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FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERARDINO

KIRSTEN CORBETT and BRENDA
CARDENAS, individually, and on behalf of all
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

V.

G-Il APPAREL GROUP, LTD., an entity of
unknown form; AM RETAIL GROUP, INC., a
corporation; and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive,

Defendants.
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DECLARATION OF AUBRY WAND

I, Aubry Wand, hereby declare as follows:

1. | am an attorney at law, licensed to practice in the State of California. | am the
principal of the Wand Law Firm, P.C. (“WLF”’). WLF serves as counsel of record for Plaintiff in
the above-captioned action.

2. | make this declaration based on personal knowledge. If called as a witness, | could
and would readily and competently testify to all matters stated within.

3. I make this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Final Approval of Class
Action Settlement.

RELEVANT BACKGROUND

4. Based on my investigation, and what | have learned through substantial informal
discovery, I understand that Defendants AM Retail Group, Inc. (“Defendant”) owns and operates
retail clothing stores, such as DKNY and Karl Lagerfeld, throughout California.! Plaintiffs were
both employed by Defendant as sales managers, a non-exempt position, during the Class Period.
The Class is comprised of approximately 2,073 non-exempt employees who worked for
Defendant in California during the Class Period. There are approximately 776 PAGA employees
who worked for Defendant in California during the PAGA Period.

5. On October 9, 2024, my office filed a Second Amended Complaint, on behalf of
Plaintiffs, which effectively consolidated Plaintiff Cardenas’s claims with Plaintiff Corbett’s
claims in this action, pursuant to the Settlement Agreement.

6. Before engaging in mediation, Plaintiffs and their counsel completed: (a) a
comprehensive initial investigation, (b) legal research on their claims and potential defenses
thereto, and (c) substantial classwide informal discovery, all of which enabled Plaintiffs to act
intelligently and effectively in negotiating the proposed Settlement, as discussed below.

7. First, Plaintiffs obtained and analyzed relevant documents, such as Plaintiffs’

personnel files and other records. Plaintiffs also interviewed other employees of Defendant

1 G-111 Apparel Group, Ltd. is also named as a defendant and included as a released party.
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regarding the facts surrounding their employment. This enabled Plaintiffs to conduct an initial
evaluation regarding the factual basis for their claims.

8. Second, although Plaintiffs’ counsel is experienced in litigating wage-and-hour
class actions and is familiar with relevant California statutes and case law, counsel still needed to
conduct detailed research relating to the nuances of liability for their claims and Defendant’s
defenses thereto.

9. Third, Plaintiffs’ counsel obtained, inter alia, a statistically significant, random
sample of payroll records for Class Members, along with Defendant’s written policies. Plaintiffs
expended significant time reviewing and analyzing these records. Plaintiffs also worked with an
expert to analyze these records and conduct an exposure analysis. Although this information and
these documents were produced informally pursuant to the mediation, obtaining it was the result
of numerous back-and-forth negotiations with Defendant’s counsel in the weeks and months
before the mediation.

10. In sum, Plaintiffs carefully analyzed relevant evidence in the context of the merits
of Plaintiffs’ claims, Defendant’s defenses, and the likelihood of obtaining class certification and
other threshold issues in the litigation. Based on this information, Plaintiffs and their counsel were
well-apprised of the salient legal and factual issues before participating in the mediation.

11.  OnMay 17, 2024, the Parties participated in a mediation session with Todd Smith,
a highly experienced class action mediator. The settlement negotiations were at arm’s-length and,
although conducted in a professional manner, were adversarial. The Parties were unable to reach
agreement on the material terms of a settlement at the conclusion of a full-day mediation session,
but thereafter, they accepted a proposal from the mediator that would fully resolve this matter.

12.  The Parties have executed a Class Action Settlement Agreement and Release
(“Settlement Agreement’), which sets forth the terms of the classwide settlement, a true and
correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

13. On December 2, 2024, the Court granted preliminary approval, a true and correct
copy which is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

I
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NOTICE TO THE LWDA

14.  On December 13, 2022, my office filed and served notice to Defendants and the
LWDA, pursuant to California Labor Code section 2699.3, on behalf of Plaintiff Corbett. A true
and correct copy of this filing is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

15.  On December 19, 2022, my office filed and served an amended notice to
Defendants and the LWDA, pursuant to California Labor Code section 2699.3, on behalf of
Plaintiff Corbett. A true and correct copy of this filing is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

16.  On October 22, 2024, my office provided notice of the proposed Settlement to the
LWDA by filing a copy of the Settlement Agreement via the LWDA’s website. A true and correct
copy of the confirmation of this submission is attached hereto as Exhibit E.

17.  On December 3, 2024, my office submitted a copy of the signed Preliminary
Approval Order to the LWDA via its website. A true and correct copy of the confirmation of this
submission is attached hereto as Exhibit F.

18.  As of the date of this declaration, my office has not received any communication
from the LWDA regarding the Settlement or this case.

THE SETTLEMENT IS FAIR, REASONABLE, AND ADEQUATE

19.  Although confident in the merits of their claims, Plaintiffs and their counsel
considered several factors in reaching the decision to settle at this point in litigation.

20. For one, as with any class action, there is the risk that this Court would deny class
certification. If the Court denied class certification, Class Members would not be entitled to any
payment whatsoever. Based on Plaintiffs’ counsel’s experience, trial courts often interpret Brinker
Restaurant Corp. v. Superior Court (2012) 53 Cal.4th 1004 to find that common issues are
outweighed by individual inquiries related to why an employee may not have taken a compliant
meal period or rest break.

21. Furthermore, a legitimate controversy exists as to each cause of action. For
example, Plaintiffs would face challenges in proving their meal break claim in light of
Defendant’s facially compliant written meal break policy and the fact that Plaintiffs’ expert

calculated approximately a 24% facial meal period violation rate (including valid meal break
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waivers). Under Donohue v. AMN Services, LLC, 11 Cal.5th 58, 61 (2021), Defendant would be
able to rebut the presumption of violations as to these meal periods.

22.  Plaintiffs would also face challenges in proving their rest break claim on a
classwide basis since Defendant did not (and was not legally obligated to) maintain records of
when these breaks were taken, and its written policies were compliant. Plaintiffs’ overtime and
sick pay claims were based on the theory that Defendant failed to include certain bonuses in
calculating the regular rate, but there is a bona fide factual and legal dispute as to whether any
minimal remuneration paid was non-discretionary. Similarly, Plaintiffs’ section 2802
reimbursement claim was predicated on the theory that employees had to use their personal
phones, but Defendant’s written policies provide for reimbursement of these costs, and thus,
Plaintiffs could encounter difficulty establishing that Defendant prevented employees from
requesting and obtaining reimbursement. See USS-Posco Indus. v. Case (2016) 244 Cal. App. 4th
197, 206 (expenses incurred as a matter of “personal choice” were not necessary). Defendant also
raised the defense that no employees were expected to use their personal cellular phones, and that
if any managers, like Plaintiffs, were using their personal cell phones, Defendant did not know
about it.

23.  Plaintiffs’ suitable seating claim (under which only PAGA penalties are
recoverable) is subject to the defense that the nature of the work prohibited the use of seats, as
these retail employees, when not assisting customers, are expected to be performing other tasks
when on the clock, such as taking inventory, folding clothes, etc. See, e.g., LaFace v. Ralphs
Grocery Co., Case No. BC632679, 2020 WL 3096361 (Los Angeles Super. Ct., March 20, 2020)
and Luckett v. McDonald’s Restaurants of California, Inc., (Los Angeles Super. Ct., Aug. 4,
2021).

24.  Plaintiffs’ derivative claims present considerable risks for the same reasons.
Specifically, Plaintiffs’” waiting time claim, record-keeping claim, and wage statement claims are
derivative of their meal and rest breaks claims. Thus, if Plaintiffs could not certify a class or
establish liability with respect to these claims, their derivative claims would necessarily fail as

well.
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25.  Proving the wages due to each individual Class Member would be an expensive,
time-consuming, and uncertain proposition. For example, Plaintiffs would need to obtain the
contact information of absent Class Members and contact the Class Members and obtain
numerous declarations, at significant expense. Obtaining the cooperation of current employees
would also be difficult, given their likely reluctance to aid the prosecution of a lawsuit against
their employer.

26.  Continued litigation would also be expensive, involving a trial and possible
appeals, and would substantially delay any recovery. By contrast, Class Members will greatly
benefit by receiving timely relief and avoiding the risk of an unfavorable judgment.

Dunk/Kullar Analysis

27. Finally, Plaintiffs, with the assistance of expert analysis, calculated Defendant’s
maximum potential exposure, and when weighed against the monetary relief afforded under the
Settlement, the Settlement is fair, adequate, and reasonable. Plaintiffs’ exposure analysis is
summarized below:

Classwide Damages

Claim Damages
Meal Period Claim $937,599.47
Rest Break Claim (25% violation rate) $736,032.25
Unpaid Overtime/Sick Pay (Regular Rate) $7,596
Waiting Time Claim $3,859,557
Wage Statement Claim $1,016,750
Section 2802 Reimbursement Claim $525,620
Total $7,083,154.72

PAGA Penalties (Assuming $50 Across-the-Board Penalty)

Theory Penalties

Meal Period Claim $366,160
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Rest Break Claim (25% violation rate) $141,062
Unpaid Overtime/Sick Pay (Regular Rate0 $6,750
Waiting Time Claim $27,250
Wage Statement Claim $572,900
Section 2802 Reimbursement Claim $572,900
Suitable Seating $572,900
Total $2,259,922

This PAGA figure should be reduced substantially for the reasons explained below. First,
Plaintiff” PAGA claim is derivative of her underlying labor code claims. Therefore, for the PAGA
claim to have any value, Plaintiff would have to be able to prove a violation on the merits,
exposing Plaintiff” PAGA claim to the same risks identified above. See, e.g., Elliot v. Spherion
Pacific Work, LLC, 572 F.Supp.2d 1169, 1181-82 (C.D. Cal. 2008) (‘“Plaintiff’s claim under the
Private Attorneys General Act is wholly dependent upon her other claims. Because all of
Plaintiff’s other claims fail as a matter of law, so does her PAGA claim.”). Moreover, an award
of full PAGA penalties could be confiscatory given the facts of this case. It would be challenging
for Plaintiff to prove willfulness, likely rendering an imposition of full PAGA penalties unjust,
arbitrary, and oppressive or confiscatory. See Amaral v. Cintas Corp. No. 2 (2008) 163
Cal.App.4th 1157, 1213-14. Thus, the Court has the discretion to substantially reduce PAGA
penalties pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code section 2699(e)(2). This is not theoretical. In practice, courts
routinely reduce PAGA penalties by a substantial percentage. For example, | am aware of the

following cases where courts substantially cut the PAGA penalties that the Plaintiff sought:

Case PAGA Penalties | PAGA penalties | Percent
Sought Awarded Reduction

Fleming v. Covidien, Inc. (E.D. Cal. $2,800,000 $500,000 82%
2011)

Ghrdilyan v. RJ Financial (LASC $5,433,768 $325,000 94%
2012)

Aguirre v. Genesis Logistics (C.D. Cal. | $1,800,000 $500,000 72%
2012)

Li v. A Perfect Day Franchise, Inc. $4,500,000 $2,100,000 53%
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(N.D. Cal. 2012)

Sanchez, et al. v. McDonald’s $41,000,000 $750,000 98%
Restaurants of California, Inc. (LASC | (including (including

2017) minimal backpay) | minimal backpay)

Even if Plaintiffs were to recover PAGA penalties, they would likely be reduced
considerably. And if they were not, lengthy appeals would likely ensue. For example, in a class
and PAGA action against Wal-Mart, the Plaintiffs, among other things, obtained a verdict of $48
million in PAGA penalties based on a wage statement claim. Magadia v. Wal-Mart Associates,
Inc., 999 F. 3d 668 (9th Cir. 2021). The Ninth Circuit reversed, holding that there was no
underlying wage statement violation, eviscerating the entire PAGA penalty judgment on the wage
statement claim. Id. at 680. Finally, even though class certification requirements do not apply to
PAGA claims, at a PAGA trial, Plaintiffs could encounter difficulties with manageability and
proving damages. For these reasons, a reduction to Plaintiffs’ PAGA claim in the amount of 50%
is appropriate. Thus, Plaintiffs believe that the maximum PAGA penalties recoverable at trial in
this case is in the range of $1,129,961.

28. Intotal, Defendant’s maximum exposure for the foregoing claims is approximately
$8,213,115.72. The Gross Settlement Amount therefore represents over 13% of the maximum
damages potential if Plaintiffs were able to certify, and then prevail at trial, on their claims. This
is an excellent recovery for the Class, particularly due to the significant risks that continued and
protracted litigation would present if this matter continued.

29. Courts regularly approve settlements that account for substantially lower
percentages of the possible recovery at trial. See, e.g., Hopson v. Hanesbrands Inc., 2009 WL
928133, *8 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 3, 2009) (“The settlement ... represents less than two percent of that
amount,” but “may be justifiable ... given ... significant defenses that increase the risks of
litigation.”); In re Toys R Us—Del., Inc.— Fair & Accurate Credit Transactions Act (FACTA) Litig.,
295 F.R.D. 438, 453-54 (C.D. Cal.2014) (granting final approval of a settlement providing for
payment reflecting 3% of possible recovery); Reed v. 1-800 Contacts, Inc., 2014 WL 29011, *6

(S.D. Cal. Jan. 2, 2014) (granting final approval where settlement represented 1.7% of possible
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recovery); In re LDK Solar Sec. Litig., 2010 WL 3001384, *2 (N.D. Cal. July 29, 2010) (granting
final approval where settlement was 5% of estimated damages).

30. In sum, when the risks of litigation, the uncertainties involved in achieving class
certification, the burdens of proof necessary to establish liability, and the probability of appeal of
a favorable judgment are balanced against the merits of Plaintiff’s claims, the Settlement amount
is fair, adequate, and reasonable, and in the best interest of the Class.

COUNSEL’S QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

31. | received a B.A. from the University of Pennsylvania in 2007 in English and
Political Science. I received a J.D. from UC Law San Francisco (formerly UC Hastings) in 2011.
| became a member of the State Bar of California in December 2011, and | have been an active
member in good standing continuously since then.

32. In 2012, | completed a judicial clerkship for the Honorable Colette Y. Garibaldi,
of the First Circuit Court, State of Hawaii.

33. | have been litigating cases in Los Angeles, primarily on behalf of employees, and
frequently in the class action context, continuously for the past twelve years.

34. | worked for several years as an associate at a law firm that was almost exclusively
dedicated to representing the rights of employees.

35.  Thave been named a “Rising Star” from 2018 to 2025 for the Southern California
Super Lawyers magazine.

36. | founded WLF in 2016. WLF is focused on litigating cases on behalf of consumers
and employees. I am the firm’s managing partner and am responsible for all litigation decisions.

37.  WLF represents employees in single-plaintiff wrongful termination, FEHA, and
related matters. For example, in 2018 my office prevailed on a FEHA discrimination claim on
behalf of an employee in a private arbitration after completing a six-day hearing.

38. Over the past nine years, WLF has also successfully recovered substantial

compensation on behalf of employees and consumers in class and representative actions.
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39.  On September 10, 2020, Judge Vasquez of the Sacramento Superior Court,
appointed my firm, along with another firm, liaison counsel for the Plaintiff in the Judicial Council
Coordination Proceeding, Western Dental Wage and Hour Cases, JCCP No. 5079.

40.  WLF has served as lead counsel or co-counsel in numerous wage and hour class
action and PAGA representative cases in which millions of dollars have been recovered for
thousands of employees. Set forth in the following chart are some of the wage and hour class

actions and/or PAGA representative actions in which WLF was appointed class counsel and

which have been finally approved by the court:

Case Name

Case Number

Yee, et al. v. Wong & Lau, Inc., et al.

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC600087

Aguilar v. Hook Burger, LLC

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC608694

Morales v. OPARC

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
ClIVDS1622051

Hopper-Porter, et al. v. Desert Regional
Medical Center, Inc.

Riverside Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. RIC
1610095

Matthews v. Red Hill Country Club

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
ClvDS1706187

Vinnitsky v. L.A. Overnight, LLC

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC655314

Delgado, et al. v. Cienega Medical Spa, Inc.

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC637702

Backus v. Schireson Bros, Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
ClVvDS1809620

Carrillo v. Merchant of Tennis, Inc.

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC707896

Fonseca, et al. v. United Ag Personnel
Management, Inc., et al.

Kern Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. BCV-17-100791

Abelar v. American Residential Services, LLC

C.D. Cal. Case No. 19-cv-00726-JAK (JPRX)

Abbott, et al. v. Vitco Distributors, Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
ClvDS1820214

Machorro-Fernandez v. Tacos La Bufadora,
Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
ClvDS1831535
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Araujo v. Dealer Solution Service, Inc., et al.

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC720944

Arteaga, et al. v. B.W. Hotel, LLC

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
BC708551

Hurtado v. CitiStaff Solutions, Inc., et al.

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
19STCV02853

Revels v. Bottling Group, LLC

Orange Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. 30-2018-
01031810-CU-OE-CXC

Scott, et al. v. Kuehne+Nagel, Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CIVDS1707477

Green, et al. v. Material Supply, Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
ClvDS1928214

Western Dental Wage and Hour Cases

JCCP No. 5079

Zamarripa v. Superior Talent Resources, Inc.

Orange Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. 30-2019-
01060339-CU-OE-CXC

Villazon v. Saddleback Roofing, Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CIVSB2307262

Michel v. M&M Thrift Management Co., et al.

Los Angeles Sup. Ct. Case No.
22STCV23755

Chandler, et al. v. Compass Group USA, Inc.

Stanislaus Sup. Ct. Case No. CV-23-003352

Howell v. Infinity Hospice and Palliative
Care, Inc., et al.

Los Angeles Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
23STCV10153

Ramos v. Taqueria Milagro, Inc.

Santa Clara Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
23CV409955

Cervantes v. 1-10 Towing and Recovery, Inc.

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CIVSB2226791

Sanchez v. BSK Associates

San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CIVSB2309732

Larios De Mancilla v. Naraghi Farms, LLC

Stanislaus Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. CV-23-
003350

41.  WLF also litigates consumer class actions.

42.  On August 22, 2017, Judge Orrick of the U.S. District Court for the Northern

District of California, granted final approval to, and appointed my office (along with co-counsel)

as class counsel in a consumer class action entitled Knapp v. Art.com, Inc., Case No. 3:16-cv-
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00768-WHO, which involved a nationwide settlement on behalf of approximately 2 million class
members, based on allegations that the Defendants engaged in deceptive sales practices.

43.  On September 25, 2018, Judge Freeman U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of California, granted the Plaintiff’ contested motion for class certification, certifying a
California damages and injunctive relief class of consumers relating to false and deceptive
advertising regarding the geographical origin of certain beers in the action entitled Broomfield, et
al. v. Craft Brew Alliance, Inc., Case No. 5-17-cv-01027-BLF. Judge Freeman appointed my
office and co-counsel as class counsel in this matter.

44.  OnJuly 29, 2019, Judge Lorenz of the U.S. District Court for the Southern District
of California, granted final approval to, and appointed my office (along with co-counsel) as class
counsel in a consumer class action entitled Dashnaw, et al. v. New Balance Athletics, Inc., Case
No. 3:17-cv-00159-L-JLB, which involved settlement of a California class of nearly one million
class members, based on allegations that the Defendants engaged in deceptive “Made in USA”
representations with respect to some its shoes.

45.  On April 20, 2022, Judge Preska of the U.S. District Court for the Southern District
of New York, granted final approval to, and appointed my office (along with co-counsel) as class
counsel in a consumer class action entitled Hesse, et al. v. Godiva Chocolatier, Inc., Case No.
1:19-cv-0972-LAP, which involved settlement of a nationwide class of consumers of chocolate
products.

46.  On July 31, 2023, Judge Pregerson of the U.S. District Court for the Central
District of California, granted the plaintiffs’ contested motion for class certification, certifying a
California damages class of consumers relating to allegations of a false and deceptive made in
USA claim for certain tea products in the action entitled Banks, et al. v. R.C. Bigelow, Inc., Case
No. 2:20-cv-06208-DDP-RAOQ. Judge Pregerson appointed my office and co-counsel as class
counsel in this matter. My office is currently preparing for trial in October 2024.

47. On February 14, 2025, Magistrate Judge Locke recommended that the plaintiffs’

primary claims under New York General Business Law sections 349-350 be certified, and that
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my office and co-counsel be appointed class counsel, in the consumer class action entitled
Newton, et al. v. R.C. Bigelow, Inc., Case No. 2:22-cv-05660-LDH-SIL.

48.  WLF is currently litigating consumer class actions, data breach class actions, and
wage and hour class and representative actions in state and federal courts throughout the country,
including in California, Missouri, and New York.

ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS

49, Under the Settlement, Plaintiffs can request approval of up to $366,666.67 in
attorneys’ fees. The requested fees are reasonable under both the lodestar and percentage of
recovery analysis.

The Percentage Method

50.  The Court can utilize the percentage method in evaluating Plaintiffs’ request for
attorneys’ fees. See Laffitte v. Robert Half International Inc. (2016) 1 Cal.5th 480, 503. Here, the
requested attorneys’ fees represent one-third of the non-reversionary Gross Settlement Amount.
The Lodestar Method

51.  The requested attorneys’ fees are also reasonable under the lodestar method. WLF
has expended considerable time and resources vigorously litigating this case on behalf of the
Class.

52.  Atarequested rate of $850 per hour, my firm’s current lodestar is $101,915.

53.  The requested rate is my 2025 hourly rate. See Stetson v. Grissom, 821 F.3d 1157,
1166 (9th Cir. 2016) (“The lodestar should be computed either using an hourly rate that reflects
the prevailing rate as of the date of the fee request, to compensate class counsel for delays in
payment inherent in contingency-fee cases, or using historical rates and compensating for delays
with a prime-rate enhancement.”).

54, | respectfully submit that my requested hourly rate is appropriate for the following
reasons.

55. First, I am informed and believe that this rate is consistent with the Southern
California legal market for attorneys who manage complex actions. See, e.g., Alghanim v.

Alghanim, No. CV 23-10196-MWF (JDEXx), 2024 WL 3055692, at *2 (C.D. Cal. May 8, 2024)
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(approving hourly rates ranging between $1,110-$1,270 for partners); Yuga Labs, Inc. v. Ripps,
No. CV 22-04355-JFW (JEMX), 2024 WL 489248, at *2—4 (C.D. Cal. Jan. 11, 2024) (holding
hourly rates ranging from $1,240 to $1,410 for partners and $640 to $1,185 for associates was
reasonable); AECOM Energy & Constr., Inc. v. Topolewski, No. CV17-5398-RSWL (AGRXx),
2022 WL 1469501 (C.D. Cal. May 9, 2022), aff’d sub nom., No. 22-55546, 2023 WL 6058825,
at *4 (9th Cir. Sept. 18, 2023) (holding hourly rates of $1,116 for partner and $550 to $876 for
associates were reasonable).

56.  Second, and to the extent the Court finds it useful as a cross-check, hourly rates as
set forth in the Laffey Matrix support this hourly rate. See, e.g., Viveros v. Donahoe, No. CV 10—
08593 MMM (Ex), 2013 WL 1224848, at *5, n.30 (C.D. Cal. Mar. 27, 2013) (recognizing split
in the Ninth Circuit regarding the applicability of the Laffey Matrix but considering it as one
metric in assessing the reasonableness of an attorneys’ hourly rate). My hourly rate under the
Laffey Matrix is $948.2

57.  Third, courts can consider the real rate report. in measuring the reasonableness of
attorney hourly rates in the Central District of California, the 2023 Real Rate Report can be “a
useful guidepost.” See Rolex Watch USA Inc. v. Zeotec Diamonds Inc., No. CV 02-1089 PSG
(VBKX), 2021 WL 4786889, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 24, 2021) (collecting cases relying on the Real
Rate Report). According to the 2023 Real Rate Report, a “law firm partner practicing litigation in
Los Angeles requests a median hourly rate of $840.00.” Shagoofa v. Eshaqzi, 2024 1600657, No.
8:22-cv-01824-FWS-JDE, at *6 (C.D. Cal. Feb. 26, 2024).

