avenue, Redlands, 

California 92374, or wherever he may be found. 

66. Mr. White exercises control over the wages, hours, and working conditions of 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

67. Upon information and belief, Mr. White controls the Hernandez’s and the other 

Aggrieved Employees’ ability to earn wages and tips by maintaining a “dance rotation” list which 

controls which Aggrieved Employee may perform on stage at a given time. 

68. Upon information and belief, Mr. White controls the hours which Hernandez and 

the other Aggrieved Employees can work in a given day or week. 

69. Upon information and belief, Mr. White controls the working conditions for 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees by enforcing the work rules, policies, and practices 

at the adult cabarets operated by Mr. Bailey. 

70. Mr. White also suffers or permits Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees 

to work as exotic dancers/entertainers at the adult cabarets operated/managed by Mr. Bailey. 

71. Mr. White knows Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are working in 

his adult cabaret clubs and/or fails to prevent Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees from 

working in his adult cabaret clubs while having the power to do so. 

72. At all relevant times, Mr. Bailey and Mr. White are considered Hernandez’s and 

the Aggrieved Employees’ “employers” or “joint employers” within the meaning prescribed in 

the Labor Code. 

73. At all relevant times, Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are 

considered “employees” of Mr. Bailey and Mr. White within the meaning prescribed by the Labor 

Code. 
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74. Hernandez is informed and believes, and based thereupon alleges, that at all times 

relevant hereto, Defendants, and each of them, were the agents, employees, managing agents, 

supervisors, co-conspirators, parent corporation, joint employers, alter ego, and/or joint ventures 

of the other Defendants, and each of them, and in doing the things alleged herein, were acting at 

least in part within the course and scope of said agency, employment, conspiracy, joint employer, 

alter ego status, and/or joint venture and with the permission and consent of each of the other 

Defendants. 

75. The true names and capacities, whether a corporation, agent, individual, or 

otherwise, of DOES 1 through 10, are unknown to Hernandez, who therefore sues said Defendants 

by such fictitious names. Each Defendant designated herein as a DOE is negligently or otherwise 

legally responsible in some manner for the events and happenings referred to herein and thereby 

proximately caused injuries and damages to Hernandez as alleged herein. Plaintiff will seek leave 

of the Court to amend this Complaint to show their true names and capacities when the same have 

been ascertained. 

76. At all times mentioned here, Does 1 through 10 were the agents, representatives, 

employees, successors, and/or assigns of Defendants and at all times pertinent hereto were acting 

within the course and scope of their authority as such agents, representatives, employees, 

successors, and/or assigns. 

77. At all relevant times, Does 1 through 10 are considered Hernandez’s and the 

Aggrieved Employees’ “employer” within the meaning prescribed in the Labor Code. 

78. At all relevant times, Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are 

considered “employees” of Does 1 through 10 within the meaning prescribed by the Labor Code. 

79. Hernandez is informed and believes that at all relevant times herein mentioned, 

Defendants and/or DOES 1 through 10 are and were individuals doing business in the State of 

California. As such and based upon all the facts and circumstances incident to Defendants’ 

business in California, Defendants are subject to the Labor and Business and Professions Code. 
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Factual Allegations 

80. Defendants run, operate, and manage adult cabaret clubs in the Southern California 

area, including clubs located in Redlands, Westminster, and Anaheim. 

81. Defendants, and each of them, are considered “employers” of Hernandez and the 

other Aggrieved Employees pursuant to Labor Code § 558.1. 

82. Specifically, Defendants either directly employed, or were acting on behalf of an 

employer, with respect to Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees in their jobs as exotic 

dancers at Defendants’ adult cabaret establishments. 

83. Mr. Bailey manages, operates, and/or supervises the adult cabaret clubs where 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees work. 

84. Similarly, Mr. White is a managerial worker and disc jockey at the adult cabaret 

clubs where Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees work. 

85. In order to attract customers to these adult cabaret clubs and meet their business 

objectives, The Library employs exotic dancers/entertainers like Hernandez and the other 

Aggrieved Employees. 

86. Hernandez worked as an exotic dancer/entertainer for The Library from 

approximately January 2022 through October 2025 in The Library’s Redlands location.  

87. The Library classifies Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees as non-exempt 

employees. 

88. The Library pays Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees on an hourly rate basis, 

plus tips/gratuities.  

89. During a portion of time in 2025, The Library paid Hernandez at a rate of $16.00 

per hour, which is less than the mandatory minimum wage rate in California. 

90. Upon information and belief, The Library likewise paid the Aggrieved Employees 

at a rate less than the minimum wage at least for a portion of 2025.  

91. For the remainder of 2025 through the present, The Library paid Hernandez at a 

rate of $16.50 per hour, plus tips/gratuity.  
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92. These unpaid minimum wages (i.e., the difference between the substandard wages 

paid and the actual minimum wage rates owed) constitute wages that are indisputably owed by The 

Library to Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

93. The Library’s managers, supervisors, and other employees regularly pressured 

Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees to share a substantial portion of their earned tips and 

dance fees with managers, security personnel, DJs, “trackers,” and other club employees who do 

not customarily earn tips.  

94. Hernandez engaged in protected activity by making written and oral complaints 

regarding the unlawful wage practices, among other complaints, to The Library’s management and 

to HR Representative Yvonne Gonzalez.  

95. Three days after Hernandez filed an HR complaint regarding workplace issues, The 

Library placed Hernandez on unpaid leave for three days.  

96. On multiple occasions throughout her employment, Hernandez complained to The 

Library regarding workplace safety and hazardous conditions, including the presence of exposed 

metal staples on chairs that resulted in employee injuries, as well as the lack of adequate air 

conditioning in dressing rooms.  

97. Hernandez reported these hazards directly to The Library’s management and to 

Ms. Gonzalez.  

98. Hernandez exercised rights under the Labor Code by reporting wage and hour 

violations, workplace safety hazards, and other protected activity to The Library’s management 

and Ms. Gonzalez.  

99. After making such complaints, Hernandez experienced adverse employment 

consequences, including being placed on leave and receiving threats of termination for failing to 

meet “quotas.” These actions are regulated by Labor Code § 98.6. 

100. Ultimately, The Library terminated Hernandez as a direct and proximate result of 

her reports of wage and hour violations. 

101. During the relevant time period, The Library instituted a “quota” system 

applicable to Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees. 
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102. Under this “quota” system, The Library requires Hernandez and the other 

Aggrieved Employees to sell a specific number of private dances and/or VIP or champagne room 

performances (for ease of reference, “private dances”) each shift worked. 

103. The number of private dances Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are 

required to sell during their shifts depends on the day worked and the time of day the dancers’ shift 

started, as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

104. If Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees start their shift after 5:00 p.m. 

and work over 6 hours, the number of expected private dances increases by 2 for each additional 

hour of work and continues to increase by 2 for each additional hour worked. 

105. If Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees do not meet their quota, they are 

encouraged, instructed, and/or required by The Library to pay out-of-pocket to make up the 

difference in the “quota” by, first, handing the money to a customer and, second, having the 

customer use said monies to “purchase” a private dance to count toward the quota. 

106. In order to work over 6 hours in a given workday, Hernandez and the other 

Aggrieved Employees must receive authorization from The Library’s managerial employees. 

107. The services provided during these private dances are not materially or significantly 

distinguishable than the normal exotic dancing services Hernandez and the other Aggrieved 

Employees perform to earn tips/gratuities from The Library’s customers. 

108. The Library sets the price for private dances at $100 per private dance. 

109. The Library’s “trackers” are the employees who observe and record each private 

dance sold by Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees during their shifts. 
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110. The Library retains the proceeds from these private dances until Hernandez and 

the other Aggrieved Employees meet their “quota.” However, The Library considers additional 

money paid by its customer directly to the dancer beyond the private dance fee to be tips/gratuities. 

111. For example, if a dancer like Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees has a 

quota of 6 dances during their shift, each at a price of $100, The Library keeps the entire $600 for 

itself and the dancer retains none of those private dance proceeds even though the service provided 

is not materially different from the services the dancer would normally provide and receive 

tips/gratuities.  

112. Upon information and belief, after Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees 

meet their “quota,” the private dance proceeds are split between the dancer and the club at a rate 

of 80/20, with 80% going to the dancer performing the private dance service and 20% being retained 

by The Library.  

113. The proceeds from these private dances should rightfully be categorized as 

tips/gratuities for the benefit of the dancers like Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

114. The Library improperly retained these private dance tips/gratuities to the 

detriment of Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees. 

115. On multiple occasions, Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees completed 

shifts in which the net pay, after deduction of required fees, resulted in negative or sub-minimum 

wage compensation. These pay practices are subject to Labor Code § 1194. 

116. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees routinely worked shifts exceeding 

5 hours and were denied the opportunity to take an uninterrupted, duty-free 30-minute meal 

period.  

117. The Library required Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees to clock out 

for meal periods but expected them to continue soliciting dances and meeting their “quotas” 

during this time.  

118. The Library did not provide Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees with 

additional compensation or a premium wage for missed meal periods. 
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119. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees’ scheduled shifts regularly 

exceeded four hours, and The Library did not authorize or permit Hernandez and the other 

Aggrieved Employees to take a paid, duty-free 10-minute rest period for every four hours worked.  

120. The Library did not pay Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees the 

statutory premium for missed rest periods.  

121. The Library required Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees to participate 

in a mandatory tip-sharing arrangement, requiring these employees to give approximately 10% of 

their total earnings each shift to managers, 10% to DJs, and 10% to the trackers.  

122. The Library regularly demanded additional tips for security staff, with some shifts 

resulting in 30%-to-40% of Hernandez’s and the other Aggrieved Employees’ total tips being 

distributed to employees who are not customarily entitled to participate in tip pools.  