58. Fourth, my rate in 2024, was, as a general matter, $800 per hour, as approved by
several courts. See, e.g., Michel v. M&M Thrift Management Co., et al., Los Angeles Sup. Ct.
Case No. 22STCV23755; Cervantes v. I-10 Towing and Recovery, Inc., San Bernardino Sup. Ct.
Case No. CIVSB2226791; Sanchez v. BSK Associates, San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CIVSB2309732; and De Mancillav. WIN Farms, LLC, et al., Stanislaus Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CV-23-003350.

2 http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html
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59. A $50 per hour increase from 2024 is appropriate. Courts recognize that a yearly
increase is appropriate based on inflation and the increased costs of practice, as well as increase
in experience. See, e.g., Charlebois v. Angeles Baseball, LP, 993 F. Supp. 2d 1109, 1125 (2012)
(“courts routinely recognize that fee rates increase over time based on a variety of factors.”);
Parker v. Vulcan Materials Co. Long Term Disability Plan, No. EDCV 07-1512 ABC (OPXx),
2012 WL 843623, *7 (C.D. Cal. Feb. 16, 2012) (approving as reasonable an approximate 10
percent increase between 2011 rates and 2012 rates and because “[i]t is common practice for
attorneys to periodically increase their rates for various reasons, such as to account for expertise
gained over time, or to keep up with the increasing cost of maintaining a practice”); In re Telik,
Inc. Sec. Litig., 576 F. Supp. 2d 570, 589 n.10 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) (“The use of current rates to
calculate the lodestar figure has been endorsed repeatedly by courts as a means of accounting for
the delay in payment inherent in class actions and for inflation.”); Pickett v. Sheridan Health Care
Center, 664 F. 3d 632, 649 (7th Cir. 2011) (“market value increased by more than the amount of
inflation as [attorney] acquired additional experience and successful outcomes over the past
decade”).

60.  WLF faces considerable risk in every contingency-fee case that it takes on. For
example, WLF resolved a contentious consumer class action that was litigated in Hawaii District
Court for over three years. WLF, along with co-counsel, devoted thousands of hours of attorney
time, as well as several hundred thousand dollars in out-of-pocket costs. The case involved, inter
alia, class certification, Daubert motions, summary judgment, and an interlocutory appeal. While
the case has been resolved confidentially, | can say that litigating cases on a contingent basis
presents real risks of not only recovering zero fees despite considerable outlays of attorney time,
but also the prospect of losing large sums of money in out-of-pocket costs that are advanced in
litigating these types of cases.

61.  WLF took this case on a contingent basis and has devoted a substantial amount of
time and energy into litigating this case all while receiving no payment and in the face of
considerable risk. At the time WLF decided to pursue this litigation, any monetary recovery was

far from certain. WLF knew that Defendant would devote significant resources to this litigation
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and would retain skilled attorneys who would mount a vigorous defense. WLF also knew that
there were risks regarding the viability of Plaintiffs’ claims and whether Plaintiffs would be able
to obtain the evidence to support their claims. And even if a settlement or favorable judgment was
reached, payment would be deferred for a considerable period of time.

62. | have spent 119.90 hours working on this case. A true and correct copy of my
contemporaneous time records in this case are attached hereto as Exhibit G. | have omitted
information that would disclose privileged communications, confidential work product, or the
identities of witnesses who | spoke with in connection with this matter.

63.  Counsel worked hard to move this case forward in an efficient manner. Although
my office vigorously litigated this case behalf of the Class, my office was mindful of avoiding
unnecessary battles that would create work, but not necessarily advance the case. As such, after
conducting a thorough investigation, we agreed to participate in early mediation, on the condition
that Defendant provide documents and information that we would need to evaluate liability and
damages. Had a settlement not been reached, WLF was prepared to continue to vigorously litigate
this case.

64.  These records also do not account for work that will be spent after the filing of this
Motion, including attendance at the Final Approval Hearing. Moreover, assuming the Court grants
final approval, and based on my experience, | believe that my firm will need to devote between
an additional 10-20 hours on this case as we continue to finalize the settlement process and close
the litigation. And there is always the possibility that unforeseen circumstances can lead to even
more substantial post-final approval work.

LITIGATION COSTS

65. Under the Settlement, Plaintiffs can request approval of up to $40,000 in litigation

costs. WLF’s out-of-pocket litigation costs are $9,702.71, itemized below.

Description Amount
LWDA Filing Fee $75.00
Complex New Case Filing Fees to Court $1,453.85
Filing Fees (Fax Filing and to Steno) $521.86
-16-
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CourtCall $72.00

Mediation Fees (Todd A Smith) $4,500.00
Expert Consulting Fees (Berger Consulting) $3,080.00
Total $9,702.71

CLASS REPRESENTATIVE SERVICE AWARDS

66.  The Settlement provides for a $10,000 Class Representative Service Award to each
of the two Plaintiffs, which is intended to recognize, among other things, the time and effort that
Plaintiffs expended on behalf of the Class, the excellent recovery obtained as a result of Plaintiffs’
efforts and the risk that Plaintiffs incurred in bringing this action.

67.  Throughout this litigation, Plaintiffs cooperated with Class Counsel and took
actions to protect the interests of the Class. Plaintiffs provided valuable information regarding the
various claims alleged in this action. Plaintiffs kept themselves informed of the developments in
this action, and participated in decisions concerning this action. Plaintiffs engaged in numerous
in-person and telephonic conversations with Class Counsel. The information and documentation
provided by Plaintiffs, and their active involvement in this case, was instrumental to achieving
this Settlement.

68. In addition, Plaintiffs faced many risks in acting as class representatives in this
matter. Plaintiffs faced tangible risks with respect to her future employment opportunities because
filing a public lawsuit against a prior employer may impede a person’s ability to secure
employment in the future. Indeed, there are websites that post information regarding employees
who have taken legal action against their employers, which increases the risk to named plaintiffs.

69. Plaintiffs placed themselves at substantial risk because if Defendant was to prevail
in this action, they could be personally liable for Defendant’s costs and attorneys’ fees, as reflected
in the following examples:

e Zalewav. Tempo Research Corp., No. B238142, 2013 WL 766535 (CA 2nd Dist. March

1, 2013) (court awarded the employer $2,210,360 in attorney’s fees to be paid by
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employee for employee’s unsuccessful suit for unpaid bonuses).

e Cunv. Cafe Tiramisu LLC, No. A131241, 2011 WL 5979937 (CA 1st Dist. Nov. 30,
2011) (court ordered the employee to pay $36,612.50 in attorney’s fees and costs to
employer for unsuccessful suit for unpaid wages).

e Wymore v. Minto, No. A125476, 2010 WL 3687511 (CA 1st Dist. Sept. 22, 2010) (court
awarded employer $6,577.50 in attorney’s fees for employee's unsuccessful suit for
unpaid salary and commissions).

e Villalobos v. Guertin, No. CIV. S-07-2778 LKK/GGH, 2009 WL 4718721 (E.D. Cal.
Dec. 3, 2009) (court ordered the employee/plaintiff’s counsel to pay $21,180 in
attorney’s fees and $1,525.80 in costs to defense counsel).

70.  Thus, Plaintiffs risked an adverse judgment, despite the fact that they would only
share in a pro rata portion of the funds available to the Class. If class representatives like Plaintiffs
are not sufficiently rewarded for taking such risks, they may not be willing to bring meritorious
class actions.

71.  The compensation afforded to the Class would not have been achieved without
Plaintiffs’ assistance. If each Class Member attempted to pursue his or her legal remedies
individually, each person would have to expend a significant amount of their own monetary
resources and time, which was rendered unnecessary by Plaintiffs putting themselves on the line
for the benefit of the Class.

72. Lastly, courts have approved $10,000 service awards (or greater) to named
plaintiffs in class and PAGA representative actions which | have litigated. See, e.g., Villazon v.
Saddleback Roofing, Inc., San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. CIVSB2307262 (awarding a
$10,500 service award to each of the two plaintiffs); Chandler, et al. v. Compass Group USA,
Inc., Stanislaus Sup. Ct. Case No. CV-23-003352 (awarding a $10,000 service award to each of
the two plaintiffs); Sanchez v. BSK Associates, San Bernardino Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No.
CIVSB2309732 (awarding a $10,000 service award to each of the plaintiff).
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THERE ARE NO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

73. | am not aware of any actual or potential conflicts of interest between me or my
firm and the proposed Class. To the contrary, at every step of the litigation my office has
vigorously litigated this case with the singular goal of achieving the best outcome for the Class.
It is my opinion that the proposed settlement provides an excellent monetary recovery for the
Class.

74.  The Settlement has also been structured to be procedurally and substantively fair,
and to avoid even a potential conflict of interest. For example, the requested attorneys’ fees
constitute one-third of the common fund, which is appropriate in class action settlements like this
one. See, e.g., Laffitte v. Robert Half International Inc. (2016) 1 Cal.5th 480, 503. And because
this is a common fund settlement with no reversion to Defendants, there is no potential conflict,
as any unapproved attorneys’ fees will simply be paid to the Class. Similarly, the Settlement is
not contingent on the approval of the Class Representative Service Award, and any unapproved
amounts will also revert to the Net Settlement Amount and be paid to the Class.

75.  Moreover, the Class Notice informed the Class of the attorneys’ fees and costs and
Class Representative Service Awards. No Class Member objected to this or any other aspect of
the Settlement.

SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION AND CLASS NOTICE

76.  Afterreceiving quotes from several reputable settlement administrators, the Parties
agreed on Simpluris, Inc. (“Simpluris”) to administer the Settlement. Simpluris has provided a
capped quote of $14,000 to administer the Settlement, which in my experience, is very reasonable,
and which was the most economical quote that my office received. My firm has no interest or
involvement in the governance or work of Simpluris.
1
1
1
I
I
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THERE ARE NO OTHER RELATED CASES

77. I am not aware of any pending cases that will be affected by approval of the
Settlement.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on February 28, 2025 at Long Beach, California.

'/%cz e L SRS e e e e,

Aubry Wand
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THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.
Aubry Wand (SBN 281207)

100 Oceangate, Suite 1200

Long Beach, CA 90802
Telephone: (310) 590-4503
Email: awand@wandlawfirm.com

BLUMENTHAL NORDREHAUG BHOWMIK DE BLOUW LLP
Norman B. Blumenthal (State Bar #068687)

Kyle R. Nordrehaug (State Bar #205975)

Aparajit Bhowmik (State Bar #248066)

Nicholas J. De Blouw (State Bar #280922)

2255 Calle Clara

La Jolla, CA 92037

Telephone: (858) 551-1223

Facsimile: (858) 551-1232

Website: www.bamlawca.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Putative Class

[Additional Counsel Listed on Following Page]

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

KIRSTEN CORBETT and BRENDA CASE NO.: CIVSB 2305772

CARDENAS, individually, and on behalf of all
others similarly situated,

V.

G-III APPAREL GROUP, LTD., an entity of
unknown form; AM RETAIL GROUP, INC., a
corporation; and DOES 1 through 10,

inclusive,

Plaintiffs, AGREEMENT AND RELEASE

Defendants.

CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE

CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

SHEPPARD MULLIN RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP
Derek R. Havel (SBN 193464)

Tyler J. Johnson (SBN 307386)

333 South Hope Street, 43rd FI

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Telephone: (213) 620-1780

Email: dhavel@sheppardmullin.com
tjjohnson@sheppardmullin.com

Attorneys for Defendant AM Retail Group, Inc.
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This Class Action Settlement and Release (“Settlement Agreement” or “Agreement™) is
entered into by and between Plaintiffs Kirsten Corbett and Brenda Cardenas (“Plaintiffs’) on behalf
of themselves and the Class and Defendant AM Retail Group (“Defendant” or “AMRG”). In
consideration of the mutual covenants, promises, and agreements set forth herein, the Parties agree,
subject to the approval by the Court, that the Action and the Released Claims shall be settled and
compromised as between Plaintiffs and the Class on the one hand, and Defendant on the other hand,
subject to the terms and conditions set forth herein.

DEFINITIONS

1. “Action” means collectively, the actions Corbett v. G-11I Apparel Group, LTD. et al.,
San Bernardino County Sup. Ct. Case No. 2305772 (“Corbett Action™), Cardenas v. AM Retail
Group, Inc., Orange Cty. Sup. Ct. Case No. 30-2023-01328419, and Cardenas v. AM Retail Group,
Inc., San Diego County Sup. Ct. Case No. 37-2023-00011858-CU-OE-CTL (both collectively the

“Cardenas Action™).

2. “Class” means all non-exempt employees who worked for Defendant in California
during the Class Period.
3. “Class Counsel” means Aubry Wand of the Wand Law Firm, P.C. (“Wand”) and

Norman B. Blumenthal, Kyle R. Nordrehaug, and Aparajit Bhowmik of Blumenthal Nordrehaug
Bhowmik De Blouw LLP (“BNBD”).

4. “Class Counsel Award” means (a) attorneys’ fees for Class Counsel’s litigation and
resolution of the Action, and (b) Class Counsel’s expenses and costs incurred in connection with the
Action.

5. “Class and PAGA Information” means the compilation of the following information
for each Class Member and PAGA Member: last known full name; social security number; last
known address; last known telephone number; number of compensable workweeks/pay periods for
each Class Member and PAGA Member during the Class Period and PAGA Period; and other such
mutually agreed upon information by the Parties as may be necessary to independently review the
Compensable Workweeks and Compensable Pay Periods attributed to each Class Member and

PAGA Member.
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6. “Class Member(s)” means each person who is a member of the Class defined in
Paragraph 2 above and who is eligible to participate in this Settlement.

7. “Class Notice” means the notice, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit
1, which the Settlement Administrator will mail to each Class Member, and which explains, inter
alia, the terms of this Settlement, each Class Member’s estimated Individual Settlement Payment,
each PAGA Members’ Individual PAGA Payment, the settlement process, and the right of Class
Members to object to the Settlement, opt-out of the Settlement, or dispute the number of
Compensable Workweeks attributed to them. The Class Notice need only be provided in English
because all Class Members are fluent in English.

8. “Class Period” means March 3, 2019 to the Preliminary Approval Date, or August
17, 2024, whichever is earlier.

0. “Class Representative Service Award” means the amount that the Court authorizes
to be paid to each of the two Plaintiffs, in addition to their Individual Settlement Payments and
Individual PAGA Payments, in recognition of, inter alia, their efforts and risks in assisting with the
prosecution of the Action and in return for executing a general release with Defendant.

10.  “Compensable Pay Period(s)” means the number of pay periods worked by each
PAGA Member individually and used as a value to calculate Individual PAGA Payments. The
number of Compensable Pay Periods for each PAGA Member will be calculated by the Settlement
Administrator, based on the Class Information provided by Defendant. The number of Compensable
Pay Periods for each PAGA Member will be determined by counting any pay period within the
PAGA Period during which a PAGA member worked at least one shift.

11.  “Total Compensable Pay Periods” means the sum of the Compensable Pay Periods
for all PAGA Members determined by the process described in Paragraph 10 above.

12.  “Compensable Workweek(s)” means the number of weeks worked by each Class
Member individually and used as a value to calculate Individual Settlement Payments. The number
of Compensable Workweeks for each Class Member will be calculated by the Settlement

Administrator, based on the Class Information provided by Defendant. The number of Compensable
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Workweeks for each Class Member will be determined by counting any week within the Class
Period during which a Class Member worked at least one shift.
13.  “Total Compensable Workweeks™ means the sum of the Compensable Workweeks

for all Class Members determined by the process described in Paragraph 12 above.

14.  “Court” means the Superior Court for the County of San Bernardino, State of
California.

15.  “Defendant” means AM Retail Group, Inc.

16. “Defendant’s Counsel” means Derek R. Havel and Tyler J. Johnson of Sheppard
Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP.

17.  “Effective Date” means the date on which the Court’s Final Approval Order and
Judgment becomes final. The Court’s Final Approval Order and Judgment “becomes final” upon
the latter of: (a) if there is no Objection to the Settlement, or if there is an Objection but it is
withdrawn, then, the date that the Final Approval Order and Judgment is entered by the Court; (b)
if there is an Objection to the Settlement that is not withdrawn, but no appeal is commenced
thereafter, then, sixty-five (65) calendar days following the date that Notice of Entry of the Final
Approval Order and Judgment is served; or (c) if there is an Objection to the Settlement, that is not
withdrawn, and any appeal, writ, or other appellate proceeding opposing the Settlement has been
filed within sixty-five (65) calendar days following service of Notice of Entry of Final Approval
Order and Judgment, then, when any such appeal, writ, or other appellate proceeding opposing the
validity of the Settlement has been resolved finally and conclusively affirming the Final Approval
Order and Judgment with no right to pursue further remedies or relief.

18.  “Employer’s Share of Payroll Taxes” means the dollar amount of Defendant’s
employer payroll tax obligation on the employee wage portion of the Individual Settlement
Payments, including but not limited to, customary withholdings for federal, state and local taxes,
and any similar tax or charge. Defendant shall be responsible for paying the Employer’s Share of
Payroll Taxes separately from, and in addition to, the Gross Settlement Amount.

19.  “Final Approval Hearing” means the hearing that the Court will hold after the Court

has granted preliminary approval of the Settlement and notice has been provided to the Class and
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the response of the Class to the Settlement has been determined, regarding, inter alia, whether final
approval of the Settlement is appropriate and the amounts properly payable for: (a) Individual
Settlement Payments; (b) the Class Counsel Award; (c) the Class Representative Service Awards;
(d) payment to the LWDA and PAGA Members; and (e) the Settlement Administration Costs.

20. “Final Approval Order and Judgment” means an order and judgment that the Court
will enter which finally approves this Settlement and enters a judgment.

21. “Gross Settlement Amount” means the amount that Defendant is obligated to pay
under this Settlement Agreement, which is $1,100,000.00. No portion of the Gross Settlement
Amount will revert to Defendant under any circumstances. Other than the Employer’s Share of
Payroll Taxes, the Gross Settlement Amount constitutes the total maximum amount that Defendant
shall pay to settle this Action.

22. “Individual Settlement Payment’” means the amount payable from the Net Settlement
Amount to each Settlement Class Member, less employee portions of state and federal withholding
taxes, including FICA, FUTA and SDI contributions and any other applicable payroll deductions
required by law, only to the extent applicable, as a result of the payment of the amount allocated to
such Class Members.

23. “Individual PAGA Payment” means the amount payable to the PAGA Members
from the $50,000 total amount allocated to PAGA penalties.

24.  “LWDA” means the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency.

25. “Net Settlement Amount” means the Gross Settlement Amount, less the Class
Counsel Award, Class Representative Service Award, the entire Payment to the LWDA and PAGA
Members, and Settlement Administration Costs. If the Court approves less than the amount
requested for the foregoing, such amounts will return to the Net Settlement Amount and be paid to
Settlement Class Members.

26.  “Objection” means a written communication submitted by a Class Member to the
Settlement Administrator that contains a clear statement by the Class Member that he or she is
objecting to any of the terms of the Settlement. Class Members may also object to the Settlement

orally at the Final Approval Hearing without the need to submit a written Objection.
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27.  “Operative Complaint” means the Second Amended Complaint, attached hereto as
Exhibit 2, which the Parties stipulate shall be filed in the Corbett Action. The Operative Complaint
shall consolidate the Corbett Action with the Cardenas Action, and shall include all of both Plaintiff
Corbett and Plaintiff Cardenas’s claims.

28. “PAGA Member(s)” means all non-exempt employees who worked for Defendant
in California during the PAGA Period.

29. “PAGA Period” means December 21, 2021 to the Preliminary Approval Date, or
August 17, 2024, whichever is earlier.

30.  “Parties” means Plaintiffs and Defendant collectively, and “Party” means either
Plaintiffs or Defendant individually.

31.  “Payment Ratio” means the respective Compensable Workweeks for each Settlement
Class Member divided by the Total Compensable Workweeks for all Settlement Class Members.

32. “PAGA Payment Ratio” means the respective PAGA Pay Periods for each PAGA
Member divided by the total PAGA Pay Periods for all PAGA Members.

33. “Plaintiffs” means Kirsten Corbett and Brenda Cardenas.

34. “Preliminary Approval Date” means the date upon which the Court enters the
Preliminary Approval Order.

35.  “Preliminary Approval Order” means the order, substantially in the form attached
hereto as Exhibit 3, which grants preliminary approval of the Settlement.

36.  “Request for Exclusion” means a letter or other written communication submitted by
a Class Member to the Settlement Administrator that contains a clear statement by the Class Member
that he or she is electing to be excluded from the Settlement.

37.  “Released Parties” means Defendant AM Retail Group, Inc. and G-III Apparel
Group, Ltd. and their past, present and future agents, employees, servants, officers, directors,
partners, trustees, representatives, shareholders, stockholders, attorneys, parents, subsidiaries,
equity sponsors, related companies/corporations and/or partnerships, divisions, assigns,
predecessors, successors, insurers, consultants, service providers, joint venturers, joint employers,

co-employers, dual employers, alleged joint employers, alleged co-employers, alleged dual
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employers, affiliates, alter-egos, and affiliated organizations, and all of their respective past, present
and future employees, directors, officers, agents, attorneys, stockholders, fiduciaries, parents,
subsidiaries, and assigns.

38.  “Released Claims by Plaintiffs” means: in exchange for the consideration provided
under this Settlement, Plaintiffs, for themselves and for their heirs, representatives, attorneys,
executors, administrators, successors, and assigns — releases, acquits, remises, and forever
discharges the Released Parties, from any and all actions, causes of action, obligations, costs,
expenses, damages, losses, claims, liabilities, suits, debts, demands, and benefits (including
attorneys’ fees and costs), of whatever character, in law or in equity, known or unknown, suspected
or unsuspected, matured or unmatured, of any kind or nature whatsoever, based on any act,
omission, event, occurrence, or nonoccurrence from the beginning of time to the date of execution
hereof, including but not limited to any claims or causes of action arising out of or in any way
relating to Plaintiffs’ relationship with and/or services performed for Defendant or which have been
or could have been made in the Action. This release of claims includes, but is not limited to, claims
for breach of any implied or express contract or covenant; claims for promissory estoppel; claims
of entitlement to any pay, including, but not limited to, overtime wages, meal and rest break
premiums, bonuses, and commissions; claims of wrongful denial of insurance and employee
benefits; claims for wrongful termination, retaliatory discharge or public policy violations of
whatever kind or nature, defamation, invasion of privacy, fraud, misrepresentation, emotional
distress or other common law or tort matters; claims of harassment, retaliation or discrimination
based on any basis, including but not limited to age, race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation,
national origin, ancestry, physical or mental disability, medical condition, marital status; claims
under the California Labor Code, California Government Code, California Business and Professions
Code, and California Health and Safety Code; claims based upon the California Constitution; claims
based on any federal, state or other governmental statute, regulation or ordinance, including, without
limitation, the California Confidentiality of Medical Information Act, the California Fair
Employment & Housing Act, the California Unfair Business Practice Act, the California Private

Attorneys General Act, LW.C. Wage Orders, the California Labor Code, the California Family
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Rights Act, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, the Labor Management Relations Act, the Family Medical Leave Act, the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act (29 U.S.C. § 621, et seq.), and the Older Workers Benefit
Protection Act, all as amended. As to Plaintiffs’ Released Claims only, Plaintiffs expressly waive
all rights and benefits under the terms of section 1542 of the California Civil Code. Section 1542
reads as follows:

A general release does not extend to claims that the creditor or releasing party does
not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time of executing the release

and that, if known by him or her, would have materially affected his or her settlement
with the debtor or released party.

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 1542, and for the purpose of implementing a full
and complete release and discharge of all of their Released Claims, Plaintiffs expressly acknowledge
that this Settlement is intended to include in its effect, without limitation, all Released Claims which
Plaintiffs do not know or suspect to exist in their favor at the time of execution hereof, and that the
Settlement contemplates the extinguishment of all such Released Claims.

This general release applies to Plaintiffs only; it does not apply to the Released Claims by
Settlement Class Members or PAGA Members.