123. The Library did not provide Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees with 

wage statements accurately reflecting all itemized deductions, or total wages earned.  

124. Additionally, the wage statements The Library provided to Hernandez and the 

other Aggrieved Employees listed a corporate entity as their employer who, at least for a portion 

of time during the relevant time period, is in revoked status and is not authorized to conduct any 

business.  

125. The Library’s failure to provide wage statements which accurately listed 

Hernandez’s and the other Aggrieved Employees’ true employer was misleading, confusing, and 

violative of Labor Code § 226(a)(8). 

126. Further, the wage statements provided to Hernandez and the other Aggrieved 

Employees by The Library did not disclose the amount or purpose of “quotas,” nor did they 

accurately reflect Hernandez’s and the other Aggrieved Employees’ entitlement to rest or meal 

period premiums.  

127. The Library failed to maintain complete and accurate payroll and employment 

records, including records of hours worked, premium payments owed for missed meal and rest 

periods, tips earned, and itemized deductions from Hernandez’s and the other Aggrieved 

Employees’ wages.  
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128. The Library also has cameras installed in the locker rooms/changing areas of the 

adult cabaret clubs where Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees change into their work 

attire. 

129. For example, The Library installed a camera in the changing room of the Redlands 

location as seen here: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

130. Upon information and belief, The Library likewise installed cameras in the locker 

rooms/changing rooms of its other cabaret locations in Westminster and Anaheim. 

131. Upon information and belief, other Aggrieved Employees have witnessed The 

Library’s managerial employees viewing this camera feed from the club’s office. 

132. Upon information and belief, Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees did 

not give their consent to be filmed/recorded in the locker room/changing areas. 

133. Upon information and belief, there is no court order in place authorizing The 

Library to place any camera in the locker room/changing areas of their clubs, or to otherwise record 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees in the locker room/changing areas.  
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134. The Library also requires Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees to 

purchase certain types of clothing, footwear, and makeup to do their jobs. 

135. The Library does not reimburse Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees for 

these necessary work expenditures. 

136. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees suffered economic losses, lost 

wages, denied break premiums, unreimbursed business expenses, and other harm as a result of 

these practices. 
Count I 

 
Civil Penalties Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(a) 

137. Hernandez incorporates all other paragraphs by reference. 

138. Labor Code § 2699(a) provides: 
 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any provision of this 
code that provides for a civil penalty to be assessed and collected by 
the Labor and Workforce Development Agency or any of its 
departments, divisions, commissions, boards, agencies or 
employees, for a violation of this code, may, as an alternative, be 
recovered through a civil action brought by an aggrieved employee 
on behalf of himself or herself and other current or former 
employees. 

139. Labor Code § 98.6(a) proscribes “discharg[ing] an employee or in any manner 

discriminat[ing], retaliat[ing], or tak[ing] any adverse action against any employee” because the 

employee engaged in protected workplace activity. 

140. Labor Code § 98.6(b)(3) provides that, “[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.” 

141. Labor Code § 210 provides that every person who violates Section 204 is subject to 

a civil penalty as follows: “For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to 

pay each employee” and “For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, 

two hundred dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount 

unlawfully withheld.” 
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142. Labor Code § 225.5 provides that ever person who violates Section 221 shall be 

subject to a civil penalty of $100 for the initial violation for each failure to pay each employee, and 

$200 for each subsequent or willful failure to pay each employee “plus 25 percent of the amount 

unlawfully withheld.” 

143. Labor Code § 226(a) provides:  
 
Every employer shall, semimonthly or at the time of each payment 
of wages, furnish each of his or her employees, either as a detachable 
part of the check, draft, or voucher paying the employee's wages, or 
separately when wages are paid by personal check or cash, an 
accurate itemized statement in writing showing (1) gross wages 
earned, (2) total hours worked by the employee, except for any 
employee whose compensation is solely  based on a salary and who 
is exempt from payment of overtime under  subdivision (a) of 
Section 515 or any applicable order of the Industrial  Welfare 
Commission, (3) the number of piece-rate units earned and any  
applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) 
all  deductions, provided that all deductions made on written orders 
of the  employee may be aggregated and shown as one item, (5) net 
wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period for which the 
employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and his or her social 
security number, (8) the  name and address of the legal entity that is 
the employer, and (9) all applicable  hourly rates in effect during the 
pay period and the corresponding number  of hours worked at each 
hourly rate by the employee.   

144. Labor Code § 226(e)(1) provides: 
 
An employee suffering injury as a result of a knowing and intentional 
failure by an employer to comply with subdivision (a) is entitled to 
recover the greater of all actual damages or fifty dollars ($50) for the 
initial pay period in which a violation occurs and one hundred dollars 
($100) per employee for each violation in a subsequent pay period, not 
to exceed an aggregate penalty of four thousand dollars ($4,000), and 
is entitled to an award of costs and reasonable attorney’s fees. 