39.  “Released Class Claims by Settlement Class Members” means: in exchange for the
consideration provided under this Settlement, Settlement Class Members shall fully and finally
release and discharge Released Parties, from any and all claims that were alleged, or reasonably
could have been alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint, including but not
limited to the failure to pay minimum wages, straight time compensation, overtime compensation,
double-time compensation, and interest thereon; failure to timely pay regular and final wages; the
calculation of the regular rate of pay; wages lost from time rounding and timekeeping; non-
compliant (e.g., missed, short, late, and/or interrupted) meal periods and rest periods; failure to
provide meal periods; failure to authorize and permit rest periods; the calculation and payment of
meal period and rest period premiums; payment for all hours worked, including off-the-clock work
and uncompensated work time; wage statements and paystubs, including wage statements and

paystubs furnished or available in physical, electronic, or other forms; failure to pay sick pay wages;
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failure to properly calculate sick pay wages; failure to keep accurate records; failure to reimburse
for all necessary business expenses; failure to provide suitable seating; unfair business practices;
recordkeeping penalties, wage statement penalties, minimum-wage penalties, and waiting-time
penalties; statutory penalties and civil penalties; interest for claims for unpaid wages; and attorneys’
fees and costs; claims under the California Labor Code including sections 201, 201.3, 202, 203, 204,
210, 218, 218.5, 218.6, 221, 223, 224, 226, 226.3, 226.7, 233, 246, 246.5, 248.5, 510, 512, 558,
1174, 1182.12, 1194, 1194.2, 1194.3, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, and 2802); the Wage Orders of the
California Industrial Welfare Commission; and California Business and Professions Code section
17200, et seq. (the “Released Wage and Hour Class Claims™). This release excludes the release of
claims not permitted by law, including, claims for vested benefits, unemployment insurance,
disability, social security, workers’ compensation, or claims based on facts occurring outside the
Class Period.

40. “Released PAGA Claims by PAGA Members” means Plaintiffs, as representatives
for the State of California and the Labor Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) and on behalf
of all PAGA Members, completely release and discharge Defendant and Released Parties from any
and all claims for the recovery of civil penalties under the California Private Attorneys General Act,
California Labor Code § 2698, et. seq., that were alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged,
based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint and the PAGA Notice that occurred during the
PAGA Period, including but not limited to claims for unpaid wages, including failure to pay
minimum wages, straight time compensation, overtime compensation, double-time compensation,
and interest; the calculation of the regular rate of pay; non-compliant (e.g., missed, short, late, and/or
interrupted) meal periods and rest periods; failure to provide meal periods; failure to authorize and
permit rest periods; the calculation and payment of meal period and rest period premiums; failure
to reimburse for all necessary business expenses; payment for all hours worked, including off-the-
clock work and rounded time; failure to provide suitable seating; failure to pay sick pay, including
at the regular rate of pay; wage statements; failure to keep accurate records; unlawful deductions
and/or withholdings from wages; failure to timely pay wages; and failure to timely pay final wages.

The Released PAGA Claims include claims for violation of the Wage Orders of the California
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Industrial Welfare Commission and the following California Labor Code sections: 201, 201.3, 202,
203,204,210, 218,218.5,218.6,221, 223, 224,226, 226.3,226.7, 233, 246, 246.5, 248.5, 510, 512,
558,1174,1182.12,1194,1194.2,1194.3, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 2802, 2698 et seq., and 2699 et seq.)
The foregoing release shall apply to all PAGA members, regardless of whether they exclude
themselves from the Released Class Claims. This release shall only apply to claims arising at any
point during the PAGA Period.

41. “Response Deadline” means 45 calendar days after the postmark date of the Class
Notice that the Settlement Administrator shall mail to Class Members, and the last date on which
Class Members may: (a) submit a Request for Exclusion; (b) submit a written Objection to the
Settlement; or (c¢) dispute the number of Compensable Workweeks attributed to them.

42.  “Settlement” means the disposition of the Action pursuant to this Agreement.

43.  “Settlement Administration Costs” means the amount to be paid to the Settlement
Administrator from the Gross Settlement Amount for notice and administration of this Settlement.

44. “Settlement Administrator” means Simpluris. The Settlement Administrator shall be
responsible for, inter alia: (a) printing and mailing the Class Notice to the Class; (b) calculating the
Individual Settlement Payments and PAGA Payments based on the Class Information; (c)
calculating the Employer’s Share of Payroll Taxes; (d) receiving and reporting the Requests for
Exclusion and Objections submitted by Class Members to the Parties; (e) providing declaration(s)
as necessary in support of preliminary and/or final approval of this Settlement; (f) processing and
mailing payments to Plaintiffs, Class Counsel, the LWDA, and Settlement Class Members and
PAGA Members; (g) creating and maintaining a static settlement website where relevant documents
and information pertaining to the Settlement will be posted, including inter alia, the judgment and
amended judgment if applicable; (h) issuing any tax forms as appropriate, and (i) any other tasks as
the Parties mutually agree or the Court orders the Settlement Administrator to perform. The
Settlement Administrator shall keep the Parties timely apprised of the performance of all Settlement
Administrator responsibilities. The Parties agree that they have no financial interest or other

relationship with Simpluris that could create a conflict of interest. Should a conflict of interest or
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other issue lead to the disqualification of the selected Settlement Administrator, the Parties will meet
and confer as to a suitable replacement.

45.  “Settlement Class” or “Settlement Class Members” means all Class Members who
have not opted out of the Class by submitting a valid and timely Request for Exclusion.

RECITALS

46. The Actions. On February 24, 2023, Plaintiff Corbett commenced this Action by
filing a PAGA representative action complaint. On June 5, 2023, Plaintiff Corbett filed a First
Amended Class Action Complaint, adding class claims. On March 22, 2023, Plaintiff Brenda
Cardenas filed a class action complaint against Defendant. On May 30, 2023, Cardenas filed a
separate lawsuit in Orange County Superior Court seeking penalties under PAGA for the wage and
hour violations alleged in her proposed class action complaint.

47. Investigation and Discovery. The Parties conducted significant investigation of the

facts and law during the prosecution of the Action and before this Settlement was reached. Such
discovery and investigation includes, inter alia, the exchange of information and documents
pertaining to Plaintiffs and the Class, and numerous meetings and informal conferences wherein the
Parties exchanged information, class data, and theories of the case. Plaintiffs have also investigated
the law as applied to the facts of Plaintiffs’ claims and Defendant’s potential defenses thereto.

48.  Mediation and Settlement. On May 17, 2024, the Parties engaged in mediation with

Todd Smith, Esq. The Parties were unable to reach a settlement at the conclusion of the mediation,
but they subsequently accepted a proposal from the mediator regarding the material terms for a
proposed class action settlement that would fully resolve this matter, as memorialized in greater
detail herein.

49.  Benefits of Settlement to Class Members. Plaintiffs and Class Counsel recognize the

expense and length of continued proceedings necessary to litigate Plaintiffs’ claims through trial
and any possible appeals. Plaintiffs have also taken into account the uncertainty and risk of the
outcome of further litigation, and the difficulties and delays inherent in such litigation. Plaintiffs
and Class Counsel are also aware of the burdens of proof necessary to establish liability for the

claims asserted in the Action, both generally and in response to Defendant’s defenses thereto, and
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the difficulties in establishing damages for the Class. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiffs and Class
Counsel have determined that the Settlement set forth in this Settlement Agreement is fair, adequate,
and reasonable, and is in the best interests of the Class.

50. Defendant’s Reasons for Settlement. Defendant has concluded that any further

defense of this litigation would be protracted and expensive for all Parties. Substantial amounts of
Defendant’s time, energy, and resources have been and, unless this Settlement is completed, will
continue to be devoted to the defense of the claims asserted by Plaintiffs. Defendant has also taken
into account the risks of further litigation in reaching its decision to enter into this Settlement.
Defendant specifically and generally denies all of the claims asserted in the Action and all other
Released Claims; denies all allegations and claims as to liability, damages, penalties, interest, fees
and all other forms of relief; denies any and all wrongdoing of any kind whatsoever associated with
any of the facts or claims alleged in the Action; and makes no concessions or admissions of
wrongdoing or liability of any kind whatsoever. Defendant maintains that for any purpose other than
settlement, the Action is not suitable or appropriate for class action or representative action
treatment. Defendant has agreed, nonetheless, to settle in the manner and upon the terms set forth
in this Settlement Agreement to put to rest the claims in the Action. As to the Released Claims,
Defendant denied and continues to deny each of those claims.

STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT

51. NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, promises, and
agreements set forth herein, the Parties agree, subject to the Court’s approval, as follows:

52. It is agreed by and among Plaintiffs and Defendant that this Settlement shall bind the
Plaintiffs, Settlement Class Members, PAGA Members, and Defendant, subject to the terms and
conditions hereof.

53. Circular 230 Disclaimer. Each Party to this Agreement (for purposes of this section,

the “acknowledging party” and each Party to this Agreement other than the acknowledging party,
an “other party”) acknowledges and agrees that (1) no provision of this Agreement, and no written
communication or disclosure between or among the Parties or their attorneys and other advisers, is

or was intended to be, nor shall any such communication or disclosure constitute or be construed or
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be relied upon as, tax advice within the meaning of United States Treasury Department Circular 230
(31 CFR Part 10, as amended); (2) the acknowledging party (a) has relied exclusively upon his, her,
or its own, independent legal and tax counsel for advice (including tax advice) in connection with
this Agreement, (b) has not entered into this Agreement based upon the recommendation of any
other party or any attorney or advisor to any other party, and (c) is not entitled to rely upon any
communication or disclosure by any attorney or adviser to any other party to avoid any tax penalty
that may be imposed on the acknowledging party; and (3) no attorney or adviser to any other party
has imposed any limitation that protects the confidentiality of any such attorney’s or adviser’s tax
strategies (regardless of whether such limitation is legally binding) upon disclosure by the
acknowledging party of the tax treatment or tax structure of any transaction, including any
transaction contemplated by this Agreement.

54. Filing of Operative Complaint. The Parties stipulate to the filing of the Operative

Complaint in the Corbett Action, which will consolidate the claims alleged in the Cardenas Action,
for settlement purposes. Plaintiffs shall file the Operative Complaint within seven (7) days of the
full execution of this Agreement. Within seven (7) days of the Preliminary Approval Date, Plaintiff

Cardenas will dismiss the Cardenas Actions without prejudice.

55.  Class Certification. Defendant stipulates to class certification pursuant to California
Code of Civil Procedure § 382 for purposes of settlement only. If the Court does not grant either
preliminary or final approval of this Settlement, the Parties agree that this stipulation regarding class
certification will be revoked, and the Parties will return to a point in litigation immediately prior to
the execution of this Agreement and Defendant may assert all potentially applicable defenses in
connection with the Action (e.g., contest whether the Action should be maintained as a class action,
contest the merits of the claims being asserted in the Action, etc.).

56.  Approval of Settlement. Plaintiffs will move the Court to grant preliminary and final

approval of this class action Settlement. The Parties agree to work diligently and cooperatively to
have this matter presented to the Court for preliminary and final approval.

57.  LWDA Notice. Plaintiffs acknowledge and agree that they will provide notice to the
LWDA of this Settlement in accordance with California Labor Code § 2699(1)(2).
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58.  Release of Claims by Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs release the “Released Claims by

Plaintiffs™ as of the date that the Gross Settlement Amount is fully funded by Defendant.

59. Release of Class Claims by Settlement Class Members. Settlement Class Members

release the “Released Claims by Settlement Class Members™ as of the date that the Gross Settlement
Amount is fully funded by Defendant.
60. Release of PAGA Claims by PAGA Members. PAGA Members release the

“Released PAGA Claims™ as of the date that the Gross Settlement Amount is fully funded by
Defendant.

61. Settlement Administration. Within fourteen (14) calendar days after the Preliminary

Approval Date, Defendant shall provide the Settlement Administrator with the Class Information.
The Class Information shall not be disclosed to Plaintiffs, Class Counsel or anyone else external to
the Settlement Administrator without the written consent of Defendant, except as to certain
information which may be necessary to enable Class Counsel to assist in resolution of, or otherwise
respond to, any workweek disputes or objection for Class Members that may arise.

62.  Notice to the Class. Upon receipt of the Class Information, the Settlement

Administrator will perform a search based on the National Change of Address Database to update
and correct any known or identifiable address changes. Within fourteen (14) calendar days after
receiving the Class Information, the Settlement Administrator shall mail copies of the Class Notice
to all Class Members via regular First-Class U.S. Mail. The Settlement Administrator shall exercise
its best judgment to determine the current mailing address for each Class Member. The address
identified by the Settlement Administrator as the current mailing address shall be presumed to be
the best mailing address for each Class Member.

a. The Class Notice and Procedure Comports with Due Process. The Parties

agree that the notice procedures outlined in this Agreement provide the best and most practical
method of giving notice to the Class and fully comply with due process and all applicable laws and
rules.

b. Undeliverable Notices. Any Class Notice returned to the Settlement

Administrator as non-delivered on or before the Response Deadline shall be re-mailed to the

-14-

CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

forwarding address affixed thereto within seven (7) calendar days. If no forwarding address is
provided, the Settlement Administrator shall promptly attempt to determine a correct address by use
of skip-tracing, or other search using the name, address and/or Social Security number of the Class
Member involved, and shall then perform a re-mailing, if another mailing address is identified by
the Settlement Administrator. If the undeliverable notice is for a currently employed Class Member,
the Settlement Administrator shall contact Defendant, which will then make all reasonable efforts
to obtain the Class Member’s current mailing address within seven (7) calendar days, and provide
it to the Settlement Administrator. Class Members who receive a re-mailed Notice of Class
Settlement shall have an additional 14 days beyond the Response Deadline provided in the Class
Notice: (a) submit a Request for Exclusion; (b) submit an Objection to the Settlement; or (¢) dispute
the number of Compensable Workweeks attributed to them.

C. Disputes Regarding Individual Settlement Payments. Class Members will

have the opportunity, should they disagree with Defendant’s records regarding the dates of
employment stated in the Class Notice and/or the number of Compensable Workweeks attributed to
them, to provide documentation and/or an explanation to show contrary information by the
Response Deadline. The dispute form must: (a) contain the full name, address, and telephone
number of the Class Member, and the last four digits of the Class Member’s social security number
or full employee ID number; (b) contain the case name and case number; (c) a clear statement by
the Class Member that he or she is disputing the number of Compensable Workweeks and the basis
for the dispute; (d) be signed by the Class Member; and (e) be postmarked or e-mailed by the
Response Deadline. The date of the postmark on the return mailing envelope on the dispute form,
or the date the e-mail is sent, shall be the exclusive means used to determine whether it has been
timely submitted. If there is a dispute, the Settlement Administrator will consult with the Parties to
determine whether an adjustment is warranted. The Settlement Administrator shall then determine
the eligibility for, and the amounts of, any Individual Settlement Payments under the terms of this
Agreement. In the absence of circumstances indicating fraud, manipulation or destruction,

Defendant’s records shall be given a rebuttable presumption of accuracy.
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d. Requests for Exclusion. Class Members who wish to exclude themselves

from the Settlement must mail to the Settlement Administrator a Request for Exclusion by the
Response Deadline. The Request for Exclusion must: (a) contain the full name, address, and
telephone number of the Class Member, and the last four digits of the Class Member’s social security
number; (b) contain the case name and case number; (c) a clear statement by the Class Member that
he or she is electing to be excluded from the Settlement; (d) be signed by the Class Member; and
(e) be postmarked or e-mailed by the Response Deadline. The date of the postmark on the return
mailing envelope on the Request for Exclusion, or the date the e-mail is sent, shall be the exclusive
means used to determine whether it has been timely submitted. Any Class Member who requests to
be excluded from the Settlement Class shall not be entitled to any Individual Settlement Payment,
shall not release any of the Released Claims by Settlement Class Members, and shall not have any
right to object, appeal or comment thereon. Class Members who fail to submit a valid and timely
Request for Exclusion on or before the Response Deadline shall be bound by all terms of the
Settlement and any Final Approval Order and Judgment entered in this Action.

e. Objections. Class Members who wish to object to the Settlement may do so
orally at the Final Approval Hearing without the need to submit a written Objection, or by mailing
to the Settlement Administrator a written Objection by the Response Deadline. The written
Objection must: (a) contain the full name, address, and telephone number of the Class Member, and
the last four digits of the Class Member’s social security number; (b) contain the case name and
case number; (¢) the dates of employment of the Class Member; (d) state whether the Class Member
intends to appear at the final approval hearing; (e) be signed by the Class Member; (f) state the basis
for the Objection, including any legal briefs, papers or memoranda in support of the Objection; and
(g) be postmarked or e-mailed by the Response Deadline. The date of the postmark on the return
mailing envelope on the written Objection, or the date the e-mail is sent, shall be the exclusive means
used to determine whether the written Objection has been timely submitted. Class Members who
fail to make Objections in the manner specified above shall be deemed to have waived any
objections and shall be foreclosed from making any objections (whether by appeal or otherwise) to

the Settlement. Class Counsel shall not represent any Class Members with respect to any Objections.
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The Settlement Administrator will provide the Parties with any written Objection within seven (7)
calendar days of its receipt of any Objection. Plaintiffs will file any and all written Objections with
the Court in advance of the Final Approval Hearing.

63. Funding of the Gross Settlement Amount. Within fourteen (14) calendar days of the

Effective Date, Defendant shall wire transfer the full Gross Settlement Amount, plus the Employer’s
Share of Payroll Taxes, to the Settlement Administrator.

64. Allocation of Settlement. The funds from the Gross Settlement Amount shall be

distributed as follows:

a. Payments to Settlement Class Members. Individual Settlement Payments will

be paid from the Net Settlement Amount and shall be paid pursuant to the settlement formula set
forth herein. The Settlement Administrator shall calculate the Total Compensable Workweeks for
all Settlement Class Members based on the Class Information. The respective Compensable
Workweeks for each Settlement Class Member will be divided by the Total Compensable
Workweeks for all Settlement Class Members, resulting in the Payment Ratio for each Settlement
Class Member. Each Settlement Class Member’s Payment Ratio will then be multiplied by the Net
Settlement Amount to determine his or her Individual Settlement Payment. Individual Settlement
Payments will be allocated as follows: 25% wages and 75% interest and penalties. Individual
Settlement Payments shall be mailed by regular First-Class U.S. Mail to Settlement Class Members’
last known mailing address.

b. Payments to PAGA Members. The Settlement Administrator shall calculate

the total Compensable Pay Periods for all PAGA Members based on the Class Information. The
respective Compensable Pay Periods for each PAGA Member will be divided by the total
Compensable Pay Periods for all PAGA Members, resulting in the PAGA Payment Ratio for each
PAGA Member. Each PAGA Member’s PAGA Payment Ratio will then be multiplied by
$12,500.00 to determine his or her Individual PAGA Payment. PAGA Payments will be allocated
as follows: 100% penalties. PAGA Payments shall be mailed by regular First-Class U.S. Mail to

PAGA Members’ last known mailing address.
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C. Un-Negotiated Settlement Checks to Settlement Class Members and PAGA

Members. Individual Settlement Payment and PAGA Payment checks shall remain negotiable for
one hundred and twenty (120) calendar days from the postmark date of issuance. If the check is
not cashed, deposited, or otherwise negotiated within the 120-day deadline, the check will be
voided, and the funds associated with any such voided checks shall be distributed to the California
Controller’s Unclaimed Property Fund in the name of the Class Member thereby leaving no
“unpaid residue” subject to the requirements of California Code of Civil Procedure Section 384,
subd (b).

d. Certification by Settlement Administrator. The Parties have the right to

monitor and review administration of the Settlement. Any disputes not resolved by the Settlement
Administrator concerning the administration of the Settlement will be resolved by the Court, under
the laws of the State of California. Prior to any such involvement of the Court, counsel for the Parties
will confer in good faith to resolve the disputes without the necessity of involving the Court. Upon
completion of administration of the Settlement, the Settlement Administrator shall provide written
certification of such completion to counsel for the Parties, and which shall be filed with the Court
as necessary.

€. Settlement Awards Do Not Trigger Additional Benefits. All monies received

by Settlement Class Members shall be deemed to be income to such Settlement Class Members
solely in the year in which such awards actually are received by the Settlement Class Members. It
is expressly understood and agreed that the receipt of such Individual Settlement Payments will not
entitle any Settlement Class Member to additional compensation or benefits under any company
compensation or benefit plan or agreement in place during the period covered by the Settlement,
nor will it entitle any Settlement Class Member to any increased pension and/or retirement, or other
deferred compensation benefits. It is the intent of this Settlement that any Individual Settlement
Payments provided for in this Agreement are the sole payments to be made by Defendant to the
Settlement Class Members in connection with this Settlement, and that the Settlement Class
Members are not entitled to any new or additional compensation or benefits as a result of having

received the Individual Settlement Payments (notwithstanding any contrary language or agreement
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in any benefit or compensation plan document that might have been in effect during the period
covered by this Settlement).

f. Class Representative Service Awards. Defendant shall not oppose or object

to a Class Representative Service Award in the total amount of up to $10,000.00 each to Plaintiff
Corbett and Plaintiff Cardenas, subject to Court approval. The Settlement Administrator shall issue
an IRS Form 1099 — MISC to Plaintiffs in connection with the Class Representative Service Award
payments. Plaintiffs shall be solely and legally responsible to pay any and all applicable taxes on
their Class Representative Service Awards and shall hold harmless Defendant and Class Counsel
from any claim or liability for taxes, penalties, or interest arising as a result of the Class
Representative Service Award payments. The Class Representative Service Award shall be in
addition to Plaintiffs’ Individual Settlement Payments and PAGA Payments. This Settlement is not
contingent upon the Court awarding Plaintiffs a Class Representative Service Award in any amount.
Any amounts requested by Plaintiffs for the Class Representative Service Award that are not granted
by the Court shall return to the Net Settlement Amount and be distributed to Settlement Class
Members as provided in this Agreement.

g. Class Counsel Award. Defendant shall not oppose or object to any

application or motion by Class Counsel for attorneys’ fees not to exceed one-third from the Gross
Settlement Amount, or $366,666.67. Any attorneys’ fees awarded by the Court shall be allocated as
follows: fifty percent (50%) to Wand and fifty percent (50%) to BNBD. Further, fifty percent (50%)
of any attorneys’ fees to Wand shall be paid to Custodio & Dubey LLP, and twenty five percent
(25%) of any attorneys’ fees awarded to BNBD shall be paid to the Gomez Firm. Defendant further
agrees not to oppose any application or motion by Class Counsel for the reimbursement of any costs
or expenses associated with Class Counsel’s prosecution of this matter from the Gross Settlement
Amount not to exceed $40,000.00. Class Counsel shall be solely and legally responsible to pay all
applicable taxes on the payment made pursuant to this paragraph. The Settlement Administrator
shall issue an IRS Form 1099 — MISC to Class Counsel for the payments made pursuant to this
paragraph. This Settlement is not contingent upon the Court awarding Class Counsel any particular

amount in attorneys’ fees and costs. Any amount requested by Class Counsel for the Class Counsel
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Award that is not granted by the Court shall return to the Net Settlement Amount and be distributed
to Settlement Class Members as provided in this Agreement.

h. Settlement Administration Costs. The Settlement Administrator shall be paid

for the costs of administration of the Settlement from the Gross Settlement Amount. The costs of
notice and administration for the disbursement of the Gross Settlement Amount shall not exceed
$14,000. Any amount requested by Class Counsel for the Settlement Administration Costs that is
not granted by the Court shall return to the Net Settlement Amount and be distributed to Settlement
Class Members as provided in this Agreement.

1. Payment to the LWDA. Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00) from the Gross

Settlement Amount will be allocated to penalties under the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of that amount, or $37,500.00, will be paid to the LWDA and twenty-
five percent (25%) of that amount, or $12,500.00, will be paid to the PAGA Members. This payment
is made pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699(i).

65. Distribution of Settlement Payments. Individual Settlement Payments to Settlement

Class Members, PAGA Payments to PAGA Members, the Class Representative Service Award, the
Class Counsel Award, Settlement Administration Costs, and payment to the LWDA, shall all be
distributed by the Settlement Administrator within seven (7) calendar days of receipt by the
Settlement Administrator of the Gross Settlement Amount from Defendant. No person shall have
any claim against Defendant, Defendant’s Counsel, Plaintiffs, Settlement Class Members, PAGA
Members, Class Counsel, or the Settlement Administrator based on distributions and payments
made in accordance with this Agreement.

66.  Escalator. Prior to the mediation, Defendant represented there are 2,073 Class
Members who collectively worked 60,390 workweeks through May 17, 2024. If there is an increase
of more than 10% in workweeks (i.e., there are more than 66,429 workweeks during the Class
Period, Defendant, at its option, can either choose to: (1) cut off the end date for the Class Period as
of the date on which the number of workweeks reaches 66,429, or (2) increase the Gross Settlement

Amount on a proportional basis equal to the percentage increase in number of workweeks worked
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by the Class Members above the 10% (i.e., if there was 11% increase in the number workdays during
the Class Period, Defendant would agree to increase the Gross Settlement Amount by 1%).

67. Final Settlement Approval. Upon expiration of the Response Deadline, a Final

Approval Hearing shall be conducted by the Court, and if the Settlement is finally approved, the
Court should enter the Final Approval Order and Judgment.

68. Nullification of Settlement Agreement. In the event: (a) the Court does not enter the

Order for preliminary approval of the Settlement; (b) the Court does not finally approve the
Settlement; (c) the Court does not enter a Final Approval Order and Judgment as provided herein;
or (d) the Settlement does not become final for any other reason, this Settlement Agreement shall
be null and void and any order or judgment entered by the Court in furtherance of this Settlement
shall be treated as void from the beginning. In such cases, the Parties and any funds to be awarded
under this Settlement shall be returned to their respective statuses as of the date and time
immediately prior to the execution of this Agreement and the Parties shall proceed in all respects as
if this Agreement had not been executed, except that any fees already incurred by the Settlement
Administrator shall be paid by Defendant. In the event an appeal is filed from the Court’s Final
Approval Order and Judgment, or any other appellate review is sought, administration of the
Settlement shall be stayed pending final resolution of the appeal or other appellate review, and any
fees incurred by the Settlement Administrator prior to it being notified of the filing of an appeal
from the Court’s Final Approval Order and Judgment, or any other appellate review, shall be paid
to the Settlement Administrator by the party or person that filed the appeal, within thirty (30)
calendar days of said notification. Additionally, if the number of Class Members who opt out by
submitting Requests for Exclusion meets or exceeds 5% of the total number of Class Members, then
Defendant may, in the exercise of its sole discretion, abrogate this Agreement. If Defendant elects
to terminate the Settlement Agreement for this reason, it shall be solely responsible for any costs
incurred by the Settlement Administrator. Defendant’s right expires fourteen (14) calendar days
after the expiration of the Response Deadline. In the event Defendant exercises this option, the costs

of administration shall be borne by Defendant.
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69. No Admission by Defendant. Defendant denies any and all claims alleged in this

Action and denies all wrongdoing whatsoever. This Settlement Agreement is not a concession or
admission, and shall not be used against Defendant as an admission or indication with respect to any
claim of any fault, concession, or omission by any Defendant.

70. Confidentiality. Defendant, Plaintiffs and Class Counsel will not disclose,

disseminate and/or publicize, or cause or permit another person to disclose, disseminate or publicize,
any of the terms of the Agreement directly or indirectly, specifically or generally, to any person,
corporation, association, government agency, or other entity except: (1) to the Parties’ attorneys,
accountants, or spouses, all of whom will be instructed to keep this Agreement confidential; (2) to
the extent necessary to report income to appropriate taxing authorities; (3) in response to a court
order or subpoena; or (4) in response to an inquiry or subpoena issued by a state or federal
government agency. Each Party agrees to immediately notify each other Party of any judicial or
agency order, inquiry, or subpoena seeking such information. Plaintiff, Class Counsel, Defendant
and Defense Counsel separately agree not to, directly or indirectly, initiate any conversation or other
communication, before the filing of the Motion for Preliminary Approval, any with third party
regarding this Agreement or the matters giving rise to this Agreement except to respond only that
“the matter was resolved,” or words to that effect. This provision does not prevent Defendant from
making disclosures to shareholders as required by the Securities and Exchange Commission. From
and after preliminary approval of the Settlement, Class Counsel may communicate regarding the
Class Action Settlement in accordance with Class Counsel’s ethical obligations owed to Class
Members. In all other cases, Plaintiffs and Class Counsel agree to limit their statements regarding
the terms of the Class Action Settlement, whether oral, written, or electronic, to say the Action has
been resolved and that Plaintiffs and Class Counsel are satisfied with the settlement terms. Nothing
in this Agreement shall preclude Plaintiffs’ Counsel from communicating with members of the
Settlement Class after preliminary approval, and after preliminary approval Plaintiffs’ Counsel is
permitted to post court-filed documents on their website for viewing by the Settlement Class, and
Plaintiffs’ counsel may refer to this case in their CV’s or other similar documents that are filed with

a court or in another legal forum relating to counsel’s prior experience and qualifications.

22-

CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

71. Exhibits and Headings. The terms of this Settlement Agreement include the terms

set forth in any attached Exhibits, which are incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth
herein. Any Exhibits to this Agreement are an integral part of the Settlement. The descriptive
headings of any paragraphs or sections of this Agreement are inserted for convenience of reference
only and do not constitute a part of this Agreement.

72. Interim Stay of Proceedings. The Parties agree to stay all proceedings in the Action,

except such proceedings necessary to implement and complete the Settlement, holding the Action
in abeyance pending the final approval hearing to be conducted by the Court.

73. Amendment or Modification. This Agreement may be amended or modified only by

a written instrument signed by counsel of record for all Parties, subject to the approval of the Court.

74. Entire Agreement. This Settlement Agreement and any attached Exhibits constitute

the entire Agreement among these Parties, and no oral or written representations, warranties, or
inducements have been made to any Party concerning this Agreement or its Exhibits other than the
representations, warranties, and covenants contained and memorialized in the Agreement and its
Exhibits.

75. Authorization to Enter into Settlement Agreement. Counsel for all Parties warrant

and represent they are expressly authorized by the Parties whom they represent to negotiate this
Agreement and to take all appropriate actions required or permitted to be taken by such Parties
pursuant to this Agreement to effectuate its terms, and to execute any other documents required to
effectuate the terms of this Agreement. The Parties and their counsel will cooperate with each other
and use their best efforts to effect the implementation of the Settlement. In the event the Parties are
unable to reach agreement on the form or content of any document needed to implement the
Settlement, or on any supplemental provisions that may become necessary to effectuate the terms
of this Settlement, the Parties may seek the assistance of the Court or the mediator to resolve such
disagreement. The persons signing this Agreement on behalf of Defendant represent and warrant
that they are authorized to sign this Agreement on behalf of Defendant. Plaintiffs represent and
warrant that they are authorized to sign this Agreement and that they have not assigned any claim,

or part of a claim, covered by this Settlement to a third-party.
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76. Binding on Successors and Assigns. This Agreement shall be binding upon, and

inure to the benefit of, the successors or assigns of the Parties hereto, as previously defined.

77. California Law Governs. All terms of this Settlement Agreement and the Exhibits

hereto shall be governed by and interpreted according to the laws of the State of California.

78. Counterparts and Signatures. This Settlement Agreement may be executed in one or

more counterparts. All executed counterparts and each of them shall be deemed to be one and the
same instrument. The Parties agree that a facsimile, PDF, or electronic signatures shall be deemed
to be as valid and enforceable as original ink signatures. The Parties further agree that they may use
DocuSign, an electronic signature technology, to expedite the execution of this Agreement, pursuant
to California Civil Code § 1633.7.

79. This Settlement is Fair, Adequate and Reasonable. The Parties believe this

Settlement is a fair, adequate, and reasonable settlement of this Action and have arrived at this
Settlement after extensive arms-length negotiations, taking into account all relevant factors, present
and potential.

80. Jurisdiction of the Court. Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 664.6,

the Court shall retain jurisdiction with respect to the interpretation, implementation, and
enforcement of the terms of this Settlement Agreement and all orders and judgments entered in
connection therewith, and the Parties and their counsel hereto submit to the jurisdiction of the Court
for purposes of interpreting, implementing, and enforcing the Settlement embodied in this
Agreement and all orders and judgments entered in connection therewith. All terms of this
Settlement Agreement are subject to approval by the Court.

81.  Invalidity of Any Provision. Before declaring any provision of this Settlement

Agreement invalid, the Court shall first attempt to construe the provisions valid to the fullest extent
possible consistent with applicable precedents so as to define all provisions of this Agreement valid
and enforceable.

82.  Enforcement Action. In the event that one more of the Parties institutes any legal

action or other proceeding against any other Party or Parties to enforce the provisions of this

Settlement Agreement or to declare rights and/or obligations under this Settlement Agreement, the
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1 || successful Party or Parties will be entitled to recover from the unsuccessful Party or Parties

2 || reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, including expert witness fees incurred in connection with any
3 || enforcement actions.
4 -L\/Dncusmned by:
s || Datea: 777202 By: ‘ COW
6 Plaintiff Kirsten Corbett
7|| Dated: By:
8 Plaintiff Brenda Cardenas
9
Dated: By:
10 Defendant AM Retail Group, Inc.
11
12 Name:
13 Title:
14

5 | APPROVED AS TO FORM:

16
THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.
17
18|l pated: 7//5/'2,» Y By%‘-—/—\
Aubry Wand
19
20 Counsel for Plaintiffs
21
2 BLUMENTHAL NORDREHAUG BHOWMIK
DE BLOUW LLP
23
24 || Dated: By:
Norman B. Blumenthal
25 Kyle R. Nordrehaug
2% Aparajit Bhowmik
Nicholas J. De Blouw
27
Counsel for Plaintiffs
28
25

CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Dated:

Dated:

Dated:

9/9/24

CUSTODIO & DUBEY LLP

s
o

By:

Robert Abiri

Counsel for Plaintiffs

THE GOMEZ LAW FIRM

By:

Emilia Arutunian

Counsel for Plaintiffs

SHEPPARD MULLIN RICHTER & HAMPTON
LLP

By:

Derek R. Havel
Tyler J. Johnson

Counsel for Defendant AM Retail Group
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successful Party or Parties will be entitled to recover from the unsuccessful Party or Parties

reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, including expert witness fees incurred in connection with any

enforcement actions.

Dated:

Sep 11, 2024
Dated: P

Dated: 10/7/2024

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Dated:

By:

Plaintiff Kirsten Corbett

GGt

Bv: Brenda Cardenas (Sep 11,2024 16:41 MDT)

Plaintiff Brenda Cardenas

DocuSigned by:

By: ﬁmlﬁfomt

Defendant AM Retail Group, Inc.

Randy Rol
Name: andy Roland

Title: Sr Vice President / CFO

THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.

By:

Aubry Wand

Counsel for Plaintiffs

BLUMENTHAL NORDREHAUG BHOWMIK
DE BLOUW LLP

By:

/Kyle Xordrehaug
Aparajit Bhowmik
Nicholas J. De Blouw

Counsel for Plaintiffs
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Dated:

Dated:

Dated:

CUSTODIO & DUBEY LLP

By:

Robert Abiri

Counsel for Plaintiffs

THE GOMEZ LAW FIRM

Cn. . .
By:  C. AHutunian

Emilia Arutunian

Counsel for Plaintiffs

SHEPPARD MULLIN RICHTER & HAMPTON
LLP

Signed by:

10/8/2024 By: Dok raed

Derek R. Havel -
Tyler J. Johnson

Counsel for Defendant AM Retail Group
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CLASS NOTICE
A court authorized this Notice. This is not a solicitation by a lawyer. You are not being sued.

Why should you read this Notice?

A proposed settlement (the “Settlement™) has been reached in the class action lawsuit entitled, Corbett v.
G-1II Apparel Group, Ltd., et al., San Bernardino County Superior Court, Case No. CIVSB2305772
(collectively, the “Action”). The matter entitled, Cardenas v. AM Retail Group, Inc., San Diego County
Superior Court, Case No. 37-2023-00011858-CU-OE-CTL was consolidated with the Action for
settlement purposes.

According to Defendant’s records, you have been identified as a member of the Class, and therefore are
receiving this Notice.

Your options are further explained in this Notice. To exclude yourself from, or object to the Settlement,
you must take action by certain deadlines. If you want to participate in the Settlement as proposed, you
don’t need to do anything to obtain your share of the settlement.

SUMMARY OF YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN THIS SETTLEMENT:

If you do nothing, you will be considered part of the Settlement Class
and will receive settlement benefits. You will also give up your
rights to pursue a separate legal action against AM Retail Group, Inc.
(“Defendant™), for the claims released under the Settlement.

DO NOTHING

If you do not wish to participate in the Settlement, you may exclude
yourself by submitting a written request to be excluded. However, if
you do so, you will not receive any payment under the Settlement.

EXCLUDE YOURSELF FROM
THE SETTLEMENT CLASS

To object to the Settlement, you may object orally at the Final
Approval Hearing, or you may write to the Settlement Administrator
about why you don’t like the Settlement. This option is available
only if you do not exclude yourself from the Settlement.

OBJECT

Who is affected by this proposed Settlement?
The Court has certified, for settlement purposes only, the following Class:

All non-exempt employees who performed work for Defendant in California from March 3, 2019
to August 17, 2024 (the “Class Period™).

Insert if applicable: Also, according to Defendant’s records, you were a non-exempt employee who
performed work for Defendant in California from December 21, 2021 to August 17, 2024 (the “PAGA
Period”), and are therefore a PAGA Member as well.

What is this case about?

In the Action, Plaintiffs Kirsten Corbett and Brenda Cardenas (“Plaintiffs”) allege on behalf of themselves
and the Class the following claims against Defendant: (1) failure to provide meal periods or compensation
in lieu thereof; (2) failure to provide rest periods or compensation in lieu thereof; (3) failure to pay
overtime wages; (4) failure to timely pay minimum wages; (5) failure to timely pay wages during
employment; (6) failure to pay all wages owed and due at termination of employment; (7) failure to
maintain required records; (8) failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements; (9) failure to
indemnify employees for business expenses; (10) failure to provide COVID-19 supplemental sick leave;
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(11) failure to pay sick wages; (12) violation of the California Unfair Competition Law; and (12) and
violation of the California Private Attorneys’ General Act (“PAGA™).

Defendant denies any wrongdoing, and it maintains that it has complied with all laws alleged to have been
violated in the Operative Complaint. Defendant notes that this Settlement was established specifically to
avoid the cost of proceeding with litigation and does not constitute an admission of liability by Defendant.
The Court has not ruled on the merits of Plaintiffs’ claims or Defendant’s defenses, however, the Court
has granted preliminary approval of this Settlement.

This Settlement is a compromise reached after good faith, arm’s length negotiations between Plaintiffs
and Defendant (the “Parties™), through their attorneys and a mediator. Both sides agree that in light of the
risks and expenses associated with continued litigation, this Settlement is fair, adequate and reasonable.
Plaintiffs and Class Counsel believe this Settlement is in the best interests of the Class.

Who are the attorneys in this Lawsuit?

Class Counsel Defendant’s Counsel
The Wand Law Firm, P.C. Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton
Aubry Wand LLP
100 Oceangate, Ste. 1200 Derek R. Havel
%gFeg ngg.h(’ﬁé) 95%%(22 503 333 South Hope Street, 43rd FI.
phone: Los Angeles, CA 90071
Blumenthal Nordrehaug Bhowmik Telephone: (213) 620-1780
De Blouw LLP
Aparajit Bhowmik

2255 Calle Clara
La Jolla, CA 92037
Telephone: (858) 551-1223

What will I receive under the Settlement?

Subject to final Court approval, Defendant will pay $1,100,000 (the “Gross Settlement Amount™). It is
estimated that, subject to Court approval, after deducting the attorney’s fees and costs, service awards to
Plaintiffs, payment to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA™) and PAGA
Members for PAGA penalties, and settlement administration costs from the Gross Settlement Amount,
there will be a Net Settlement Amount of at least $----.

From this Net Settlement Amount, Individual Settlement Payments will be paid to each Class Member
who does not opt out of the Settlement Class (“Settlement Class Member™). The Net Settlement Amount
shall be divided among all Settlement Class Members based on the ratio of the number of Compensable
Workweeks worked by each Settlement Class Member to the total number of Workweeks worked by all
Settlement Class Members, calculated based on Defendant’s records.

According to Defendant’s records, during the period of March 3, 2019 to August 17, 2024, you worked
____ Compensable Workweeks in California as an non-exempt employee, and therefore, your settlement
payment as a Class Member is estimated to be $

If you wish to dispute the number of Compensable Workweeks credited to you, you must submit a written
dispute to the Settlement Administrator at by mail, postmarked no later than
[Response Deadline], or by e-mail to . The dispute must: (1) contain your full
name, current address, telephone number, the last four digits of your Social Security number or full
employee ID number; (2) contain the case name and case number; (3) contain a clear statement explaining
that you wish to dispute the number of Compensable Workweeks and the basis for your dispute; and (4)
and be signed by you. You may also wish to attach documentation in support of your dispute.
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Insert if applicable: According to Defendant’s records, during the period of December 21, 2021 to August
17, 2024, you worked _ Compensable PAGA Periods in California as a non-exempt employee and
therefore, your PAGA payment is estimated to be $

These payments are estimates, and your actual settlement payments may be higher or lower than estimated.

Your settlement payment as a Class Member will be allocated as follows: 75% wages and 25%
penalties/interest.

Insert if applicable: Your settlement payment as a PAGA Member will be allocated as follows: 100%
penalties.

None of the Parties or attorneys make any representations concerning the tax implications of this payment.
Settlement Class Members may wish to consult with their own tax advisors concerning the tax
consequences of the Settlement.

When and how will I receive payment?

If the Court grants final approval of the Settlement, and only after the Effective Date of the Settlement
defined below, the Settlement Administrator will send you a settlement check. The settlement approval
process takes time so please be patient.

Any settlement payment checks mailed to you under the Settlement shall remain negotiable for 120 days.
If you do not negotiate (e.g., cash or deposit) a settlement check within this time period, you will be unable
to receive those funds, but you will remain bound by the terms of the Settlement. Any funds that are not
timely negotiated by Settlement Class Members will be paid to California Controller’s Unclaimed
Property Fund in the name of the Class Member.

How will the lawyers be paid and how will other funds under the Settlement be distributed?

Class Counsel will ask the Court to award attorneys’ fees up to $366,666.67 (1/3 of the Gross Settlement
Amount) and reimbursement of reasonable litigation costs of up to $40,000. In addition, Class Counsel
will ask the Court to authorize Class Representative Service Award payments of up to $20,000 ($10,000
to each of the two Plaintiffs) for their efforts in representing the Class. The cost of administering the
Settlement will not exceed $14,000. A payment in the amount of $37,500 will also be made to the LWDA
for its share of PAGA penalties, while $12,500 will be paid to PAGA Members. Any of these amounts
not awarded by the Court will be included in the Net Settlement Amount and will be distributed to
Settlement Class Members.

What claims are being released by the proposed Settlement?

As of the date that the Gross Settlement Amount is fully-funded by Defendant, and in exchange for the
consideration provided under this Settlement, Settlement Class Members shall fully and finally release
and discharge Released Parties, from any and all claims that were alleged, or reasonably could have been
alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint, including but not limited to the failure to
pay minimum wages, straight time compensation, overtime compensation, double-time compensation, and
interest thereon; failure to timely pay regular and final wages; the calculation of the regular rate of pay;
wages lost from time rounding and timekeeping; non-compliant (e.g., missed, short, late, and/or
interrupted) meal periods and rest periods; failure to provide meal periods; failure to authorize and permit
rest periods; the calculation and payment of meal period and rest period premiums; payment for all hours
worked, including off-the-clock work and uncompensated work time; wage statements and paystubs,
including wage statements and paystubs furnished or available in physical, electronic, or other forms;

failure to pay sick pay wages; failure to properly calculate sick pay wages; failure to keep accurate records;

failure to reimburse for all necessary business expenses; failure to provide suitable seating; unfair business
practices; recordkeeping penalties, wage statement penalties, minimum-wage penalties, and waiting-time
penalties; statutory penalties and civil penalties; interest for claims for unpaid wages; and attorneys’ fees
and costs; claims under the California Labor Code including sections 201, 201.3, 202, 203, 204, 210, 218,
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218.5, 218.6, 221, 223, 224, 226, 226.3, 226.7, 233, 246, 246.5, 248.5, 510, 512, 558, 1174, 1182.12,
1194, 1194.2, 1194.3, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, and 2802); the Wage Orders of the California Industrial
Welfare Commission; and California Business and Professions Code section 17200, et seq. (the “Released
Wage and Hour Class Claims”). This release excludes the release of claims not permitted by law,
including, claims for vested benefits, unemployment insurance, disability, social security, workers’
compensation, or claims based on facts occurring outside the Class Period.

In addition, PAGA Members will release any and all claims for the recovery of civil penalties under the
California Private Attorneys General Act, California Labor Code § 2698, et. seq., that were alleged, or
reasonably could have been alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint and the PAGA
Notice that occurred during the PAGA Period, including but not limited to claims for unpaid wages,
including failure to pay minimum wages, straight time compensation, overtime compensation, double-
time compensation, and interest; the calculation of the regular rate of pay; non-compliant (e.g., missed,
short, late, and/or interrupted) meal periods and rest periods; failure to provide meal periods; failure to
authorize and permit rest periods; the calculation and payment of meal period and rest period premiums;
failure to reimburse for all necessary business expenses; payment for all hours worked, including off-the-
clock work and rounded time; failure to provide suitable seating; failure to pay sick pay, including at the
regular rate of pay; wage statements; failure to keep accurate records; unlawful deductions and/or
withholdings from wages; failure to timely pay wages; and failure to timely pay final wages. The Released
PAGA Claims include claims for violation of the Wage Orders of the California Industrial Welfare
Commission and the following California Labor Code sections: 201, 201.3,202, 203,204, 210, 218, 218.5,
218.6, 221, 223, 224, 226, 226.3, 226.7, 233, 246, 246.5, 248.5, 510, 512, 558, 1174, 1182.12, 1194,
1194.2, 1194.3, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 2802, 2698 et seq., and 2699 et seq.) The foregoing release shall
apply to all PAGA members, regardless of whether they exclude themselves from the Released Class
Claims. This release shall only apply to claims arising at any point during the PAGA Period.

Released Parties includes Defendant and its past, present and future agents, employees, servants, officers,
directors, partners, trustees, representatives, shareholders, stockholders, attorneys, parents, subsidiaries,
equity sponsors, related companies/corporations and/or partnerships, divisions, assigns, predecessors,
successors, insurers, consultants, service providers, joint venturers, joint employers, co-employers, dual
employers, alleged joint employers, alleged co-employers, alleged dual employers, affiliates, alter-egos,
and affiliated organizations, and all of their respective past, present and future employees, directors,
officers, agents, attorneys, stockholders, fiduciaries, parents, subsidiaries, and assigns. The Released
Parties specifically include G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.

The Effective Date is the date on which the Court’s Final Approval Order and Judgment becomes final.
The Court’s Final Approval Order and Judgment “becomes final” upon the latter of: (a) if there is no
Objection to the Settlement, or if there is an Objection but it is withdrawn, then, the date that the Final
Approval Order and Judgment is entered by the Court; (b) if there is an Objection to the Settlement that
is not withdrawn, but no appeal is commenced thereafter, then, sixty-five (65) calendar days following the
date that the Final Approval Order and Judgment is entered by the Court; or (¢) if there is an Objection to
the Settlement, that is not withdrawn, and any appeal, writ, or other appellate proceeding opposing the
Settlement has been filed within sixty-five (65) calendar days following the date that the Final Approval
Order and Judgment is entered by the Court, then, when any such appeal, writ, or other appellate
proceeding opposing the validity of the Settlement has been resolved finally and conclusively with no
right to pursue further remedies or relief.