145. Labor Code § 226.3 provides:  
 
Any employer who violates subdivision (a) of Section 226 shall be 
subject to a civil penalty in the amount of two hundred fifty dollars 
($250) per employee per violation in an initial citation and one 
thousand dollars ($1,000) per employee for each violation in a 
subsequent citation, for which the employer fails to provide the 
employee a wage deduction statement or fails to keep the records 
required in subdivision (a) of Section 226. The civil penalties 
provided for in this section are in addition to any other penalty 
provided by law. In enforcing this section, the Labor Commissioner 
shall take into consideration whether the violation was inadvertent, 
and in his or her discretion, may decide not to penalize an employer 
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for a first violation when that violation was due to a clerical error or 
inadvertent mistake. 

146. Labor Code § 558(a) and (c) provide: 
 
(a) Any employer [] who violates, or causes to be violated, a section 
of this chapter or any provisions regulating hours and days of work 
in any order of the Industrial Welfare Commission shall be subject 
to a civil penalty as follows: (1) For any initial violation, fifty dollars 
($50) for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the 
employee was underpaid in addition to an amount sufficient to 
recover underpaid wages. (2) For each subsequent violation, one 
hundred dollars ($100) for each underpaid employee for each pay 
period for which the employee was underpaid in addition to an 
amount sufficient to recover underpaid wages…. (c) The civil 
penalties provided for in this section are in addition to any other civil 
or criminal penalty provided by law. 

147. The Library, as alleged in this Complaint, retaliated and discriminated against 

Hernandez for asserting her Labor Code rights in violation of Labor Code § 98.6. Hernandez 

therefore seeks civil penalties in the amounts described under Labor Code § 98.6(b)(3). 

148. The Library, as alleged in this Complaint, failed to pay all wages owed to Hernandez 

and the Aggrieved Employees in a timely manner (twice during each calendar month), including 

all minimum wages, premium tips, and gratuities as required by Labor Code § 204. 

149. Hernandez therefore seeks civil penalties for The Library’s violations of Labor 

Code § 204 in the amounts described in Labor Code § 210. 

150. The Library, as alleged in this Complaint, unlawfully collected or received from 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees parts of wages paid to them, including but not 

limited to tips and gratuity payments, in violation of Labor Code § 221.  

151. Hernandez therefore seeks civil penalties for The Library’s violations of Labor 

Code § 221 in the amounts described in Labor Code § 225.5. 

152. The Library, as alleged in this Complaint, to provide the Aggrieved Employees with 

accurate, itemized wage statements in compliance with Labor Code § 226(a) in the amounts 

established by Labor Code § 226(e).   
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153. Hernandez also seeks civil penalties in the amounts described under Labor Code § 

558 pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(a) for each pay period in which The Library, as alleged in this 

Complaint, failed to pay the Aggrieved Employees for all wages owed each pay period. 

154. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3(a)(1) and (2), Hernandez provided the LWDA 

with notice of her intention to file this claim on August 15, 2025. 

155. More than sixty-five (65) calendar days have passed without notice from the 

LWDA.  

156. As such, Hernandez has satisfied all administrative prerequisites to commence this 

civil action in compliance with § 2699.3(a). 

157. Hernandez seeks the aforementioned penalties on behalf of the State and the other 

Aggrieved Employees as set forth in Labor Code § 2699(g) and (i). 

158. The Library is liable to the Aggrieved Employees and the State of California for the 

civil penalties set forth in this Complaint, with interest thereon.  

159. Hernandez is also entitled to an award of attorneys’ fees and costs as set forth 

below. 

160. Wherefore, Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees request relief as hereinafter 

provided. 
 

Count II 
 

Civil Penalties Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f) 

161. Hernandez incorporates all other paragraphs by reference. 

162. Labor Code § 2699(f) provides: 
 
For all provisions of this code except those for which a civil 
penalty is specifically provided, there is established a civil 
penalty for a violation of these provisions, as follows: … (2) If, at 
the time of the alleged violation, the person employs one or more 
employees, the civil penalty is one hundred dollars ($100) for 
each aggrieved employee per pay period for the initial violation 
and two hundred dollars ($200) for each aggrieved employee per 
pay period for each subsequent violation. 
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163. Labor Code § 200 defines wages as “all amounts for labor performed by employees 

of every description, whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, 

commission basis, or other method of calculation.” All such wages are subject to California’s 

overtime and double time requirements, including those set forth above. 

164. Labor Code § 204(a) provides that “[a]ll wages . . . earned by any person in any 

employment are due and payable twice during each calendar month[.]” 

165. Labor Code § 206 provides that, “[i]n a case of a dispute over wages, the employer 

shall pay, without condition and within the time set by this article, all wages, or parts thereof, 

conceded by him to be due, leaving to the employee all remedies he might otherwise be entitled to 

as to any balance claimed.” 

166. Under Labor Code § 206(b), if the LWDA “has determined the validity of any 

employee’s claim for wages, the claim is due and payable within 10 days after receipt of notice by 

the employer that such wages are due.” 

167. Labor Code § 351 provides: 
 
No employer or agent shall collect, take, or receive any gratuity or a 
part thereof that is paid, given to, or left for an employee by a patron, 
or deduct any amount from wages due an employee on account of a 
gratuity, or require an employee to credit the amount, or any part 
thereof, of a gratuity against and as a part of the wages due the 
employee from the employer. Every gratuity is hereby declared to be 
the sole property of the employee or employees to whom it was paid, 
given, or left for. An employer that permits patrons to pay gratuities 
by credit card shall pay the employees the full amount of the gratuity 
that the patron indicated on the credit card slip, without any 
deductions for any credit card payment processing fees or costs that 
may be charged to the employer by the credit card company. 
Payment of gratuities made by patrons using credit cards shall be 
made to the employees not later than the next regular payday 
following the date the patron authorized the credit card payment 

168. Labor Code § 353 provides that “[e]very employer shall keep accurate records of 

all gratuities received by him, whether received directly from the employee or indirectly by means 

of deductions from the wages of the employee or otherwise. Such records shall be open to 

inspection at all reasonable hours by the department.” 
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169. Labor Code § 432.5 provides: “No employer, or agent, manager, superintendent, 

or officer thereof, shall require an employee or applicant for employment to agree, in writing, to 

any term or condition which is known by such employer, or agent, manager, superintendent, or 

officer thereof to be prohibited by law.” 

170. Labor Code § 435(a) provides that “[n]o employer may cause an audio or video 

recording to be made of an employee in a restroom, locker room, or room designated by an 

employer for changing clothes, unless authorized by court order. 

171. Labor Code § 510(a) provides as follows: 
 
Eight hours of labor constitutes a day’s work. Any work in excess of 
eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in any 
one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day 
of work in any one workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no 
less than one and one-half times the regular rate of pay for an 
employee. Any work in excess of 12 hours in one day shall be 
compensated at the rate of no less than twice the regular rate of pay 
for an employee.   

172. IWC Wage Order 16-2001(3)(A)(1) states that employees: 
 
…shall not be employed more than eight (8) hours in any workday 
or more than 40 hours in any workweek unless the employee 
receives one and one-half (1 ½) times such employee’s regular rate 
of pay for all hours worked over 40 hours in the workweek. 
Employment beyond eight (8) hours in any workday or more than 
six (6) days in any workweek is permissible provided the employee 
is compensated for such overtime at not less than … [o]ne and one-
half (1½) times the employee’s regular rate of pay for all hours 
worked in excess of eight (8) hours up to and including 12 hours in 
any workday, and for the first eight (8) hours worked on the seventh 
(7th) consecutive day of work in a workweek….  

173. Labor Code § 1194(a) provides as follows: 
 
Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any 
employee receiving less than the legal minimum wage or the legal 
overtime compensation applicable to the employee is entitled to 
recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 
minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest 
thereon, reasonable attorneys’ fees, and costs of suit. 

174. Labor Code § 1198 makes it unlawful for employers to employ employees under 

conditions that violate relevant Wage Order(s). 
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175. Labor Code § 2802 requires employers to indemnify employees for all necessary 

expenditures or losses incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge of their 

duties. 

176. To the extent that any violation alleged herein does not carry penalties under Labor 

Code § 2699(a), Hernandez seeks civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f) for the 

Aggrieved Employees for each pay period in which such employee was aggrieved, in the amounts 

established by Labor Code § 2699(f).  

177. Hernandez seeks civil penalties under Labor Code § 2699(f) for the Library’s 

violations of Labor Code §§ 206, 351, 353, 432.5, 435, 226.7, 510, 512, 1194, 1194.5, 1198, 1194.5, 

and 2802. 

178. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3(a)(1) and (2), Hernandez provided the LWDA 

with notice of her intention to file this claim on August 15, 2025. 

179. More than sixty-five (65) calendar days have passed without notice from the 

LWDA. Thus, Hernandez satisfied all administrative prerequisites to commence this civil action. 

180. Hernandez seeks the aforementioned penalties on behalf of the Aggrieved 

Employees and the State of California as set forth in Labor Code § 2699(g) and (i). 

181. Labor Code § 2699(f)(2) provides a civil penalty of one hundred dollars ($100) for 

each aggrieved employee per pay period for the initial violation of a Labor Code provision that does 

not provide for a civil penalty if, at the time of the violation, the employer employs one or more 

employees. Labor Code § 2699(f)(2) provides for a civil penalty of two hundred dollars ($200) for 

each aggrieved employee per pay period for each subsequent violation of a Labor Code provision 

that does not provide a civil penalty if, at the time of the violation, the employer employs one or 

more employees. 

182. The Library is liable to the State of California and Aggrieved Employees for the civil 

penalties set forth in this Complaint.  