What are my options?

You have several options under this Settlement. You may: (A) remain in the Class and receive payment
under the Settlement; or (B) exclude yourself from the Settlement. If you choose option (A), you may also
object to the Settlement.

OPTION A. Remain in the Class. If you remain in the Class, you will receive payment and be
represented by Class Counsel. If you wish to remain in the Class and be eligible to receive a payment
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under the Settlement, you do not need to take any action. By remaining in the Class and receiving
settlement monies, you consent to the release of the Released Claims as described above.

OPTION B. If You Do Not Want To Be Bound By The Settlement. If you do not want to be part of
the Settlement, you must mail a Request for Exclusion to the Settlement Administrator at
or e-mail a Request for Exclusion to . Your Request for Exclusion
must: (1) contain your full name, address, and telephone number, the last four digits of your social security
number; (2), contain the case name and case number; and (3) a clear statement you are electing to be
excluded from the Settlement; and (4) be signed by you. In order to be timely, your Request for Exclusion
must be postmarked, or e-mailed, on or before . If you do not submit a valid and timely Request
for Exclusion, your Request for Exclusion will be rejected, you will be deemed a member of the Settlement
Class, and you will be bound by the release of Released Claims as described above. If you submit a valid
and timely Request for Exclusion, you will not be entitled to any payment as a Class Member from the
Net Settlement Amount, but you will preserve all of the legal claims asserted in this Action against
Defendant. If you are a PAGA Member, you will still receive a PAGA payment and be subject to the
PAGA release outlined above.

Objecting to the Settlement: If you believe the proposed Settlement is not fair, reasonable or adequate
in any way, you may object to it. To object, you can appear at the Final Approval Hearing and make an
oral objection. If you wish to object in writing, you must mail to the Settlement Administrator
at , a written statement of objection, or e-mail the written objection to

. The written objection must: (1) contain your full name, address, and telephone number, the
last four digits of your social security number; (2), contain the case name and case number; (3) the dates
of your employment with Defendant; (4) state whether you intend to appear at the final approval hearing;
(5) state the basis for the Objection, including any legal briefs, papers or memoranda in support of the
Objection; and (6) be signed by you. In order to be timely, the written objection must be postmarked, or
e-mailed, on or before . Class Counsel will provide the Court with your written objection prior to
the Final Approval Hearing. You can also hire an attorney at your own expense to represent you in your
objection.

You cannot object to the Settlement if you request exclusion from the Settlement.
What is the next step in the approval of the Settlement?

The Court will hold a Final Approval Hearing regarding the fairness, reasonableness and adequacy of the
proposed Settlement and the plan of distribution of the payments described herein, on in
Department 17 of the San Bernardino County Superior Court, located at 247 West 3rd Street, San
Bernardino, CA 92415. The final approval hearing may be continued without further notice to Class
Members. You are not required to attend the Final Approval Hearing in order to receive payment under
the Settlement.

How can I get additional information?

This Notice summarizes the Action and the basic terms of the Settlement. For more complete information,
the pleadings and other records in this litigation may be examined during regular court hours at the San
Bernardino County Superior Court, located at 247 West 3rd Street, San Bernardino, CA 92415. You can
also visit the settlement website located at: for more information, including a copy of the
Settlement Agreement.

PLEASE DO NOT CALL OR WRITE THE COURT ABOUT THIS NOTICE
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THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.
Aubry Wand (SBN 281207)

100 Oceangate, Suite 1200

Long Beach, CA 90802
Telephone: (310) 590-4503
Email: awand@wandlawfirm.com

BLUMENTHAL NORDREHAUG BHOWMIK DE BLOUW LLP
Norman B. Blumenthal (State Bar #068687)

Kyle R. Nordrehaug (State Bar #205975)

Aparajit Bhowmik (State Bar #248066)

Nicholas J. De Blouw (State Bar #280922)

2255 Calle Clara

La Jolla, CA 92037

Telephone: (858) 551-1223

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Putative Class
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

KIRSTEN CORBETT and BRENDA CASE NO.: CIVSB 2305772
CARDENAS, individually, and on behalf of all
others similarly situated, [Hon. Joseph T. Ortiz]
Plaintiffs, SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT
v. CLASS ACTION
G-1II APPAREL GROUP, LTD., an entity of 1. Failure to Provide Meal Periods
unknown form; AM RETAIL GROUP, INC., a 2. Failure to Provide Rest Breaks
corporation; and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, 3. Failure to Pay Overtime Wages
4. Failure to Pay Minimum Wages
Defendants. 5. Failure to Pay Timely Wages
6. Failure to Pay All Wages Due to
Discharged and Quitting Employees
7. Failure to Maintain Required Records
8. Failure to Furnish Accurate Itemized
Statements
9. Failure to Indemnify Employees for

Necessary Expenditures Incurred in
Discharge of Duties

10. Failure to Provide COVID-19
Supplemental Sick Leave

11. Failure to Pay Sick Wages

12. Unfair and Unlawful Business Practices

REPRESENTATIVE ACTION

13. Penalties Under the Private Attorneys
General Act

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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1. Plaintiffs Kirsten Corbett and Brenda Cardenas (“Plaintiffs™) bring this class and
representative action on behalf herself, the State of California, and all other similarly situated
individuals, against Defendants G-III Apparel Group, Ltd. (“G-III"’), AM Retail Group, Inc.
(“AMRG”), and Does 1 through 10, inclusive (collectively, “Defendants™), in order to hold
Defendants accountable for their wage theft and other violations of California wage-and-hour laws.
Plaintiffs make the following allegations on information and belief, except as to allegations
pertaining to Plaintiffs individually, which are based on their personal knowledge.

INTRODUCTION

2. Defendants have implemented common policies and practices that have resulted in
systematic violations of California’s Labor Code and the applicable Industrial Welfare Commission
(“TWC”) Wage Order(s) predicated on, inter alia, their failure to provide legally compliant meal
periods and rest breaks and failure to provide compensation for missed and otherwise unlawful meal
periods and rest breaks, unpaid regular and overtime compensation, failure to timely pay wages,
failure to pay all wages owed and due to discharged or quitting non-exempt employees, failure to
maintain required records, failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, failure to reimburse
for employment-related expenses, failure to provide COVID-19 supplemental sick leave, and failure
to provide suitable seating.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. The Superior Court of the State of California has jurisdiction in this matter because
Plaintiffs are residents of the State of California and Defendants regularly conduct business in the
State of California. No federal question is at issue because Plaintiffs’ claims are based solely on
California law.

4. Venue is proper in this judicial district and the County of San Bernardino because
Plaintiff Corbett and other non-exempt employees performed work for Defendants in the County of
San Bernardino, and a substantial portion of the unlawful actions and omissions, as alleged herein,
occurred in the County of San Bernardino.

THE PARTIES

5. Plaintiff Corbett is a resident of the State of California and was a non-exempt
2
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employee of Defendants who worked at their DKNY store at the Ontario Mills shopping center from
approximately October 2021 to August 2022. Plaintiff Corbett also worked Defendants’ Karl
Lagerfeld store at the Ontario Mills shopping center at various times over the course of her
employment at DKNY.

6. Plaintiff Cardenas is a resident of the State of California and was a non-exempt
employee of Defendants who worked at their Karl Lagerfeld store at the Las Americas Premium
Outlets from approximately January to April 2022.

7. On information and belief, G-III is, and at all times relevant herein, has done business
in the State of California as a retail clothing company. It owns popular brands names including
Guess, DKNY, Calvin Klein, Tommy Hilfiger, Andrew Marc, Levi Strauss & Co., Dockers, Kenneth
Cole, Karl Lagerfeld, Wilsons Leather, and G.H. Bass & Co.

8. On information and belief, AMRG is, and at all times material herein, has been a
wholly owned subsidiary of G-III. AMRG is the entity that operates retail store locations that are
owned by G-IIIL.

9. On information and belief, and at all times material herein, there has been common
ownership or financial control between Defendants. They were the alter egos, divisions, affiliates,
integrated enterprises, joint employers, subsidiaries, parents, principals, related entities, co-
conspirators, authorized agents, partners, joint venturers, and/or guarantors, actual or ostensible, of
each other. Each Defendant was completely dominated by his, her or its co-Defendant, and each was
the alter ego of the other.

10. Moreover, at all material times herein, there has been extensive interrelation of
operations, common management, centralized control of labor relations, human resources, staffing
issues, payroll, etc., with respect to Plaintiffs and other non-exempt employees of Defendants. For
example, Plaintiff Corbett applied for a position with Karl Lagerfeld, but was ultimately assigned to
work for DKNY, as part of the same employment application process. Plaintiff Corbett also
seamlessly performed work for Defendants at their DKNY and Karl Lagerfeld stores for several days

during her employment, during which time both stores were under the same management and
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implemented the same policies and procedures.’

11. In short, Defendants jointly employed or exercised control over the wages, hours, and
working conditions of Plaintiffs and other non-exempt employees of Defendants, and all Defendants
are jointly and severally liable for the wage-and-hour violations experienced by Plaintiffs and other
non-exempt employees of Defendants.

12. The true names and capacities of Does 1 through 10, inclusive, are unknown to
Plaintiffs at this time, and Plaintiffs therefore sue such Defendants under fictitious names. Plaintiffs
are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that each Defendants designated as a Doe is in some
manner highly responsible for the occurrences alleged herein, and that Plaintiffs and others’ injuries
and damages, as alleged herein, were proximately caused by the conduct of such Doe Defendants.
Plaintiffs will seek leave of the Court to amend this Complaint to allege the true names and capacities
of such Doe Defendants when ascertained.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

13. Pursuant to Cal. Code of Civ. P. § 382, Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of
themselves and the following Class:

All non-exempt employees of Defendants who performed work for Defendants in California
during the time period of March 3, 2019 to August 17, 2024.

14. Hereinafter, all non-employees that are part of the Class defined in Paragraph 13
above are referred to as “Class members.”

15. Excluded from the Class are the following individuals and/or entities: all individuals
who have previously released any legal claims alleged herein; and all individuals who make a timely
election to be excluded from this proceeding using the correct protocol for opting out.

16. Plaintiffs reserve the right to name additional Class representatives as may be
necessary and appropriate. Plaintiffs also reserve the right to modify or amend the definition of the

proposed Class and/or add subclasses before the Court determines whether certification is

! Plaintiff Corbett also worked at Wilsons Leather prior to the statute of limitations period, and her
experience there was similar, as it too was and is operated under Defendants’ umbrella of brand
names.
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appropriate.
17. Plaintiffs are members of the Class.
18. This action is appropriately suited for a class action because:

A. The proposed Class is a significant number. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that

the proposed Class consists of at least 100 current and former non-exempt employees, rendering

joinder impractical.

B. This action involves common questions of law and fact to the proposed Class because

the action focuses on the Defendants’ systematic course of unlawful employment policies and

practices, which were applied to all non-exempt employees in a uniform fashion, and in violation of

the California Labor Code, applicable IWC Wage Order(s), and the California Business and

Professions Code. Common questions of law and fact that will drive the resolution of this action

include but are not limited to:

1.

Whether Defendants failed to provide Class members with legally compliant meal
periods, and whether Defendants properly paid premium pay as a result of missed
and non-compliant meal periods;

Whether Defendants failed to provide Class members with legally compliant rest
breaks, and whether Defendants properly paid premium pay as a result of missed
and non-compliant rest breaks;

Whether Defendants failed to pay all wages due to Class members that quit or
were discharged from employment;

Whether Defendants failed to timely pay wages to Class members;

Whether Defendants failed to properly calculate and pay overtime to Class
members

Whether Defendants failed to reimburse Class members for employment-related
expenses;

Whether Defendants failed to maintain required records and accurate wage
statements for Class members;

Whether Defendants failed to provide suitable seating to Class members; and
5
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9. Whether Defendants engaged in unfair and/or unlawful business practices.
C. Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the proposed Class because the same policies and
practices applied to Plaintiffs and Class members.
D. Plaintiffs can fairly and adequately protect the interests of all members of the proposed
Class because it is in their best interest to prosecute the claims alleged herein to obtain full
compensation due to the proposed Class for all services rendered and hours worked. Plaintiffs have
also retained counsel that is experienced in wage-and-hour class action litigation.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Provide Required Meal Periods
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7, 510, 512, 1194, 1197; IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 11]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

19.  Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 18.

20.  During the statute of limitations period, as part of Defendants’ unlawful policies and
practices to minimize labor costs and maximize profits, Defendants have required, permitted or
otherwise suffered Plaintiffs and Class members to perform work during their meal periods, to
completely skip their meal periods, to take late and short meal periods, and Defendants have
otherwise failed to provide the required meal periods to Plaintiffs and Class members as required
under California Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 11.

21. Defendants have implemented several common policies and practices that have caused
Plaintiffs and Class members to systematically miss and otherwise take non-compliant meal periods.

22. Defendants have implemented a policy of allotting a grossly insufficient maximum
total staff hours per week at its stores, which causes employees like Plaintiffs to miss or otherwise
take non-compliant meal periods because of insufficient staff to assist customers and still perform
other required job duties. The number of staff hours assigned to the store was dictated by the store’s
conversion rate—i.e., the percentage of customers that ultimately make purchases. For example, if a
store’s conversion rate dipped below a certain percentage, regional management would cut the staff
hours. Defendants monitor the conversion rate in real time and pressure employees to make sales if

they are not meeting the conversion rate. In this way, Defendants tether labor costs to their bottom-
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line profits. However, this is to the detriment of Plaintiffs and Class members, who constantly fear
not meeting the conversion rate.

23. As a direct consequence of this conversion rate policy and understaffing, Plaintiffs and
Class members had so much work to complete within their scheduled shifts that they are forced to
skip their meal periods altogether, to take them after working longer than five (5) hours, to perform
work during their meal periods, or return to work after taking less than a thirty (30) minute meal
period.

24. When Plaintiffs and Class members were able to take meal periods, they were
systematically interrupted. In particular, Defendants have required Plaintiffs and Class members to
carry walkie-talkies and/or cell phones on their person at all times, and consequently, their meal
periods were regularly interrupted and/or cut short because they would be forced to communicate on
these devices during meal periods.

25. Despite work conditions that systematically result in missed and non-compliant meal
periods, and in order to keep labor costs down, Defendants have implemented a policy and practice of
failing to pay meal period premium payments when owed and due.

26. In sum, Defendants have violated California Labor Code §§ 226.7, IWC Wage Order
No. 7-2001, § 11, and the California Unfair Competition Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, et.
seq., by failing to compensate Plaintiffs and Class members who were not authorized and permitted
to take a complete, timely, uninterrupted meal period, one additional hour of compensation at the
proper regular rate of pay for each workday that such a meal period was not authorized or permitted.
Defendants further violated California Labor Code §§ 226.7, 510, 1194, 1197, and § 11 IWC Wage
Order No. 7-2001, by failing to compensate Plaintiffs and Class members for all hours worked during
their meal periods.

27.  As a proximate result of the foregoing violations, Plaintiffs and Class members have
been damaged in an amount according to proof at trial, and seek all wages earned and due, interest,
penalties, expenses, and costs of suit.

1
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Provide Required Rest Breaks
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7, 512; IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 12]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

28.  Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 27.

29.  During the statute of limitations period, as part of Defendants’ unlawful policies and
practices to minimize labor costs and maximize profits, Defendants have failed to authorize and
permit Plaintiffs and Class members to take rest breaks as required under California Labor Code §§
226.7 and 512, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 12.

30. The same common policies and practices that deprive Plaintiffs and Class members
from taking their meal periods, as alleged herein, similarly deprive them of their ability to take their
rest breaks. Namely, Defendants’ deficient staffing policy and unreasonable sales expectations (i.e.,
the conversion rate practice), forces Plaintiffs and Class members to skip their rest breaks otherwise
take non-compliant rest breaks. And when Plaintiffs and Class members were able to take rest breaks,
they were interrupted by virtue of the fact that they were required to carry mobile communication
devices on their person at all times. Additionally, Defendants fail to adequately inform Class
members of their rights to take rest breaks, by among other methods, failing to provide proper
training and failing to implement adequate schedules regarding rest breaks.

31. Defendants further violated California Labor Code § 226.7, IWC Wage Order No. 7-
2001, § 12, and the California Unfair Competition Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, et. seq., by
failing to pay Plaintiffs and Class members who were not provided with a rest break one additional
hour of compensation at the proper regular rate of pay for each workday that a rest break was not
provided.

32. As a proximate result of the foregoing violations, Plaintiffs and Class members have
been damaged in an amount according to proof at trial, and seek all wages earned and due, interest,
penalties, expenses, and costs of suit.

I

"
8

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Pay Overtime Wages
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194, 1198; IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

33. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 32.

34, Pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 510, 1194, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, §
3, Defendants are required to compensate Plaintiffs and Class members for all overtime, which is
calculated at one and one-half (1 '2) times the regular rate of pay for all hours worked in excess of
eight (8) hours per day and/or forty (40) hours per week, and for the first eight (8) hours on the
seventh consecutive workday, with double time for all hours worked in excess of twelve (12) hours in
any workday and for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours on the seventh consecutive day of
work in any workweek.

35. During the statute of limitations period, Defendants failed to compensate Plaintiffs and
Class members for all overtime hours worked as required under the foregoing provisions of the
California Labor Code and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3 by, among other methods, requiring,
permitting or suffering Plaintiffs and Class members to work off-the-clock, including inter alia,
during meal periods and rest breaks and mandatory attendance meetings, but not compensating them
for this time, inaccurately recording time in which Plaintiffs and Class members worked, and other
methods to be discovered. Defendants also failed to properly calculate Plaintiffs’ and Class members’
regular rates of pay for the purposes of determining their overtime rates by, inter alia, failing to
include the value of meal period and rest break premium payments owed and due, and other forms of
remuneration required to be included in the calculation of the regular rate, thereby failing to properly
pay employees one and one-half times their regular rates at which they were employed for hours
worked over forty in a week and/or over § hours per day.

36. Defendants’ conduct described herein violates California Labor Code §§ 510, 1194,
1198 and IWC Wage Order No. 1-2001, § 3. Therefore, pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 200,
203, 226, 558, 1194, 1197.1, Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled to recover the unpaid balance

of wages owed to them by Defendants, plus interest, penalties, attorneys’ fees, expenses, and costs of
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suit.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Pay Minimum Wages
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197; IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 4]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

37.  Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 36.

38. Pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 1194, 1197, and § 4 of the applicable IWC
Wage Order, payment to an employee of less than the applicable minimum wage for all hours worked
in a payroll period is unlawful.

39.  During the statute of limitations period, Defendants paid Plaintiffs and Class members
at or slightly above minimum wage. This practice, in conjunction the fact that Defendants required
Plaintiffs and Class members to work off-the-clock, including inter alia, during meal and rest
periods, but did not compensate them for this time, inaccurately recorded the time in which Plaintiffs
and Class members worked, and other methods to be discovered, resulted in the systematic
underpayment of minimum wages.

40. Defendants’ conduct described herein violates Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and § 4
of the applicable IWC Wage Order. As a proximate result of the foregoing violations, Plaintiffs and
Class members have been damaged in an amount according to proof at trial. Therefore, pursuant to
Cal. Lab. Code §§ 200, 203, 226, 558, 1194, 1197.1, and any other applicable law, Plaintiffs and
Class members are entitled to recover the unpaid balance of wages owed to them by Defendants, plus
interest, penalties, attorneys’ fees, expenses, and costs of suit.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Pay Timely Wages
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 204, 210]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

41.  Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 40.
42. California Labor Code § 204 provides that all wages earned by any person in any
employment between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month, other than those wages
10
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due upon termination of an employee, are due and payable between the 16th and 26th day of the
month during which the labor was performed. California Labor Code § 204 further provides that all
wages earned by any person in any employment between the 16th and the last day, inclusive, of any
calendar month, other than those wages due upon termination of an employee, are due and payable
between the 1st and the 10th day of the following month. California Labor Code § 204 further
provides that all wages eared for labor in excess of the normal work period shall be paid no later than
the payday for the next regular payroll period.

43. During the statute of limitations period, Defendants, among other things, failed to pay
Plaintiffs and Class members all wages earned and due to them, including but not limited to, meal
and rest break premiums, overtime and minimum wages, and payment for work performed off-the-
clock, within any time period permissible under California Labor Code § 204.

44.  As a proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions and omissions, Plaintiffs and
Class members are entitled to all available statutory penalties, including but not limited to, civil
penalties pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 200, 210, 558, 1194, 1197.1, 2699(a), and other
applicable provisions under the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, and an
award of costs, expenses, and reasonable attorneys’ fees.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Pay All Wages Due to Discharged and Quitting Employees
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201-203]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

45. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 44.

46. Pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 201, 202 and 203, Defendants are required to
pay all earned and unpaid wages to an employee who is discharged. California Labor Code § 201
mandates that if an employer discharges an employee, the employee’s wages accrued and unpaid at
the time of discharge are due and payable immediately.

47. Furthermore, pursuant to California Labor Code § 202, Defendants are required to pay
all accrued wages due to an employee no later than 72 hours after the employee quits his or her

employment, unless the employee provided 72 hours previous notice of his or her intention to quit, in
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which case the employee is entitled to his or wages at the time of quitting.

48. California Labor Code § 203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to pay, in
accordance with California Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, any wages of an employee who is
discharged or who quits, the employer is liable for waiting time penalties in the form of continued
compensation to the employee at the same rate for up to 30 workdays.

49. During the statute of limitations period, Defendants have willfully failed to pay
accrued wages and other compensation to Plaintiffs and Class members in accordance with California
Labor Code §§ 201 and 202. Because Defendants have failed and continue to fail to properly
compensate Plaintiffs and Class members for all hours worked when due, overtime wages, and
compensation for non-compliant meal periods and rest breaks, Defendants have also willfully failed
and continue to fail to pay accrued wages and other compensation to Plaintiffs and Class members in
accordance with California Labor Code §§ 201 and 202.

50. As a result, Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled to all available statutory
penalties, including the waiting time penalties provided in California Labor Code § 203, together
with interest thereon, as well as all other available remedies.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Maintain Required Records
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226, 1174; IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

51. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 50.

52. During the statute of limitations period, as part of Defendants’ unlawful payroll
policies and practices to deprive Plaintiffs and Class members of all wages earned and due,
Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to maintain records as required under California Labor
Code §§ 226(a) and 1174(d) and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7, including but not limited to, the
following records: total daily hours worked by each employee; applicable rates of pay; all deductions;
meal periods; time records showing when each employee begins and ends each work period; and
accurate itemized statements. Defendants have also failed to properly inform Plaintiffs and Class

members of how many COVID-19 Supplemental Paid Sick leave hours remain available on their
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wage statements or in a separate writing. Moreover, Defendants do not provide non-exempt
employees with proper meal periods and rest breaks, but omit from the wage statements such
compensation and/or remuneration owed and due. Additionally, Defendants require non-exempt
employees to work off-the-clock but fail to record this time or compensate them for this time, which
invariably results in inaccurate time and payroll records.

53.  As a proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions and omissions, Plaintiffs and
Class members have been damaged in an amount according to proof at trial, and are entitled to all
wages earned and due, plus interest thereon. Additionally, Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled
to all available penalties, including but not limited to, penalties pursuant to California Labor Code §§
226(e), 226.3, and 1174.5, and an award of costs, expenses, and reasonable attorneys’ fees, including
but not limited to those provided in California Labor Code § 226(e), as well as all other available
remedies.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Furnish Accurate Itemized Wage Statements
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226; IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

54. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 53.

55. During the statute of limitations period, Defendants have routinely failed to provide
Plaintiffs and Class members with timely and accurate itemized wage statements. Defendants’ pay
stubs violate California Labor Code § 226 in that Defendants have not provided Plaintiffs and Class
members with proper meal periods and rest breaks but failed to include in their wage statements one
(1) additional hour of compensation at their regular rates of pay for each missed or non-compliant
meal or rest period. See Naranjo v. Spectrum Sec. Servs., Inc. (2022) 13 Cal.5th 93, 972 (“failure to
report premium pay for missed breaks can support monetary liability under section 226 for failure to
supply an accurate itemized statement reflecting an employee’s gross wages earned, net wages
earned, and credited hours worked.”). In addition, Defendants do not properly pay Plaintiffs and
Class members proper overtime wages owed and due to them, resulting in accurate wage statements.