183. Hernandez  is also entitled to an award of attorneys’ fees and costs.   
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184. Wherefore, Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees request relief as hereinafter 

provided. 

Relief Requested 

WHEREFORE, Hernandez, on behalf of the State of California and the Aggrieved 

Employees, seeks the following relief: 

a. A Declaratory Judgment that Defendants violated the Labor Code as alleged herein; 

b. An Order awarding civil penalties against Defendants to the fullest extent provided 

for by PAGA; 

c. For civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code §§ 1102.5, 6310, and 98.6; 

d. An award of attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses as provided by the Labor Code, 

including Section 2699(g)(1), Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5, and/or any other 

applicable law; 

e. Pre- and post-judgment interest on any amounts awarded at the highest applicable 

rates allowed by law; and 

f. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 
 
 
 
Date: October 28, 2025 Laurel Employment Law APC 
 
 
       ___________________________ 

Joshua I. White, Esq. 
William M. Hogg, Esq.  
 
Attorneys for Hernandez, on behalf of the State 
of California and Aggrieved Employees 



SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

Hernandez-Arroyo, et al. v. CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club, et al. 
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William M. Hogg, Esq  
william@laurelemploymentlaw.com  

Tel: (323) 551-9319  
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

August 15, 2025 

 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED  

 

Attn: PAGA Administrator 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 

Oakland, California 94612 

PAGAfilings@dir.ca.gov  

 

Re:    Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”) Notice  

 

Employees:   Dulce Hernandez 

 

Employer:  CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club 

and Does 1-50 

 

Dear PAGA Administrator: 

 

Pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699.3(a)(1), Dulce Hernandez notifies the California 

Labor & Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) that she intends to seek civil penalties 

pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699(a) and (f) for violations of the following provisions of 

the California Labor Code by CBDM Redlands, LLC d/b/a The Library Gentlemen’s Club (“The 

Library”), as well as any unknown related entities involved in the alleged violations:  

 

1. Failure to pay minimum wages (LAB. CODE §§ 1194, 1197, and 1197.1); 

2. Failure to pay wages (LAB. CODE §§ 204, 510, 1194, and 1194.5); 

3. Misappropriation of tips (LAB. CODE § 351); 

4. Failure to properly record earned tips/gratuities (LAB. CODE § 353); 

5. Failure to pay wages indisputably due (LAB. CODE § 206); 

6. Unlawful reclaiming of wages, tips, or gratuities already paid to an employee (LAB. CODE 

§ 221); 

7. Prohibited employment agreement (LAB. CODE § 432.5); 



Laurel Employment Law APC             Hernandez v. CBFM Redlands, LLC 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

August 15, 2025 

Page 2 of 6 

 

  

8. Prohibited video recording of employees in changing/locker room (LAB. CODE § 435); 

9. Failure to provide meal and rest periods and failure to provide compensation for missed 

meal and rest periods (LAB. CODE §§ 226.7 and 512); 

10. Failure to provide timely and accurate itemized wage statements (LAB. CODE § 226);  

11. Failure to reimburse for necessary business expenses (LAB. CODE § 2802); and 

12. Unlawful retaliation/discrimination (LAB. CODE § 98.6). 

 

Ms. Hernandez, who has been aggrieved by each of The Library’s violative pay practices 

stated above, intends to bring a civil action against The Library pursuant to PAGA on behalf of 

herself, the State of California, and other Aggrieved Employees.1 Specifically, the Aggrieved 

Employees at issue here are all of The Library’s current and former non-exempt 

dancers/entertainers, and other employees with similar job duties, who worked in California during 

the relevant statutory period. 

 

Background of The Library:  

 

 The Library runs an adult cabaret business, operating three separate clubs in Southern 

California. The Library runs clubs in Anaheim, Redlands, and Westminster—each location has 

similar operations and rules, including the same operating hours (3:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m.) and, upon 

information and belief, common management and payroll systems. These clubs provide alcoholic 

drinks, hookah rentals (at some locations), food, and exotic dancing services to The Library’s 

customers.  

 

Background of Aggrieved Employees: 

 

Ms. Hernandez is currently employed by The Library as a dancer and works at the Redlands 

club location. Ms. Hernandez has been employed by The Library as a dancer since approximately  

January 2022 through the present. The Library classified Ms. Hernandez as a non-exempt 

employee and pays her on an hourly rate basis. For a portion of 2025, The Library paid Ms. 

Hernandez less than the required minimum wage of $16.50 per hour, and instead paid her $16.00 

per hour.  

 

As a dancer, Ms. Hernandez provides the exotic dancing services that draw customers to 

The Library on a regular basis. In addition to her hourly rate of pay, Ms. Hernandez earns tips for 

the exotic dancing services she provides to The Library’s customers. In order to provide these 

services, Ms. Hernandez is required to pay for various types of clothing and makeup. Specifically, 

 
1  For avoidance of doubt, Ms. Hernandez is not pursuing any claims against Bob Martin, Inc. She is solely 

pursuing claims against CBDM Redlands, LLC, as well as unknown individuals who were employed by 

CBDM Redlands, LLC. 
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she is required to wear adult cabaret-themed attire that is appropriate for an exotic dancing club 

like The Library. Ms. Hernandez pays for these necessary clothing and makeup items out of pocket. 

 

The Aggrieved Employees, like Ms. Hernandez, are employed by The Library as dancers 

or entertainers who provide the exotic dancing services at The Library. Like Ms. Hernandez, the 

Aggrieved Employees are non-exempt employees, are paid by the hour, and earn tips from The 

Library’s customers for the exotic dancing services they provide. 

 

Allegations: 

 

The Library failed to pay Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees at the correct 

minimum wage rate, at least for a portion of time. Upon information and belief, The Library fails 

to update its payroll system to account for annual increases in the minimum wage rates set by the 

California Labor Code and IWC Wage Order(s). For example, for a portion of 2025, Ms. 

Hernandez and other Aggrieved Employees were paid at a rate of $16.00 per hour when the 

minimum wage rate was $16.50 per hour. Upon information and belief, The Library failed to 

properly update its pay practices to account for this annual increase in the state minimum wage 

rate and failed to provide retroactive payment for these wages. The difference in the wage rate paid 

($16.00 per hour) and the wage rate that should have been paid (at least $16.50 per hour) 

constitutes wages indisputably owed by The Library to Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved 

Employees. 

 

The Library also illegally records Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees in their 

designated locker/changing room through a camera system, in violation of Labor Code § 435. 

Upon information and belief, there is no court order in place allowing The Library to film Ms. 

Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees in this locker/changing room. 

 

The Library, including its managing employees and agents, also regularly require, instruct, 

or pressure dancers like Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees to share portions of their 

earned tips with other employees at The Library, including employees who do not customarily 

earn tips such as managerial employees, disc jockeys, security, and “trackers” (i.e., the employees 

at the club who track the number of dances performed by each exotic dancer, as well as track their 

earned tips for tax-reporting purposes). On average, Ms. Hernandez is pressured or expected to 

share approximately 10% of her tips earned on a given night with each employee, meaning she 

would be required to share 10% of her tips with the manager on duty, another 10% with security, 

another 10% with the DJ, and another 10% with the “tracker.” In total, Ms. Hernandez and other 

Aggrieved Employees are regularly required, instructed, or pressured to share upwards of 30%-to-

40% of their earned tips with The Library’s other employees each night worked. Upon information 

and belief, there is no tip-sharing or tip-pooling agreement at The Library. 

 

The Library also sets a “quota” for dancers like Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved 

Employees to meet for the number of private dances or champagne room/VIP room sessions 

booked per night. This “quota” is dependent on the day of the week, and time of day, worked. The 

quota is as follows: 
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This means, if a dancer like Ms. Hernandez works a shift on Wednesday and starts their 

shift some time between 7:00 p.m. and 8:59 p.m., they are expected to perform at least 8 private 

dances during their shift. The Library’s “trackers” (i.e., supervisory employees who track and 

record the number of private dances performed by dancers like Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved 

Employees) are responsible for ensuring the dancers meet this “quota.” The Library sets the price 

of private dances at $100 per dance, which is paid by the customer directly to the club through the 

“tracker.”  

 

The Library, however, keeps all proceeds from these quota-eligible services up to and 

including the total amount earned by the dancer (e.g., if a dancer has a quota of 6 dances and she 

performed 6 dances in her shift at $100 per dance, The Library keeps the entire $600 generated 

from those private dances). Private dances performed in excess of the quota are generally split 

between The Library and the Aggrieved Employee dancer at a rate of 20/80, with $20 of the $100 

dance fee being retained by The Library and the dancer receiving the remaining $80 as gratuity 

payments. Upon information and belief, there is no separate written agreement delineating this 

“commission”-type of arrangement, nor is there any separate agreement stating The Library is 

authorized to keep these portion of private dance payments. 

 

There is no meaningful difference in the type, kind, or quality of services provided by the 

dancer to the customer for “Private Dances” that count toward the quota as those dances where the 

amounts paid are considered tips/gratuities. In effect, these private dances constitute tips/gratuity 

payments from The Library’s customers to the dancers for the exotic dancing services provided. 

However, The Library improperly characterizes these gratuity payments as a “service fee” and 

wrongly retains portions of these tips for itself. Additionally, by setting a “quota” and retaining all 

monies paid by customers toward such “quota,” The Library is, in effect, improperly retaining all 

tips/gratuities paid by customers for the dances provided by Ms. Hernandes and the Aggrieved 

Employees up to the quota amount. This “quota” agreement constitutes an improper attempt by 

The Library to reclaim tips and gratuities already paid by The Library’s customers to the Aggrieved 

Employees. This type of agreement to improperly reclaim tips and/or falsely characterize 

tips/gratuities as “paid services” is prohibited by California law. 