Further, Defendants have failed to accurately list and itemize COVID-19 supplemental paid sick
13
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leave on the wage statements for Plaintiffs and Class members and have also failed to correctly pay
them supplemental sick leave at their regular rates of pay. Defendants also suffer and permit
Plaintiffs and Class members to work off-the-clock without compensation, yet such hours worked
and compensation and/or remuneration is not listed on the wage statements.

56.  As a proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions and omissions, Plaintiffs and
Class members have been damaged in an amount according to proof at trial, and seek all wages
earned and due, plus interest thereon. Additionally, Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled to all
available penalties, including but not limited to penalties pursuant to California Labor Code §§
226(e), 226.3, and 1174.5, and an award of costs, expenses, and reasonable attorneys’ fees, including
but not limited to those provided in California Labor Code § 226(e), as well as any other available
remedies.

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Indemnify Employees for Necessary Expenditures Incurred in Discharge of Duties

[Cal. Lab. Code § 2802]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

57. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 56.

58.  California Labor Code § 2802(a) requires an employer to indemnify an employee for
all necessary expenditures or losses incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge
of her his or her duties, or of his or her obedience to the directions of the employer.

59.  During the statute of limitations period, Defendants have required Plaintiffs and Class
members to use their own personal devices, including cellular phones, to perform work-related
duties. For example, Plaintiffs and Class members used their personal cellular phones for work
matters such as scheduling. They would also use their phones to text clients in order to generate
business and use WhatsApp on their phones to book clients, communicate markdowns and prices,
and otherwise conduct business such as “virtual streamers” (i.e., live video feeds from the store that
were designed to generate real-time sales). In addition, Plaintiffs and Class members were required to
make drop-offs (i.e., deposit cash at the bank), which required them to drive off-site in their personal

vehicles. Defendants did not reimburse Plaintiffs and Class members for this gas/mileage or cellular
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phone usage.

60.  As a proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions and omissions, Plaintiffs and
Class members have been damaged in an amount according to proof at trial, and seek reimbursement
of all necessary expenditures, plus interest thereon pursuant to California Labor Code § 2802(b).
Additionally, Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled to all available statutory penalties and an
award of costs, expenses, and reasonable attorneys’ fees, including those provided in California
Labor Code § 2802(c), as well as all other available remedies.

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Provide COVID-19 Supplemental Sick Leave
[Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(3)(A); Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

61.  Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 60.

62.  During the statute of limitations periods, Defendants have failed to provide
supplemental COVID-19 sick leave. As of March 29, 2021, Defendants employed 26 or more non-
exempt employees. As such, Defendants were required to provide 80 hours of COVID-19
supplemental paid sick leave, and compensate Plaintiffs and Class members at their regular rates of
pay for supplemental sick leave—i.e., the highest regular rate of pay, taking into consideration non-
discretionary bonuses, etc. See Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(3)(A). Defendants were obligated to
provide COVID-19 supplemental sick leave in addition to regular sick leave. See Cal. Lab. Code §
248.1(b)(2)(D). Further, Defendants are prohibited from requiring Class members to use any other
paid or unpaid leave, paid time off, or vacation time provided by the hiring entity to the covered
worker before the covered worker uses COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave or in lieu of COVID-
19 supplemental paid sick leave. See Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(4). Defendants have failed to comply
with the foregoing sections of the COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave laws.

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Pay Sick Pay Wages
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201-204, 210, 233, 246]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

63.  Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
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allegations in paragraphs 1 through 62.

64. Cal Lab. Code § 233 provides that an employer must permit an employee to use
accrued sick leave in accordance with Cal Lab. Code § 246.5 at the employee’s then current rate of
entitlement. Cal Lab. Code § 246 provides that an employee is entitled to sick pay wages for use of
accrued sick leave pursuant to Cal Lab. Code § 246.5. Specifically, once accrued sick leave is used
as paid sick time, an employee has a vested right to sick pay wages, which an employer must
calculate and compensate based on one of two calculations: (i) “Paid sick time for nonexempt
employees shall be calculated in the same manner as the regular rate of pay for the workweek in
which the employee uses paid sick time, whether or not the employee actually works overtime in that
workweek,” or (ii) “Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the
employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total hours worked
in the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment.” Under Cal Lab. Code §§ 218 and 233,
employees may sue to recover underpaid sick pay wages as damages.

65. As a matter of policy and practice, Defendants pay sick pay wages to Plaintiffs and
Class members at the incorrect rate of pay. Plaintiffs and Class members regularly use accrued sick
leave in the workweeks in which they also earn non-hourly remuneration. As a matter of policy and
practice, Defendants pay sick pay wages to Plaintiffs and (Class members at the base hourly pay, as
opposed to the regular rate of pay, which would consider all non-hourly remuneration in addition to
base hourly wages, or the rate resulting from dividing the employee’s total wages, not including
overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total hours worked in the full pay periods of the prior 90
days of employment. As a result, Defendants underpaid sick pay wages to Plaintiffs and Class
members.

66.  Cal. Lab. Code § 204 provides that wages generally are due and payable twice during
each calendar month and are to be paid no later than the payday for the next regular payroll period.
Consistent with Cal. Lab. Code § 204, Cal. Lab. Code § 246 specifically requires that, upon use of
accrued sick leave, vested sick pay wages are due and to be paid no later than the payday for the next
regular payroll period after accrued sick leave is used as paid sick time. Similarly, Cal. Lab. Code

§ 201 provides that if an employer discharges an employee, wages earned and unpaid at the time of
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discharge are due and payable immediately. Cal. Lab. Code § 202 provides that an employee is
entitled to receive all unpaid wages no later than 72 hours after an employee quits his or her
employment, unless the employee has given 72-hour notice of his or her intention to quit, in which
case the employee is entitled to his or her wages at the time of quitting. The Labor Code penalizes
untimely payments. For example, Cal. Lab. Code § 203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to
pay wages owed in accordance with Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201-202, then the wages of the employee
shall continue as a penalty from the due date, and at the same rate until paid, but the wages shall not
continue for more than thirty (30) days. Likewise, Cal. Lab. Code § 210 provides penalties for
violations of Cal. Lab. Code § 204 and untimely payments during employment. Under Cal. Lab.
Code §§ 203, 210 and 218, employees may sue to recover applicable penalties.

67. As alleged herein and as a matter of policy and practice, Defendants routinely
underpay sick pay wages and thus did not timely pay Plaintiffs and the Class members all owing and
underpaid sick pay wages. As a result, Defendants violates Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201-204, 210, 233,
and 246, among other Labor Code provisions. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that Defendants
were advised by skilled lawyers and knew, or should have known, of the mandates of the Labor Code
as it relates to Plaintiffs’ allegations, especially since the California Supreme Court has explained that
“[cJourts have recognized that ‘wages’ also include those benefits to which an employee is entitled as
a part of his or her compensation, including money, room, board, clothing, vacation pay, and sick
pay.” Murphy v. Kenneth Cole Prods., Inc., 40 Cal. 4th 1094, 1103 (2007)(emphasis added). Because
Defendants willfully fail to timely pay Plaintiffs and Class members all sick pay wages due,
Defendants are subject to applicable penalties.

68. Such a pattern, practice, and uniform administration of corporate policy is unlawful
and entitles Plaintiffs and Class members to underpaid sick pay wages, including interest thereon,
applicable penalties, attorney’s fees, and costs of suit.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Unfair and Unlawful Business Practices
[Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, et. seq.]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class against All Defendants)

69. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
17
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allegations in paragraphs 1 through 68.

70. Each and every one of Defendants’ acts and omissions in violation of the California
Labor Code and/or the applicable IWC Wage Order as alleged herein, including but not limited to,
Defendants’ failure to provide required meal periods and rest breaks, failure to pay all wages due to
discharged or quitting employees or to pay timely wages, failure to furnish accurate itemized wage
statements or to maintain required records, failure to pay proper overtime wages, and failure
indemnify Plaintiffs and Class members for necessary expenditures and/or losses incurred in
discharging their duties, constitute an unfair and unlawful business practice under California Business
and Professions Code § 17200, et seq.

71. Defendants’ violations of California wage and hour laws constitute a business practice
because the foregoing acts and omissions were done repeatedly over a significant period of time, and
in a systematic manner, to the detriment of Plaintiffs and Class members.

72. Defendants have avoided payment of wages, the provision of meal periods and rest
breaks, and other benefits as required by the California Labor Code, the California Code of
Regulations, and the applicable IWC Wage Order. Further, Defendants have failed to record, report,
and pay the correct sums of assessment to the state authorities under the California Labor Code and
other applicable regulations.

73.  As a result of these unfair and unlawful business practices, Defendants have reaped
unfair and illegal profits during the statute of limitations period at the expense of Plaintiffs and Class
members, and members of the public. Defendants should be made to disgorge their ill-gotten gains
and to restore them to Plaintiffs and Class members, in an amount according to proof at the time of
trial.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Representative Action for Civil Penalties
[Cal. Lab. Code §§ 2698- 2699.5]
(On Behalf of Plaintiffs and State of California against All Defendants)

74. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by specific reference as though fully set forth the
allegations in paragraphs 1 through 73, with exception of the allegations in Paragraphs 13 through 18.

75. Plaintiffs were non-exempt employees of Defendants in the State of California during
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the time period beginning one year and 65 days prior to the filing of this Complaint to the present.
Plaintiffs also personally experienced violations of the California Labor Code during their
employment with Defendants, as alleged herein. Thus, Plaintiffs are “aggrieved employees.”

76. On December 13, 2022, Plaintiff Corbett gave written notice by certified mail,
pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699.3, to the California Labor and Workforce Development
Agency (“LWDA?”) and Defendants, of the specific provisions of the California Labor Code and
applicable IWC Wage Orders alleged to have been violated, including the facts and theories to
support the alleged violations. On December 19, 2022, Plaintiff Corbett gave supplemental notice to
the LWDA and Defendants with respect to her allegations that Defendants have failed to provide
suitable seating to her and other aggrieved employees.

77. On March 22, 2023, Plaintiff Cardenas gave written notice by certified mail, pursuant
to California Labor Code § 2699.3, to the LWDA and Defendant AM Retail Group, Inc., of the
specific provisions of the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Orders alleged to have
been violated, including the facts and theories to support the alleged violations.

78.  Within sixty-five (65) calendar days of the postmark date of Plaintiffs’ notice letters,
the LWDA did not provide notice to Plaintiffs that it intends to investigate the alleged violations. Nor
did Defendants respond to any of the allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ notice letters. Therefore,
Plaintiffs have complied with all requirements set forth in California Labor Code § 2699.3 to
commence a representative action under the California Private Attorneys General Act of 2004
(“PAGA”), Cal. Lab. Code § 2698-2699.5.

79.  In addition to the foregoing alleged violations of the California Labor Code and
applicable IWC Wage Orders, Defendants have violated at least one other section of the California
Labor Code that gives rise to liability under the PAGA.

80. Specifically, Defendants have violated IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 14, which
provides:

(A) All working employees shall be provided with suitable seats when the nature of
the work reasonably permits the use of seats.

(B) When employees are not engaged in the active duties of their employment and the
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nature of the work requires standing, an adequate number of suitable seats shall be
placed in reasonable proximity to the work area and employees shall be permitted to
use such seats when it does not interfere with the performance of their duties.

81. Defendants have failed to provide suitable seating as required under the foregoing
section of the IWC Wage Order by not providing any seats or stools at the brick-and-mortar stores
where Plaintiffs and other aggrieved employees worked. The nature of the work reasonably permits
the use of seats when sales associates and other employees assist customers while processing sales
transactions (i.e., using the cash register), and during down-time when customer assistance is not
required. To the extent the use of seats could interfere with their work duties, at all times herein, it is
and has been reasonable for Defendants to place seats in reasonable proximity to the cash registers
used by Plaintiffs and other aggrieved employees when doing so would not interfere with their job
duties, but Defendants have failed to do so.

82. Pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699, Plaintiffs seeks to recover civil penalties
under the PAGA for Defendants’ violations of the provisions of the California Labor Code and IWC
Wage Order alleged herein.

83.  All civil penalties sought and recovered under this action will be allocated as follows:
seventy-five (75) percent to the State of California and twenty-five (25) percent to Plaintiffs and
aggrieved employees.

84.  Plaintiffs additionally seek reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to California
Labor Code § 2699(g)(1).

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all other persons similarly situated,
respectfully pray for relief against Defendants and Does 1 through 10, inclusive, and each of them, as
follows:

I. For compensatory damages in an amount to be ascertained at trial;

2. For restitution of all monies due to Plaintiffs and Class members, as well as disgorged

profits from the unfair and unlawful business practices of Defendants;
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3. For meal and rest break compensation pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and IWC
Wage Order No. 7-2001;

4. For waiting time penalties pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 203;
5. For statutory and civil penalties according to proof;
6. For interest on the unpaid wages at 10 percent per annum pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code

§§ 218.6, 2802, California Civil Code §§ 3287, 3288, and/or any other applicable provision providing
for pre-judgment interest;

7. For reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 218.5, 226,
2802, and 2699(g)(1), Cal. Code Civ. P. § 1021.5, and/or any other applicable provisions providing

for attorneys’ fees and costs;

8. For declaratory relief;
0. For an order certifying the First through Tenth Causes of Action as a class action;
10. For an order appointing Plaintiffs as Class representatives and Plaintiffs’ counsel as

Class counsel; and

11.  For such further relief that the Court may deem just and proper.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated, hereby demand a jury trial
with respect to all issues triable of right by jury.

DATED: September ---, 2024 THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.

By:

Aubry Wand

BLUMENTHAL NORDREHAUG BHOWMIK DE
BLOUW LLP

Norman B. Blumenthal

Kyle R. Nordrehaug

Aparajit Bhowmik

Nicholas J. De Blouw

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Putative Class
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THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.
Aubry Wand (SBN 281207)

100 Oceangate, Suite 1200

Long Beach, CA 90802
Telephone: (310) 590-4503
Email: awand@wandlawfirm.com

BLUMENTHAL NORDREHAUG BHOWMIK DE BLOUW LLP

Norman B. Blumenthal (State Bar #068687)
Kyle R. Nordrehaug (State Bar #205975)
Aparajit Bhowmik (State Bar #248066)
Nicholas J. De Blouw (State Bar #280922)
2255 Calle Clara

La Jolla, CA 92037

Telephone: (858) 551-1223

Facsimile: (858) 551-1232

Website: www.bamlawca.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Putative Class

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

KIRSTEN CORBETT and BRENDA
CARDENAS, individually, and on behalf of all
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
v.
G-III APPAREL GROUP, LTD., an entity of
unknown form; AM RETAIL GROUP, INC., a
corporation; and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No.: CIVSB2305772
[Hon. Joseph T. Ortiz]
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ORDER

Action Filed: February 24, 2023
Trial Date:  None Set
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[PROPOSED] PRELIMINARY APPROVAL ORDER

The Court now has before it Plaintiffs Kirsten Corbett and Brenda Cardenas’ (“Plaintiffs™)
unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement (“Motion™). After reviewing the
Motion, the Class Action Settlement Agreement and Release (“Settlement Agreement™)! and exhibits
attached thereto, and good cause appearing therefore, the Court hereby finds and orders as follows:

1. The Court finds on a preliminary basis that the settlement memorialized in the Settlement
Agreement appears to be fair and adequate, and falls within the range of reasonableness, and therefore
meets the requirement for preliminary approval.

2. The Court conditionally certifies for settlement purposes the following Class:

All non-exempt employees who worked for Defendant in California during the Class Period.
The Class Period is March 3, 2019 to August 17, 2024.

3. The Court finds, for settlement purposes only, that the Class meets the requirements for
certification under California Code of Civil Procedure § 382 in that: (a) the Class is so numerous that
joinder is impractical; (b) there are questions of law and fact that are common, or of general interest, to
the Class, which predominate over any individual issues; (c) Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of
the Class; (d) Plaintiffs and their counsel will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class; and

(e) a class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the

controversy.
4. The Court appoints, for settlement purposes, Plaintiffs as Representatives for the Class.
5. The Court appoints, for settlement purposes, the Wand Law Firm, P.C., and Blumenthal

Nordrehaug Bhowmik De Blouw LLP, as Counsel for the Class.
6. The Court appoints Simpluris as the Settlement Administrator.
7. The Parties are ordered to carry out the Settlement according to the following

implementation schedule:

1 All capitalized terms have the same meaning a defined in the Settlement Agreement unless otherwise
indicated.
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Event Date

Last day for Defendant to provide the Settlement Administrator
with the Class Information

Last day for Settlement Administrator to mail Class Notice

Last day for Class Members to submit a dispute re. Workweeks,
Request for Exclusion, or written Objection

Last Day for Plaintiffs to file Motion for Final Approval and
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and Class Representative
Service Awards

Final Approval Hearing
at a.m./p.m.

8. The Court approves the form and content of the Class Notice and PAGA Notice (attached
as Exhibit 1 to the Settlement Agreement). The Parties and the Settlement Administrator are authorized
to make non-material edits to these documents, such as inserting dates, estimated payment amounts, etc.

9. The Court finds that the method of giving notice to the Class constitutes the best means
practicable of providing notice under the circumstances. The Court further finds that the Class Notice and
the method of giving notice to the Class meet the requirements of California Code of Civil Procedure §
382, California Rules of Court, Rules 3.766 and 3.769, and due process under the California and United
States Constitutions, and other applicable law.

10. At the Final Approval Hearing, the Court will consider, inter alia, whether the Settlement
should be finally approved as fair, reasonable and adequate, whether a final judgment should be entered
in favor of Plaintiffs, and whether the payments provided for under the Settlement, including attorneys’
fees and costs and class representative service awards, should be finally approved and granted.

I
I
I
I
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11.

Pending the Final Approval Hearing, all proceedings in this Action, other than

proceedings necessary to implement the Settlement and this Order, are stayed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED:

Honorable Joseph T. Ortiz
Judge of the Superior Court

4.
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[PROPOSED| PRELIMINARY APPROVAL ORDER

The Court now has before it Plaintiffs Kirsten Corbett and Brenda Cardenas’ (“Plaintiffs’)
unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement (“Motion™). After reviewing the
Motion, the Class Action Settlement Agreement and Release (“Settlement Agreement”)' and exhibits
attached thereto, and good cause appearing therefore, the Court hereby finds and orders as follows:

1. The Court finds on a preliminary basis that the settlement memorialized in the Settlement
Agreement appears to be fair and adequate, and falls within the range of reasonableness, and therefore
meets the requirement for preliminary approval.

2. The Court conditionally certifies for settlement purposes the following Class:

All non-exempt employees who worked for Defendant in California during the Class Period.
The Class Period is March 3, 2019 to August 17, 2024.

3 The Court finds, for settlement purposes only, that the Class meets the requirements for
certification under California Code of Civil Procedure § 382 in that: (a) the Class is so numerous that
joinder is impractical; (b) there are questions of law and fact that are common, or of general interest, to
the Class, which predominate over any individual issues; (c¢) Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of
the Class; (d) Plaintiffs and their counsel will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class; and

(e) a class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the

controversy.
4. The Court appoints, for settlement purposes, Plaintiffs as Representatives for the Class.
3 The Court appoints, for settlement purposes, the Wand Law Firm, P.C., and Blumenthal

Nordrehaug Bhowmik De Blouw LLP, as Counsel for the Class.
6. The Court appoints Simpluris as the Settlement Administrator.
7. The Parties are ordered to carry out the Settlement according to the following

implementation schedule:

" All capitalized terms have the same meaning a defined in the Settlement Agreement unless otherwise
indicated.
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Event Date

Last day for Defendant to provide the Settlement Administrator
with the Class Information

Last day for Settlement Administrator to mail Class Notice

Last day for Class Members to submit a dispute re. Workweeks,
Request for Exclusion, or written Objection

Last Day for Plaintiffs to file Motion for Final Approval and
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and Class Representative
Service Awards ‘

Final Approval Hearing

8. The Court approves the form and content of the Class Notice and PAGA Notice (attached
as Exhibit 1 to the Settlement Agreement). The Parties and the Settlement Administrator are authorized
to make non-material edits to these documents, such as inserting dates, estimated payment amounts, etc.

9. The Court finds that the method of giving notice to the Class constitutes the best means
practicable of providing notice under the circumstances. The Court further finds that the Class Notice and
the method of giving notice to the Class meet the requirements of California Code of Civil Procedure §
382, California Rules of Court, Rules 3.766 and 3.769, and due process under the California and United
States Constitutions, and other applicable law.

10. At the Final Approval Hearing, the Court will consider, inter alia, whether the Settlement
should be finally approved as fair, reasonable and adequate, whether a final judgment should be entered
in favor of Plaintiffs, and whether the payments provided for under the Settlement, including attorneys’
fees and costs and class representative service awards, should be finally approved and granted.
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1. Pending the Final Approval Hearing, all proceedings in this Action, other than
proceedings necessary to implement the Settlement and this Order, are stayed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: 2. Z, 2029 (7‘5

Honorable Joseph T. Ortiz
Judge of the Superior Court
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100 Oceangate, Ste. 1200
Long Beach, CA 90802
310-590-4503

awand@wandlawfirm.com | www.wandlawfirm.com

December 13, 2022
Filed Online

Labor and Workforce Development Agency /
Department of Industrial Relations

Private Attorneys General Act (PAGA) - Filing
New PAGA Claim Notice

Via Certified U.S. Mail — Return
Receipt Requested

AM Retail Group, Inc.
7225 Northland Dr. N
Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

AM Retail Group, Inc.
7401 Boone Avenue North
Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

AM Retail Group, Inc.

C/O CSC Lawyers Incorporating Service
2710 Gateway Oaks Dr., Ste. 150N
Sacramento, CA 95833

G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.
512 Seventh Ave., 35th FL
New York, NY 10018

Re: Notice Pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699.3
To Whom It May Concern:

My office and Custodio & Dubey represent Kirsten Corbett (“Ms. Corbett”), a former
employee of AM Retail Group, Inc., G-III Apparel Group, Ltd., and any related entities (collectively,
“AM Retail Group”). .

My office is investigating a potential class and/or representative action on behalf of all
current and former non-exempt employees of AM Retail Group who have worked at any retail store
in the State of California (“aggrieved employees”) regarding AM Retail Group’s systematic
violations of the California wage-and-hour laws, including violations of the California Labor Code,



California Labor & Workforce Development Agency
AM Retail Group, Inc. / G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.
December 13, 2022

Page 2 of 10

applicable IWC wage orders, and related rules or regulations.

Please be advised that this letter constitutes written notice required by Cal. Lab. Code §§
2699.3(a)(1) and 2699.3(c)(1) and may lead to immediate action against AM Retail Group in a court
of law and/or administrative proceedings, as well as the imposition of substantial penalties and other
remedies against AM Retail Group, and any and all related, parent, and/or alter ego companies,
corporations, partnerships, subsidiaries, and/or business entities, as well as against any and all
officers, owners, directors, managers, managing agents, or entities who are or may be liable under
law for any of the violations alleged herein.

This notice shall be construed as extending without limitation to any past, present, future, or
continuing violation of the California Labor Code, applicable IWC wage orders, or regulations
thereunder which might be discovered as a result of a reasonable and diligent investigation made
pursuant to this notice.

Pursuant to the California Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”), Cal. Lab. Code
§ 2698, et seq., this letter sets forth the specific provisions of the California Labor Code and
Industrial Welfare Commission (“IWC”) Wage Order No. 7-2001 and any other applicable wage
order,! which Ms. Corbett alleges that AM Retail Group has violated, including the facts and
theories to support the alleged violations, consistent with notice pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 2699.3.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Ms. Corbett alleges that AM Retail Group is liable for the following as to both herself and
other aggrieved employees: failure to provide meal and rest periods, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code
§§ 226.7, 510, 512, 1194, 1197 and Wage Order No. 7-2001, §§ 11 and 12; failure to pay one
additional hour of compensation at the employee’s correct regular rate of pay for each workday that
ameal or rest period is not provided, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and Wage Order No. 7-
2001, §§ 11 and 12; failure to pay overtime wages, and failure to properly calculate overtime wages,
in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194, 1198, and Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3; failure to
timely pay minimum wages due, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and Wage Order No.
7-2001, § 4; failure to timely pay all wages due, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 204; willful failure
to pay discharged or quitting employees all wages due, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201-203;
failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226, 1174,
and 1174.5; failure to maintain required records, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1174, 1174.5, and
Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7; failure to provide supplemental COVID-19 sick leave, in violation of
Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2 and § 248.6; and failure to indemnify non-exempt employees for uniforms,
expenditures, and/or losses, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 2802.

! Hereinafter, when reference is made to IWC Wage Order 7, it shall include reference to
corresponding sections of any other wage orders that may be applicable.
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An employee has standing to represent all aggrieved employees for all of her asserted
violations of the California Labor Code under the PAGA so long as she has experienced at least one
violation. Huffv. Securitas Security Services USA, Inc. (2018) 23 Cal.App.5th 745, 757 (“For PAGA
standing a plaintiff need only have been employed by the violator and affected by ‘one or more’ of
the alleged violations. (Sec. 2699, subds. (a), (c).)).

FACTS AND THEORIES

Ms. Corbett was employed by AM Retail Group as a non-exempt employee at its DKNY
store located at the Ontario Mills mall in Ontario, CA. She worked there from approximately
October 2021 to August 2022. Ms. Corbett, on behalf of herself and other aggrieved employees of
AM Retail Group in the state of California during the one year preceding the date of this notice
letter, provides notice of the following facts and theories.

| Meal Period Violations

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7, 512 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 11, no
employer shall employ any non-exempt employee for a work period of more than five (5) hours
without a meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes. Employers in California are required to
pay one (1) hour of compensation for each missed or non-compliant meal period to their non-exempt
employees. Additionally, if a non-exempt-employee is not relieved of all duty during a meal period,
the meal period shall be considered an “on duty” meal period and counted as time worked. A paid
“on duty” meal period is permitted only when (1) the nature of the work prevents an employee from
being relieved of all duty and (2) the parties have a written agreement agreeing to on duty meal
periods.

Neither Ms. Corbett nor any other aggrieved employees agreed to work on duty meal periods,
needed to work on duty meal periods based on their job duties, or were paid by AM Retail Group to
work on duty meal periods. Moreover, AM Retail Group regularly did not allow non-exempt
employees, including Ms. Corbett, to take a full thirty-minute meal period, and meal periods were
regularly short (less than thirty minutes), late (taken after 5 hours), and interrupted (work was
performed during the meal period). More specifically, AM Retail Group failed to implement
adequate policies or procedures to provide meal periods to its non-exempt employees. Among other
things, AM Retail Group grossly understaffs its stores, overworks aggrieved employees, and does
not adequately notify aggrieved employees of their rights to take meal periods. For example, in order
to control labor costs, AM Retail Group has implemented a policy of allotting a grossly insufficient
maximum total staff hours per week, which caused Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to
miss or otherwise take non-compliant meal periods because there was insufficient staff to assist
customers and perform other required job duties.

AM Retail Group consistently denied Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees compliant
meal periods by requiring them to complete so much work within their shifts that they would be
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forced to skip their meal periods, to take them after working longer than five (5) hours, to perform
work during their meal periods, or return to work after taking less than a thirty (30) minute meal
period. In addition, Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees were required to carry walkie-talkies
and/or cell phones on their person at all times, and consequently, their meal periods would regularly
be interrupted and/or cut short because they would be forced to communicate on these devices
during meal periods. Moreover, AM Retail Group had a de facto policy of requiring Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to take meal periods at the store—i.e., to discourage employees from
leaving the work premises during meal periods—in violation of California law.

AM Retail Group further violated Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001
by willfully failing to compensate Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees who were not
provided with a meal period in compliance with California law with one (1) additional hour of
compensation at their regular rates of pay for each workday that a compliant meal period was not
provided. AM Retail Group further violated Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7, 510, 1194, 1197, and IWC
Wage Order No. 7-2001 by failing to compensate Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees for all
hours worked during their meal periods.

II. Rest Break Violations

AM Retail Group failed to authorize and permit Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees
to take rest periods as required under Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7 and 512, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-
2001, § 12. Employers in California are required to provide a ten (10) minute rest period for every
four hours worked or major action thereof. Further, employers are required to pay one (1) hour of
compensation for each day in which a legally-compliant rest period is not provided.

As with meal periods, AM Retail Group’s policies and practices caused Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to miss or otherwise take non-compliant rest breaks by, among other
things, giving them unreasonable amounts of work that had to be completed within their shift such
that rest periods simply could not be taken. This was the result of systematic understaffing and
unrealistic work expectations and requirements. Further, as set forth above, AM Retail Group
implemented skeletal staffing policies, which resulted in the inability of Ms. Corbett and other
aggrieved employees to take compliant rest breaks. In addition, AM Retail Group did not adequately
notify aggrieved employees of their rights to take rest periods, and systematically denied them the
opportunity to take breaks. And, as with meal periods, Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees
were required to carry walkie-talkies and/or cell phones on their person at all times, frequently
resulting in interrupted rest breaks.

AM Retail Group further violated Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001,
§ 12 by failing to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees one (1) additional hour of
compensation at their regular rates of pay for each workday that a legally-compliant rest period was
not provided.
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III.  Failure to Pay Overtime Wages

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3, employers
in California are required to compensate non-exempt employees for all overtime, which is calculated
at one and one-half (1 %2) times the regular rate of pay for hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours
per day and/or forty (40) hours per week, and for the first eight (8) hours on the seventh consecutive
work day, with double time for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours on the seventh day of
any workweek, or after twelve (12) hours in any workday.

Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees are entitled to the protections of Cal. Lab. Code
§§ 510, 1194 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001. AM Retail Group failed to compensate Ms. Corbett
and other aggrieved employees for all overtime hours worked by failing to pay overtime at one and
one-half (1 2) or double the regular rate of pay, by among other things, failing to properly calculate
the regular rate of pay for the purposes of calculating overtime pay owed and due by not including
the value of non-discretionary bonuses, meal period and rest break premium payments owed and
due, and other forms of remuneration required to be included in the regular rate; requiring,
permitting or suffering Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock, including
attendance at meetings and taking work-related calls when not clocked in to the timekeeping system;
requiring, suffering, or permitting Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to work through meal
periods and rest breaks but not compensating them for this time, and failing to include this time in all
hours worked; and other methods to be discovered.

In sum, AM Retail Group has refused to perform its obligations to compensate Ms. Corbett
and other aggrieved employees for all overtime wages earned in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510,
1194, 1198, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3.

IV. Failure to Pay Minimum Wages

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 4, payment
to a non-exempt employee of less than the legally mandated minimum wage for all hours worked in
a payroll period is unlawful.

AM Retail Group failed to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees minimum wages
for all hours worked by, among other things, requiring, suffering, or permitting Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock; requiring, suffering, or permitting Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to work through meal periods and rest breaks but not compensating them
for this time, and failing to include this time in all hours worked; illegally and inaccurately recording
time that Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees worked; and other methods to be discovered.

V. Failure to Timely Pay All Wages Earned

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 204, employers in California must pay employees at least twice
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a month for all wages earned during the preceding pay period. Cal. Lab. Code § 204 provides that
labor performed between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month shall be paid for
between the 4th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was performed, and labor
performed between the 4th and the last day, inclusive, of any calendar month, shall be paid for
between the 1st and 10th day of the following month. Employers using an alternate payday schedule
must pay wages within seven calendar days of the end of the payroll period within which the wages
were earned.

AM Retail Group failed to pay Ms. Corbett and aggrieved employees on their regularly
scheduled payday for all labor performed during the preceding pay period by, among other things,
failing to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees for work they performed off-the-clock;
failing to pay them proper overtime, regular, and minimum wages; inaccurately recording time in
which Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees worked; requiring them to work through their
meal periods and rest breaks without proper compensation and/or remuneration; and other methods
to be discovered. AM Retail Group knew that it was required to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved
employees these wages owed and due no later than the payday for the next regular payroll period
following the payroll period in which the wages were earned, yet it willfully failed to do so.

VI. Failure to Pay All Wages Due Upon Discharge or Termination

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 201, 202, and 203, employers in California are required to pay
all earned and unpaid wages to a non-employee who is discharged. Cal. Lab. Code § 201 mandates
that if an employer discharges a non-exempt employee, that employee’s wages accrued and unpaid at
the time of discharge are due and payable immediately. Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 202, an
employer is required to pay all accrued wages due to a non-exempt employee no later than 72 hours
after the employee quits his or her employment, unless the employee provides 72 hours previous
notice of his or her intention to quit, in which case the employee is entitled to his or her wages at the
time of quitting.

Cal. Lab. Code § 203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to pay, in accordance with
Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201 and 202, any wages of an employee who is discharged or who quits, the
employer is liable for waiting time penalties in the form of continued compensation to the non-
exempt employee at the same rate for up to thirty (30) work days. Because AM Retail Group has,
inter alia, required Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock without
compensation, and has required them to work through their meal periods and rest breaks without
proper compensation and/or remuneration, and failed to pay them regular, and minimum wages, AM
Retail Group has willfully failed to pay wages due to Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees in
accordance with Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201 and 202.

VII. Failure to Maintain Required Records

AM Retail Group has failed to maintain records as required under Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226,
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1174, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7, including but not limited to, the following records:
total daily hours worked by each employee; applicable rates of pay; all deductions; meal periods;
time records showing when each employee begins and ends each work period; failure to provide and
account for supplemental COVID-19 sick leave available and taken; and accurate itemized
statements that reflect all compensation and remuneration owed and due to them. AM Retail Group
has knowledge it is not providing its non-exempt employees with proper meal periods and rest
breaks, but omits from the wage statements such compensation and/or remuneration. Additionally,
AM Retail Group requires, suffers, or permits non-exempt employees to work off-the-clock and fails
to record this time or compensate them for this time.

VIII. Failure to Furnish Accurate Itemized Wage Statements

AM Retail Group fails to provide Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees with timely,
accurate, and itemized wage statements in writing showing each employee’s gross wages earned,
total hours worked, all deductions made, net wages earned, the name and address of the legal entity
or entities employing Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees, the inclusive dates of the period
for which the employee is paid, and all applicable hourly rates in effect during each pay period and
the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 226
and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7.

AM Retail Group has failed to provide Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees with
proper meal periods and rest breaks but failed to include in their wage statements one (1) additional
hour of compensation at their regular rates of pay for each missed or non-compliant meal or rest
period. See Naranjo v. Spectrum Sec. Servs., Inc. (2022) 13 Cal.5th 93, 972 (“failure to report
premium pay for missed breaks can support monetary liability under section 226 for failure to supply
an accurate itemized statement reflecting an employee’s gross wages earned, net wages earned, and
credited hours worked.”). In addition, AM Retail Group does not properly pay Ms. Corbett and other
aggrieved employees regular, and minimum wages owed and due to them, resulting in accurate wage
statements. AM Retail Group also suffers and permits Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to
work off the clock without compensation, yet such compensation and/or remuneration is not listed
on the wage statements. AM Retail Group has also failed to list the name and address of the correct
legal entity that is the employer on Ms. Corbett’s and other aggrieved employees’ wage statements,
in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 226(a)(8).

IX. Failure to Provide COVID-19 Supplemental Paid Sick Leave

AM Retail Group employed twenty-six (26) or more aggrieved employees so that it was
required to provide 80 hours of COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave and compensate aggrieved
employees at their regular rate of pay for supplemental sick leave, taking into consideration non-
discretionary bonuses, etc. Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(3)(A); Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2. AM Retail
Group has an obligation to provide COVID-19 supplemental sick leave in addition to regular sick
leave. Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(2)(D); Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2.
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Moreover, based upon the incorporation of California Labor Code § 246 into California
Labor Code § 248.1(b)(2)(D), starting on or about March 29, 2021, AM Retail Group has been
required to accurately reflect any offset and/or the current amount of COVID-19 supplemental sick
leave available to aggrieved employees. Cal. Lab. Code §248.1(b)(2)(D). AM Retail Group was also
prohibited from requiring aggrieved employees from using any other paid or unpaid leave, paid time
off, or vacation time before the aggrieved employees were provided, used or in lieu of COVID-19
supplemental paid sick leave. Cal. Lab. Code §248.1(b)(4). AM Retail Group also violated Cal. Lab.
Code §§ 248.2,248.6, and 248.7 regarding COVID-19 supplemental sick leave in 2021 and through
2022 for the reasons described herein. Further, AM Retail Group failed to accurately list and itemize
COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave on the wage statements for Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved
employees and also failed to correctly pay them supplemental sick leave at their regular rate of pay.
AM Retail Group also failed to provide for Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees notice of
their rights under California law with regard to COVID-19 supplemental sick leave and hours
relating thereto, and thus aggrieved employees were left in the dark as to if or how much COVID-19
supplemental paid sick leave was available to them.

X. Failure to Indemnify Employees for Necessary Employment Expenditures

California Labor Code § 2802(a) requires employers to indemnify non-exempt employees for
all necessary expenditures or losses incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge
of her his or her duties, or of his or her obedience to the directions of the employer. AM Retail
Group has failed to indemnify Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees for all business expenses
and/or losses incurred in direct consequence of the discharge of their duties while working under its
direction, including but not limited to, usage of their personal cellular phones, in violation of Cal.
Lab. Code § 2802.

DEMAND

Demand is hereby made that AM Retail Group shall agree, in writing received by this office
no later than thirty-three (33) calendar days from the postmark date of this notice, to pay Ms. Corbett
and all other aggrieved employees employed by AM Retail Group at any time during the past twelve
(12) months, back pay and compensation for the above-referenced violations. Additionally, demand
is hereby made that AM Retail Group shall agree to comply with all California wage and hour laws
as described herein and ensure that its hourly aggrieved employees are paid proper overtime
compensation and given required meal and rest periods. In addition, the following demands are
hereby made:

1. AM Retail Group shall agree to conduct a survey or interview of all current and
former aggrieved employees in California during the past twelve (12) months to
obtain information from them about the number of meal and rest periods each
employee missed during their work shifts.
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AM Retail Group shall agree to pay each aggrieved employee one (1) hour of pay at
the employee’s regular rate of pay for every shift in which he or she missed or
otherwise did not take a compliant meal period or rest break, as required by Cal. Lab.
Code § 226.7 and the applicable wage order.

AM Retail Group shall agree to pay each aggrieved employee all unpaid overtime
wages, as required pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194, 1198, and Wage Order
No. 7-2001, § 3.

AM Retail Group shall agree to pay each aggrieved employee all unpaid minimum
wages, as required pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and IWC Wage Order
No. 7-2001, § 4,

AM Retail Group shall agree to provide each aggrieved employee with accurate,
itemized wage statements, as required pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 226 and IWC
Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7.

AM Retail Group shall provide supplemental COVID-19 sick pay pursuant to Cal.
Lab. Code §§ 248.1 and 248.6, and reimburse all aggrieved employees who were
either not provided with sick pay or were required to use vacation and PTO time in
lieu of supplemental COVID-19 sick leave.

AM Retail Group shall agree to reimburse those aggrieved employees who were
required to pay for any business expenses incurred for the benefit of AM Retail
Group.

AM Retail Group shall agree to pay all penalties and civil penalties due arising from
the violations of the California Labor Code and IWC wage order sections referenced
above and pursuant to PAGA, Cal. Lab. Code § 2698 e seq., and Wage Order No. 7-
2001, § 20.
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If the Labor and Workforce Development Agency intends to investigate the allegations set
forth herein, please provide notice via certified mail to:

The Wand Law Firm, P.C.
100 Oceangate, Suite 1200
Long Beach, California 90802
Telephone: (310) 590-4503
Email: awand@wandlawfirm.com

A filing fee in the amount of seventy-five dollars ($75.00) in connection with the filing of
this new PAGA claim is being made electronically at the time of submission.

Sincerely,
THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.

—

/
i —

3 ,)_4—-7*—:_‘&-___4____ =

Aﬁbry Wand, Esq.
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100 Oceangate, Ste. 1200
Long Beach, CA 90802
310-590-4503
awand@wandlawfirm.com | www.wandlawfirm.com
December 19, 2022
Filed Online
Labor and Workforce Development Agency /
Department of Industrial Relations
Private Attorneys General Act (PAGA) - Filing

Amended PAGA Claim Notice

Via Certified U.S. Mail — Return
Receipt Requested

AM Retail Group, Inc.
7225 Northland Dr. N
Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

AM Retail Group, Inc.
7401 Boone Avenue North
Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

AM Retail Group, Inc.

C/O CSC Lawyers Incorporating Service
2710 Gateway Oaks Dr., Ste. 150N
Sacramento, CA 95833

G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.
512 Seventh Ave., 35th FL
New York, NY 10018

Re:  Amended Notice Pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699.3
LWDA-CM-924125-22

To Whom It May Concern:

On December 13, 2022, my office and Custodio & Dubey provided notice, on behalf of
Kirsten Corbett (“Ms. Corbett™), to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency
(“LWDA”) and AM Retail Group, Inc., G-III Apparel Group, Ltd., and any related entities
(collectively, “AM Retail Group™), pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 2699.3, regarding AM Retail
Group’s violations of the California Labor Code, applicable IWC wage order(s), and any related
rules or regulations, with respect to its California employees. A true and correct copy of this notice is
attached hereto as Exhibit A.



California Labor & Workforce Development Agency
AM Retail Group, Inc. / G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.
December 19, 2022

Page 2 of 3

Ms. Corbett hereby supplements or amends this notice by providing additional notice of AM
Retail Group’s failure to provide suitable seating to Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees of
AM Retail Group in the state of California during the one year preceding the date of this amended
notice letter.

IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 14 provides:!

“(A) All working employees shall be provided with suitable seats when the nature of the
work reasonably permits the use of seats.

(B) When employees are not engaged in the active duties of their employment and the nature
of the work requires standing, an adequate number of suitable seats shall be placed in
reasonable proximity to the work area and employees shall be permitted to use such seats
when it does not interfere with the performance of their duties.”

AM Retail Group has failed to provide suitable seating as required under the foregoing
section of the IWC Wage Order by simply not providing any seats or stools at the brick-and-mortar
stores where Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees worked. The nature of the work reasonably
permits the use of seats when sales associates and other employees assist customers while processing
sales transactions (i.e., using the cash register), and during down time when customer assistance is
not required. To the extent that the use of seats could interfere with their work duties, at all times
herein it is and has been reasonable for AM Retail Group to place seats in reasonable proximity to
the cash registers used by Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees when doing so would not
interfere with their job duties.

Accordingly, demand is hereby made that AM Retail Group agree, in writing received by this
office no later than thirty-three (33) calendar days from the postmark date of this amended notice, to
(a) pay all civil penalties arising from the violations of the California Labor Code and IWC wage
order sections referenced above and pursuant to PAGA, California Labor Code § 2698, ef seq., and
(b) agree to provide suitable seating to aggrieved employees at all California retail locations.

If the LWDA intends to investigate the allegations set forth herein, please provide notice via
certified mail to:

The Wand Law Firm, P.C.
100 Oceangate, Suite 1200
Long Beach, California 90802
Telephone: (310) 590-4503
Email: awand@wandlawfirm.com

I Reference to IWC Wage Order 7 includes reference to corresponding sections of any other wage
orders that may be applicable.



California Labor & Workforce Development Agency
AM Retail Group, Inc. / G-IIT Apparel Group, Ltd.
December 19, 2022

Page 3 of 3

Sincerely,
THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.

P i, T
Aubry Wand, Esq.
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100 Oceangate, Ste. 1200
Long Beach, CA 90802
310-590-4503

awand@wandlawfim.com | www.wandlawfirm.com

December 13, 2022
iled Online

Labor and Workforce Development Agency /
Department of Industrial Relations

Private Attorneys General Act (PAGA) - Filing
New PAGA Claim Notice

Via Certified U.S. Mail — Return
Receipt Requested

AM Retail Group, Inc.
7225 Northland Dr. N
Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

AM Retail Group, Inc.
7401 Boone Avenue North
Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

AM Retail Group, Inc.

C/0 CSC Lawyers Incorporating Service
2710 Gateway Oaks Dr., Ste. 150N
Sacramento, CA 95833

G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.
512 Seventh Ave., 35th FL
New York, NY 10018

Re:  Notice Pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699.3
To Whom It May Concern:

My office and Custodio & Dubey represent Kirsten Corbett (“Ms. Corbett”), a former
employee of AM Retail Group, Inc., G-III Apparel Group, Ltd., and any related entities (collectively,
“AM Retail Group”).

My office is investigating a potential class and/or representative action on behalf of all
current and former non-exempt employees of AM Retail Group who have worked at any retail store
in the State of California (“aggrieved employees™) regarding AM Retail Group’s systematic
violations of the California wage-and-hour laws, including violations of the California Labor Code,
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applicable IWC wage orders, and related rules or regulations.

Please be advised that this letter constitutes written notice required by Cal. Lab. Code §§
2699.3(a)(1) and 2699.3(c)(1) and may lead to immediate action against AM Retail Group in a court
of law and/or administrative proceedings, as well as the imposition of substantial penalties and other
remedies against AM Retail Group, and any and all related, parent, and/or alter ego companies,
corporations, partnerships, subsidiaries, and/or business entities, as well as against any and all
officers, owners, directors, managers, managing agents, or entities who are or may be liable under
law for any of the violations alleged herein.

This notice shall be construed as extending without limitation to any past, present, future, or
continuing violation of the California Labor Code, applicable IWC wage orders, or regulations
thereunder which might be discovered as a result of a reasonable and diligent investigation made
pursuant to this notice. '

Pursuant to the California Private Attorneys General Act 02004 (“PAGA”), Cal. Lab. Code
§ 2698, et seq., this letter sets forth the specific provisions of the California Labor Code and
Industrial Welfare Commission (“IWC”) Wage Order No. 7-2001 and any other applicable wage
order,! which Ms. Corbett alleges that AM Retail Group has violated, including the facts and
theories to support the alleged violations, consistent with notice pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 2699.3.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Ms. Corbett alleges that AM Retail Group is liable for the following as to both herself and
other aggrieved employees: failure to provide meal and rest periods, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code
§§ 226.7, 510, 512, 1194, 1197 and Wage Order No. 7-2001, §§ 11 and 12; failure to pay one
additional hour of compensation at the employee’s correct regular rate of pay for each workday that
ameal or rest period is not provided, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and Wage Order No. 7-
2001, §§ 11 and 12; failure to pay overtime wages, and failure to properly calculate overtime wages,
in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194, 1198, and Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3; failure to
timely pay minimum wages due, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and Wage Order No.
7-2001, § 4; failure to timely pay all wages due, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 204; willful failure
to pay discharged or quitting employees all wages due, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201-203;
failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226, 1174,
and 1174.5; failure to maintain required records, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1174, 1174.5, and
Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7; failure to provide supplemental COVID-19 sick leave, in violation of
Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2 and § 248.6; and failure to indemnify non-exempt employees for uniforms,
expenditures, and/or losses, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 2802.

! Hereinafter, when reference is made to IWC Wage Order 7, it shall include reference to
corresponding sections of any other wage orders that may be applicable.
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An employee has standing to represent all aggrieved employees for all of her asserted
violations of the California Labor Code under the PAGA so long as she has experienced at least one
violation. Huff'v. Securitas Security Services US4, Inc. (2018) 23 Cal.App.5th 745, 757 (“For PAGA
standing a plaintiff need only have been employed by the violator and affected by ‘one or more’ of
the alleged violations. (Sec. 2699, subds. (a), (c).)).