 

As told by The Library, any money paid, handed, or otherwise given by a customer directly 

to the dancer (rather than to a “tracker” for a service provided by the dancer) is considered a 

gratuity. This money does not count toward the “quota” and is the dancer’s property. Upon 
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information and belief, these tips/gratuity payments are not recorded in The Library’s gross sales 

receipts.  

 

On average, dancers like Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees work 

upwards of 6 hours per shift. If they work in excess of 6 hours per shift, the dancers’ “quota” 

increases by 2 dances for each additional hour worked. Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved 

Employees are also not allowed to work over 6 hours in a workday unless The Library’s manager 

gives them permission to do so.  

 

The Library’s policies, practices, and procedures cause Ms. Hernandez and the other 

Aggrieved Employees to systematically miss their meal and/or rest periods. For example, despite 

routinely working upwards of 6 hours per workday and above, The Library does not permit or 

ensure Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees receive a fully-compliant and timely meal 

period. The Library likewise fails to provide or ensure Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved 

Employees receive a 10-minute rest period for each 4 hours of work. Despite The Library’s failure 

to provide timely and compliant meal and rest periods, The Library does not provide Ms. 

Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees with premium payments for non-compliant meal 

and rest periods. Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved Employees are frequently denied meal and/or 

rest periods for various reasons, including that The Library does not authorize, permit, and/or make 

available timely meal and/or rest periods to them, and/or Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved 

Employees are often too busy with work in order to make their daily “quota” each workday to have 

time to take a bona fide meal and/or rest period. The Library also does not monitor, take steps, or 

otherwise reasonably attempt to ensure meal and rest periods are made available to Ms. Hernandez 

and the other Aggrieved Employees. Further, when Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved 

Employees do attempt to take a meal period, they are often short, subject to interruption, and/or 

untimely, i.e., after the end of the 5th hour of work. As a result, Ms. Hernandez and the Aggrieved 

Employees are not provided with duty-free, uninterrupted, and timely 30-minute meal periods by 

the end of the 5th hour of work.   

 

Additionally, Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are not provided with 

uninterrupted, 10-minute rest periods, while completely relieved of any duty and/or control by 

Pearce, by the end of the 4th hour of work, and each four hours of work or major fraction thereof.  

 

Further, Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are required to purchase 

necessary clothing items and makeup using their own money. These clothing items are of a specific 

kind and variety, namely attire one would normally see at an adult cabaret/exotic dancing 

establishment. Despite requiring Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees to purchase 

these clothing items and makeup in order to perform their jobs as dancers/entertainers, The Library 

does not reimburse these dancers/entertainers for such out-of-pocket expenses. 

 

 As outlined herein, Ms. Hernandez and the other Aggrieved Employees are not 

compensated for all hours worked, all wages owed, all tips generated, and are not paid premium 

payments for missed meal and rest periods. The Library’s violative policies and practices result in 

non-compliant wage statements. Among other things, the wage statements The Library provides 
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fail to accurately reflect the gross wages earned, premium payments owed, all deductions applied 

(including tip claw-backs), and net wages earned. Therefore, Ms. Hernandez and the other 

Aggrieved Employees do not receive accurate, itemized wage statements as required under the 

Labor Code.   

 

After Ms. Hernandez hired an attorney and raised complaints about these various 

substandard working conditions and wage violations, The Library, including its managers and 

supervisory employees, began discriminating against Ms. Hernandez after she retained counsel 

and asserted her rights. Among other things, The Library’s managers and supervisory employees 

left Ms. Hernandez off of stage rotations, negatively impacting her ability to earn tips, and likewise 

declined to assist Ms. Hernandez when she reported a rude customer who touched her 

inappropriately.  

 

Ms. Hernandez is represented by Laurel Employment Law APC. Laurel Employment Law 

APC has extensive experience in the successful litigation and resolution of employment and 

representative actions. A description of the work, mission, and credentials of the firms can be 

found at www.laurelemploymentlaw.com. Ms. Hernandez and her counsel are committed to 

zealously pursuing redress on behalf of the State of California and all other similarly situated 

employees for the violations and civil penalties set forth above. 

 

If I can be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. We would appreciate 

hearing from the LWDA at its earliest convenience, and we thank you for your careful 

consideration of this matter. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

William M. Hogg (SBN 338196) 

LAUREL EMPLOYMENT LAW APC 

808 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 200 

Santa Monica, California 90401 

Tel: (323) 285-6131 

Fax: (323) 551-9319 

william@laurelemploymentlaw.com  

 

CC via Certified Mail: 

CBDM Redlands, LLC  

c/o: C T Corporation System 

330 North Brand Boulevard 

Glendale, California  

 

CC via Email: 

Jared Speier (jspeier@stradlinglaw.com) 

STRADLING YOCCA CARLSON & RAUTH LLP 
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