FACTS AND ORIE

Ms. Corbett was employed by AM Retail Group as a non-exempt employee at its DKNY
store located at the Ontario Mills mall in Ontario, CA. She worked there from approximately
October 2021 to August 2022. Ms, Corbett, on behalf of herself and other aggrieved employees of
AM Retail Group in the state of California during the one year preceding the date of this notice
letter, provides notice of the following facts and theories.

| & Meal Period Violations

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7, 512 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 11, no
employer shall employ any non-exempt employee for a work period of more than five (5) hours
without a meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes. Employers in California are required to
pay one (1) hour of compensation for each missed or non-compliant meal period to their non-exempt
employees. Additionally, if a non-exempt-employee is not relieved of all duty during a meal period,
the meal period shall be considered an “on duty” meal period and counted as time worked. A paid
“on duty” meal period is permitted only when (1) the nature of the work prevents an employee from
being relieved of all duty and (2) the parties have a written agreement agreeing to on duty meal
periods.

Neither Ms. Corbett nor any other aggrieved employees agreed to work on duty meal periods,
needed to work on duty meal periods based on their job duties, or were paid by AM Retail Group to
work on duty meal periods. Moreover, AM Retail Group regularly did not allow non-exempt
employees, including Ms. Corbett, to take a full thirty-minute meal period, and meal periods were
regularly short (less than thirty minutes), late (taken after 5 hours), and interrupted (work was
performed during the meal period). More specifically, AM Retail Group failed to implement
adequate policies or procedures to provide meal periods to its non-exempt employees. Among other
things, AM Retail Group grossly understaffs its stores, overworks aggrieved employees, and does
not adequately notify aggrieved employees of their rights to take meal periods. For example, in order
to control labor costs, AM Retail Group has implemented a policy of allotting a grossly insufficient
maximum total staff hours per week, which caused Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to
miss or otherwise take non-compliant meal periods because there was insufficient staff to assist
customers and perform other required job duties.

AM Retail Group consistently denied Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees compliant
meal periods by requiring them to complete so much work within their shifts that they would be
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forced to skip their meal periods, to take them after working longer than five (5) hours, to perform
work during their meal periods, or return to work after taking less than a thirty (30) minute meal
period. In addition, Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees were required to carry walkie-talkies
and/or cell phones on their person at all times, and consequently, their meal periods would regularly
be interrupted and/or cut short because they would be forced to communicate on these devices
during meal periods. Moreover, AM Retail Group had a de facto policy of requiring Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to take meal periods at the store—i.e., to discourage employees from
leaving the work premises during meal periods—in violation of California law.

AM Retail Group further violated Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001
by willfully failing to compensate Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees who were not
provided with a meal period in compliance with California law with one (1) additional hour of
compensation at their regular rates of pay for each workday that a compliant meal period was not
provided. AM Retail Group further violated Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7, 510, 1194, 1197, and IWC
Wage Order No. 7-2001 by failing to compensate Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees for all
hours worked during their meal periods.

II. Rest Break Violations

AM Retail Group failed to authorize and permit Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees
to take rest periods as required under Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7 and 512, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-
2001, § 12. Employers in California are required to provide a ten (10) minute rest period for every
four hours worked or major action thereof. Further, employers are required to pay one (1) hour of
compensation for each day in which a legally-compliant rest period is not provided.

As with meal periods, AM Retail Group’s policies and practices caused Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to miss or otherwise take non-compliant rest breaks by, among other
things, giving them unreasonable amounts of work that had to be completed within their shift such
that rest periods simply could not be taken. This was the result of systematic understaffing and
unrealistic work expectations and requirements. Further, as set forth above, AM Retail Group
implemented skeletal staffing policies, which resulted in the inability of Ms. Corbett and other
aggrieved employees to take compliant rest breaks. In addition, AM Retail Group did not adequately
notify aggrieved employees of their rights to take rest periods, and systematically denied them the
opportunity to take breaks. And, as with meal periods, Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees
were required to carry walkie-talkies and/or cell phones on their person at all times, frequently
resulting in interrupted rest breaks.

AM Retail Group further violated Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001,
§ 12 by failing to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees one (1) additional hour of
compensation at their regular rates of pay for each workday that a legally-compliant rest period was
not provided.
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III.  Failure to Pay Overtime Wages

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3, employers
in California are required to compensate non-exempt employees for all overtime, which is calculated
at one and one-half (1 !4) times the regular rate of pay for hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours
per day and/or forty (40) hours per week, and for the first eight (8) hours on the seventh consecutive
work day, with double time for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours on the seventh day of
any workweek, or after twelve (12) hours in any workday.

Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees are entitled to the protections of Cal. Lab. Code
§§ 510, 1194 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001. AM Retail Group failed to compensate Ms. Corbett
and other aggrieved employees for all overtime hours worked by failing to pay overtime at one and
one-half (1 %) or double the regular rate of pay, by among other things, failing to properly calculate
the regular rate of pay for the purposes of calculating overtime pay owed and due by not including
the value of non-discretionary bonuses, meal period and rest break premium payments owed and
due, and other forms of remuneration required to be included in the regular rate; requiring,
permitting or suffering Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock, including
attendance at meetings and taking work-related calls when not clocked in to the timekeeping system;
requiring, suffering, or permitting Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to work through meal
periods and rest breaks but not compensating them for this time, and failing to include this time in all
hours worked; and other methods to be discovered.

In sum, AM Retail Group has refused to perform its obligations to compensate Ms. Corbett
and other aggrieved employees for all overtime wages earned in violation of Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510,
1194, 1198, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 3.

IV.  Failure to Pay Minimum Wages

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 4, payment
to a non-exempt employee of less than the legally mandated minimum wage for all hours worked in
a payroll period is unlawful.

AM Retail Group failed to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees minimum wages
for all hours worked by, among other things, requiring, suffering, or permitting Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock; requiring, suffering, or permitting Ms. Corbett and
other aggrieved employees to work through meal periods and rest breaks but not compensating them
for this time, and failing to include this time in all hours worked; illegally and inaccurately recording
time that Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees worked; and other methods to be discovered.

V. Failure to Timely Pay All Wages Earned

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 204, employers in California must pay employees at least twice
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a month for all wages earned during the preceding pay period. Cal. Lab. Code § 204 provides that
labor performed between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month shall be paid for
between the 4th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was performed, and labor
performed between the 4th and the last day, inclusive, of any calendar month, shall be paid for
between the 1stand 10th day of the following month. Employers using an alternate payday schedule

must pay wages within seven calendar days of the end of the payroll period within which the wages
were earned.

AM Retail Group failed to pay Ms. Corbett and aggrieved employees on their regularly
scheduled payday for all labor performed during the preceding pay period by, among other things,
failing to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees for work they performed off-the-clock;
failing to pay them proper overtime, regular, and minimum wages; inaccurately recording time in
which Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees worked; requiring them to work through their
meal periods and rest breaks without proper compensation and/or remuneration; and other methods
to be discovered. AM Retail Group knew that it was required to pay Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved
employees these wages owed and due no later than the payday for the next regular payroll period
following the payroll period in which the wages were earned, yet it willfully failed to do so.

VI. Failure to Pay All Wages Due Upon Discharge or Termination

Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 201, 202, and 203, employers in California are required to pay
all earned and unpaid wages to a non-employee who is discharged. Cal. Lab. Code § 201 mandates
that if an employer discharges a non-exempt employee, that employee’s wages accrued and unpaid at
the time of discharge are due and payable immediately. Pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 202, an
employer is required to pay all accrued wages due to a non-exempt employee no later than 72 hours
after the employee quits his or her employment, unless the employee provides 72 hours previous
notice of his or her intention to quit, in which case the employee is entitled to his or her wages at the
time of quitting.

Cal, Lab. Code § 203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to pay, in accordance with
Cal. Lab. Code §§ 201 and 202, any wages of an employee who is discharged or who quits, the
employer is liable for waiting time penalties in the form of continued compensation to the non-
exempt employee at the same rate for up to thirty (30) work days. Because AM Retail Group has,
inter alia, required Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock without
compensation, and has required them to work through their meal periods and rest breaks without
proper compensation and/or remuneration, and failed to pay them regular, and minimum wages, AM
Retail Group has willfully failed to pay wages due to Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees in
accordance with Cal, Lab. Code §§ 201 and 202. :

VII. Failure to Maintain Required Records

AM Retail Group has failed to maintain records as required under Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226,



California Labor & Workforce Development Agency
AM Retail Group, Inc. / G-III Apparel Group, Ltd.
December 13, 2022

Page 7 of 10

1174, and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7, including but not limited to, the following records:
total daily hours worked by each employee; applicable rates of pay; all deductions; meal periods;
time records showing when each employee begins and ends each work period; failure to provide and
account for supplemental COVID-19 sick leave available and taken; and accurate itemized
statements that reflect all compensation and remuneration owed and due to them. AM Retail Group
has knowledge it is not providing its non-exempt employees with proper meal periods and rest
breaks, but omits from the wage statements such compensation and/or remuneration. Additionally,
AM Retail Group requires, suffers, or permits non-exempt employees to work off-the-clock and fails
to record this time or compensate them for this time,

VIII. Failure to Furnish Accurate Itemized Wage Statements

AM Retail Group fails to provide Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees with timely,
accurate, and itemized wage statements in writing showing each employee’s gross wages earned,
total hours worked, all deductions made, net wages earned, the name and address of the legal entity
or entities employing Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees, the inclusive dates of the period
for which the employee is paid, and all applicable hourly rates in effect during each pay period and
the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate, in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 226
and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7.

AM Retail Group has failed to provide Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees with
proper meal periods and rest breaks but failed to include in their wage statements one (1) additional
hour of compensation at their regular rates of pay for each missed or non-compliant meal or rest
period. See Naranjo v. Spectrum Sec. Servs., Inc. (2022) 13 Cal.5th 93, 972 (“failure to report
premium pay for missed breaks can support monetary liability under section 226 for failure to supply
an accurate itemized statement reflecting an employee’s gross wages earned, net wages earned, and
credited hours worked.”). In addition, AM Retail Group does not properly pay Ms. Corbett and other
aggrieved employees regular, and minimum wages owed and due to them, resulting in accurate wage
statements. AM Retail Group also suffers and permits Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees to
work off the clock without compensation, yet such compensation and/or remuneration is not listed
on the wage statements. AM Retail Group has also failed to list the name and address of the correct
legal entity that is the employer on Ms. Corbett’s and other aggrieved employees’ wage statements,
in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 226(a)(8).

IX. Failure to Provide COVID-19 Supplemental Paid Sick Leave

AM Retail Group employed twenty-six (26) or more aggrieved employees so that it was
required to provide 80 hours of COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave and compensate aggrieved
employees at their regular rate of pay for supplemental sick leave, taking into consideration non-
discretionary bonuses, etc. Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(3)(A); Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2. AM Retail
Group has an obligation to provide COVID-19 supplemental sick leave in addition to regular sick
leave. Cal. Lab. Code § 248.1(b)(2)(D); Cal. Lab. Code § 248.2.
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Moreover, based upon the incorporation of California Labor Code § 246 into California
Labor Code § 248.1(b)(2)(D), starting on or about March 29, 2021, AM Retail Group has been
required to accurately reflect any offset and/or the current amount of COVID-19 supplemental sick
leave available to aggrieved employees. Cal. Lab. Code §248.1(b)(2)(D). AM Retail Group was also
prohibited from requiring aggrieved employees from using any other paid or unpaid leave, paid time
off, or vacation time before the aggrieved employees were provided, used or in lieu of COVID-19
supplemental paid sick leave. Cal. Lab. Code §248.1(b)(4). AM Retail Group also violated Cal. Lab.
Code §§ 248.2, 248.6, and 248.7 regarding COVID-19 supplemental sick leave in 2021 and through
2022 for the reasons described herein. Further, AM Retail Group failed to accurately list and itemize
COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave on the wage statements for Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved
employees and also failed to correctly pay them supplemental sick leave at their regular rate of pay.
AM Retail Group also failed to provide for Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees notice of
their rights under California law with regard to COVID-19 supplemental sick leave and hours
relating thereto, and thus aggrieved employees were left in the dark as to if or how much COVID-19
supplemental paid sick leave was available to them.,

X. ilure to Indemnify Emplovees for Necessary Employment Expenditures

California Labor Code § 2802(a) requires employers to indemnify non-exempt employees for
all necessary expenditures or losses incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge
of her his or her duties, or of his or her obedience to the directions of the employer. AM Retail
Group has failed to indemnify Ms. Corbett and other aggrieved employees for all business expenses
and/or losses incurred in direct consequence of the discharge of their duties while working under its
direction, including but not limited to, usage of their personal cellular phones, in violation of Cal.
Lab. Code § 2802.

DEMAND

Demand is hereby made that AM Retail Group shall agree, in writing received by this office
no later than thirty-three (33) calendar days from the postmark date of this notice, to pay Ms. Corbett
and all other aggrieved employees employed by AM Retail Group at any time during the past twelve
(12) months, back pay and compensation for the above-referenced violations. Additionally, demand
is hereby made that AM Retail Group shall agree to comply with all California wage and hour laws
as described herein and ensure that its hourly aggrieved employees are paid proper overtime
compensation and given required meal and rest periods. In addition, the following demands are
hereby made:

1. AM Retail Group shall agree to conduct a survey or interview of all current and
former aggrieved employees in California during the past twelve (12) months to
obtain information from them about the number of meal and rest periods each
employee missed during their work shifts.
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AM Retail Group shall agree to pay each aggrieved employee one (1) hour of pay at
the employee’s regular rate of pay for every shift in which he or she missed or
otherwise did not take a compliant meal period or rest break, as required by Cal. Lab.
Code § 226.7 and the applicable wage order.

AM Retail Group shall agree to pay each aggrieved employee all unpaid overtime
wages, as required pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194, 1198, and Wage Order
No. 7-2001, § 3. '

AM Retail Group shall agree to pay each aggrieved employee all unpaid minimum
wages, as required pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1194, 1197, and IWC Wage Order
No. 7-2001, § 4,

AM Retail Group shall agree to provide each aggrieved employee with accurate,
itemized wage statements, as required pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 226 and IWC
Wage Order No. 7-2001, § 7.

AM Retail Group shall provide supplemental COVID-19 sick pay pursuant to Cal.
Lab. Code §§ 248.1 and 248.6, and reimburse all aggrieved employees who were
either not provided with sick pay or were required to use vacation and PTO time in
lieu of supplemental COVID-19 sick leave.

AM Retail Group shall agree to reimburse those aggrieved employees who were
required to pay for any business expenses incurred for the benefit of AM Retail
Group.

AM Retail Group shall agree to pay all penalties and civil penalties due arising from
the violations of the California Labor Code and IWC wage order sections referenced
above and pursuant to PAGA, Cal. Lab. Code § 2698 et seg., and Wage Order No. 7-
2001, § 20.
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If the Labor and Workforce Development Agency intends to investigate the allegations set
forth herein, please provide notice via certified mail to:

The Wand Law Firm, P.C.
100 Oceangate, Suite 1200
Long Beach, California 90802
Telephone: (310) 590-4503
Email: awand@wandlawfirm.com

A filing fee in the amount of seventy-five dollars ($75.00) in connection with the filing of
this new PAGA claim is being made electronically at the time of submission.

Sincerely,

THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.
(1//-—'—';_—1-—-——
Aubry Wand, Esq.




12/19/22, 9:30 AM Mail - Aubry Wand - Outlook

Thank you for your Amended PAGA Claim Notice Submission.

DIR PAGA Unit <lwdadonotreply@dir.ca.gov>
Mon 12/19/2022 9:30 AM

To: Aubry Wand <awand@wandlawfirm.com>
12/19/2022 09:30:18 AM

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency.
Item submitted: Amended PAGA Claim Notice

If you have questions 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: http://labor.ca.gov/Private Attorneys General Act.htm

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQKADM3ZmU4NGJILTRhODEtINGEWZS04MmMRILThjYWJKZTJjYTZKYWAQAPV84A216dhLqvGr67CVIRI%3D  1/1


http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm

EXHIBIT E



10/22/24, 3:56 PM Mail - Aubry Wand - Outlook

ﬁ Outlook

Thank you for your Proposed Settlement Submission

From DIR PAGA Unit <no-reply@formassembly.com>
Date Tue 10/22/2024 3:56 PM
To  Aubry Wand <awand@wandlawfirm.com>

10/22/2024 03:55:51 PM

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency.

Item submitted: Proposed Settlement

If you have questions 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: http://labor.ca.gov/Private Attorneys General Act.htm

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQKADM3ZmU4NGJILTRhODEtINGEWZS04MmRILThjYWJkZTJjYTZKYWAQAB4ROSIZZodKjC822qQ04DI1%3D  1/1
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12/3/24, 7:29 AM Mail - Aubry Wand - Outlook

ﬁ Outlook

Thank you for your Court Order or Judgment Submission

From DIR PAGA Unit <no-reply@formassembly.com>
Date Tue 12/3/2024 7:29 AM
To  Aubry Wand <awand@wandlawfirm.com>

12/03/2024 07:28:48 AM

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency.

Item submitted: Court Order or Judgment

If you have questions 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: http://labor.ca.gov/Private Attorneys General Act.htm

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQKADM3ZmU4NGJILTRhODEtINGEWZS04MmRILThjYWJKZTJjYTZKYWAQAE0sGbWehIBHKMZKKN70B34. .. 7
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______________________________________________________________________________________________
THE WAND LAW FIRM, P.C.

Matter: Corbett, et al. v. G-111 Apparel Group, Ltd., et al., Case No. CIVSB2305772
Biller: Aubry Wand

Date Hours | Activity Description
11/19/22 2.70 Background research on Def and other cases
11/19/22 0.80 Review client docs
11/19/22 0.20 Draft 226 request
11/20/22 1.80 Begin drafting PAGA Notice
11/21/22 1.70 Prep for and Zoom meeting with client
12/12/22 0.10 Email string with client
12/13/22 1.30 Call with client
12/13/22 2.20 Finalize/file PAGA notice
12/14/22 0.10 Email string with client
12/15/22 1.10 Prep for and call with client
12/17/22 2.70 Inspect DKNY stores
12/19/22 1.60 Finalize/file amended PAGA notice
1/15/23 2.30 Begin drafting complaint
1/23/23 1.10 Call with client
2/9/23 3.30 Cont drafting complaint
2/10/23 0.90 Email string and call with client
2/12/23 1.20 Finalize complaint
4/17/23 0.70 Call with client
4/21/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. status of complaint
5/10/23 0.30 Call with client
5/11/23 0.20 Draft/file cert of assignment
5/18/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. acceptance of service
5/18/23 0.20 Call with court and rectify erroneous confidential designation
5/18/23 1.20 Draft joint report for initial CMC
5/18/23 0.40 Draft NAR forms
5/18/23 0.50 Call with client
5/19/23 0.30 File/serve NAR forms
5/30/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. joint report
5/30/23 1.00 Begin drafting joint report
6/2/23 0.40 Call and email string with opposing counsel re. other case
6/3/23 3.70 Begin drafting FAC
6/3/23 0.20 Call with client




6/5/23 1.60 Finalize/file FAC
6/14/23 0.40 Email string and call with opposing counsel re. related case
6/15/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
6/20/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
6/20/23 0.20 Email string with potential mediators
6/22/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediators
6/27/23 2.30 Legal research on relation back doctrine
6/28/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
7/3/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
7/3/23 0.10 Email string with mediator
7/5/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. joint report
7/10/23 0.40 Call/email string with opposing counsel re. CMC and mediation
7/10/23 0.80 Finalize/file joint report
7/13/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
7/18/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
7/19/23 0.70 Prep for and attend CMC
7/19/23 0.30 Call with opposing counsel re. mediation
7/20/23 0.80 Call with client
7/25/23 0.90 Draft/send mediation info letter
7/25/23 0.50 Draft/send stip. to continue further CMC
7/26/23 0.40 Finalize/file stip. to cont CMC
7/27/23 0.10 Call with Court re. stip. to cont CMC
8/18/23 0.40 Call with client
9/6/23 0.30 Call with client
9/26/23 0.90 Prep for and call with client
10/12/23 0.60 Call with client
10/29/23 1.30 Begin drafting mediation brief
10/30/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. stip to stay
11/7123 0.10 Email string with client
11/15/23 0.40 Revise mediation info letter
11/15/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
11/27/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation info
12/1/23 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation info
12/4/23 0.50 Prep for and call with opposing counsel re. mediation info
1/12/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation info
1/18/24 0.10 Email string with client
1/19/24 4.20 Download and review docs for mediation




1/22/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation info
1/26/24 0.10 Email string with mediator

1/26/24 0.60 Download/review time data

1/29/24 0.10 Email string with expert

2/6/24 0.20 Email string with expert

2/12/24 0.30 Email string and call with opposing counsel re. mediation
2/16/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
2117124 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
2/21/24 0.20 Call with opposing counsel re. mediation

2/23/24 0.40 Draft/file joint report

2/28/24 2.30 Doc review

2/28/24 0.40 Email string with expert

2129124 0.10 Call with client

3/1/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
3/4/24 1.10 Prep for and attend CMC

3/14/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
3/19/24 3.50 Cont drafting mediation brief

3/21/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re mediation
3124124 1.30 Cont drafting mediation brief

3/30/24 1.60 Cont drafting mediation brief

4/1/24 0.20 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
4/3/24 0.60 Prep for and call with opposing counsel re. suitable seating claim
4/3/24 1.20 Cont drafting mediation brief

4/9/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation info
4/12/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation info
4/21/24 0.10 Call to client

4/27/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mediation
4127124 0.10 Email string with client

57124 3.80 Finalize mediation brief

5/10/24 0.20 Email string with mediator and opposing counsel re mediation
5/10/24 0.30 Call with client

5/12/24 0.20 Call with client

5/13/24 0.30 Email string with opposing counsel and mediator
5/14/24 0.10 Review sub. of counsel

5/16/24 0.30 Review Def edits to MOU

5/17/24 7.20 Prep for and attend mediation

5/23/24 0.80 Prep for and call with client




5/29/24 0.10 Check on case status
5/30/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re CMC
6/5/24 0.50 Call and email string with client
6/5/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. MOU
6/9/24 4.90 Begin drafting long form settlement agreement
6/10/24 0.30 Email string with potential settlement admins
6/10/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
6/11/24 2.40 Cont drafting long form settlement agreement
6/17/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. admins
6/24/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
6/28/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
6/28/24 2.80 Review/revise Def edits to SA
7/3/24 0.60 Call with client
7/15/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
8/16/24 1.20 Review/revise long form agreement
8/20/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re settlement agreement
8/20/24 0.20 Review updated settlement docs
9/5/24 0.10 Call with court clerk re. prelim approval
9/5/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
9/6/24 0.30 Call with court and email string with opposing counsel re. prelim approval
9/6/24 0.30 Draft ntc of continuance
9/6/24 0.40 Finalize settlement agreement
9/7/24 0.90 Call and email string with client
9/8/24 4.80 Begin drafting mtn for prelim approval
9/16/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
10/7124 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. settlement agreement
10/8/24 0.40 Finalize/file SAC
10/9/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. SAC
10/13/24 3.30 Cont drafting mtn for prelim approval
10/16/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. mtn for prelim approval
10/16/24 0.50 Cont drafting mtn for prelim approval
10/22/24 0.10 Email string with settlement admin
10/23/24 1.60 Finalize/file mtn for prelim approval
10/24/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re mtn for prelim approval
10/25/24 0.10 Call court re filing rejection
11/19/24 0.10 Download/review SAC
11/29/24 0.30 Review tentative order granting prelim approval




11/29/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. tentative ruling
11/30/24 0.10 Email string with opposing counsel re. prelim approval hearing
12/2/24 0.70 Prep for and attend prelim approval hearing

12/2124 0.20 Draft ntc of ruling re prelim approval hearing

12/3/24 0.20 Email string with opposing counsel and settlement admin re. prelim approval
12/3/24 0.20 Submit prelim approval order to LWDA

12/3/24 2.70 Begin drafting final approval decl and papers

1/4/25 0.10 Review weekly admin report

1/6/25 0.20 Call with Brian Gomez re class notice (explained his options)
1/10/25 0.10 Review weekly admin report

1/13/25 0.20 Email string with admin and class member re address

212125 0.10 Review weekly admin report

2/14/25 0.10 Review weekly admin report

2/21/25 0.10 Review weekly admin report

2127125 0.90 Finalize decl ISO final approval

2/28/25 3.70 Review/revise final approval papers

Total 119.90
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