LAW GROUP ec

December 19, 2025

PAGA NOTICE FILED ELECTRONICALLY

Re: Notice Letter on Behalf of RONALD SAMPSON and Aqgrieved
Employees Under California Labor section 2699.3

Via Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested:

NIKE RETAIL SERVICES, INC.;

NIKE USA;

NIKE INC.

ONE BOWERMAN DRIVE

BEAVERTON, OR 97005

(CMRR Tracking #9414809898643076898232)

UNITED AGENT GROUP, INC.

Registered Agent for:

NIKE RETAIL SERVICES, INC.

7801 FOLSON BLVD., SUITE 202
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826

(CMRR Tracking #9414809898643076898577)

UNITED AGENT GROUP, INC.

Registered Agent for:

NIKE USA

7801 FOLSON BLVD., SUITE 202
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826

(CMRR Tracking #9414809898643076899000)

UNITED AGENT GROUP, INC.

Registered Agent for:

NIKE INC.

7801 FOLSON BLVD., SUITE 202
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826

(CMRR Tracking #9414809898643076899086)

To Whom It May Concern:
This letter shall constitute notice under Labor Code section 2699.3 (hereinafter “PAGA

Notice”). The $75 filing fee for the PAGA Notice was paid online by credit card at the time this
PAGA Notice was submitted online to the Department of Industrial Relations.


https://u4012247.ct.sendgrid.net/ls/click?upn=u001.ePgrQlOHp0th0Ue7ZxDC0mxofrbZ4ZY-2FIIwcPjrvsqleUvdHqKVBNucYBVNd7c9-2Ba4joM6kQzQIVa0fBKQcJCWxDy3U0uXoMYX02BF6GElk-3DikCA_GP-2B-2Fg8Qx2FZkIQt1kziz2XeJSXenDvmXNlRZRO6h06YQJmH-2FUVZd8mYxwHWvjlQ5bp35JZf1NMZDE-2FYY-2B7uSQ09BDS2tuM6QLfLXmIuaZyyihaeZJfovOQ-2FLV2hCCnj90L4Fvn0R3nIB7fmTsEUbEeGCRl33mFRBQd2PlO2tLriUqYA56MVQ8bhJNRomvY6jxanTKncQPxE-2BnQygOdY8nhnAILVq33BYxQ1rBEq4ArpkEeW-2FFhdQiUFmhm8AGjXrgNWpqWKzLezOPzRgI5hOut2UKuocLiRh8XNCipgpMhCid0Vww-2F-2BRVGgEi3l3rhWqosYxhTVvcoW4JlyBpTDi3Ziyc8L7jpVVLt1WGZH-2FtAzu78s4VAKb9DdSXoXkGy68fiiVNi1uoYXWt-2FVkTX6caQ07ouQjz7lPOmSazZds9XKB0-2Fzd5tvQDocwhTHsnjWxIiQHsoV1NgGWUGpCl34rUJ6KXaEGnSKZ2BBYRQ3olKkUav36-2FnmOcf4rP1YOaGHR0-2BgtqsyV-2BN8Y-2FV4an6srsvZBQuY8bOxyj4m00Iqx5rWGIwfBFxQZoi3SkU9TzY6xNolDe-2FFWPesqIXf3aFwYPDkXKZfc8Kjv2dgdka4EV9yJkgulHIEQdtg6Usgy-2BQODkKdvRVaBhz9WZ3YUjDAARA-3D-3D
https://u4012247.ct.sendgrid.net/ls/click?upn=u001.ePgrQlOHp0th0Ue7ZxDC0mxofrbZ4ZY-2FIIwcPjrvsqleUvdHqKVBNucYBVNd7c9-2Ba4joM6kQzQIVa0fBKQcJCfMMotFnnKRw1y1a2czu41A-3D7SsI_GP-2B-2Fg8Qx2FZkIQt1kziz2XeJSXenDvmXNlRZRO6h06YQJmH-2FUVZd8mYxwHWvjlQ5XqP4U8XE3wH95wHzh-2FGs3HykCxoraqDNHHixOOcW70bmD4WPuA0epYJf5klETCAV2DXaHdCiQ7YEnZpr4WmJSL1X-2FvIHGiErQFa2XBVmEO35ojCsw4TnFkL6IjO4TbZOokWvVdmJGmcRzkSnVmiCEUmL8lv7jYkqZ7ausTHOtr9D6UuAxdUDVEV45UGDRJHCi5VN8BNV6n6654Fu8D7gGoNwz8PNjPSs5GYbVmJSiVhOWXo4SDvJFxUOjg9H3sxDnkMK2Vgyh2dBVLRer9dVB1-2FwMvAI3gj9E2SoSL9PFJVL-2BQFtM2kZz2O9cPobVQ4WNlGMsHdxyiBG6Ucp7gqekV-2FUDvhNwO5Mo-2BBg34SxRgGwOgBetIE5xfmBPffMLJJJPrtq-2FnfSNbWfXiagtCTgcnFAfbITpbuRujTID2cpJYEfi2YtsTTEDxZlJC77SA0q5lmxyJlW1rEv0ntFimU3zaNICGF4m5RkWDim1XRmQcC-2FSVev2xmZnhD4PGxsXFc0G9zYfd3gR7zNafVEzDECtFImZrGjRYl2WbnV-2FGxGty0wXVVSNpRp-2BeTtncnHmVtGRG5pIItX0mxBDNkWhV8SNQ-3D-3D
https://u4012247.ct.sendgrid.net/ls/click?upn=u001.ePgrQlOHp0th0Ue7ZxDC0mxofrbZ4ZY-2FIIwcPjrvsqleUvdHqKVBNucYBVNd7c9-2Ba4joM6kQzQIVa0fBKQcJCW2xcIKOMgxfumqPQQj6ivk-3Dqa0l_GP-2B-2Fg8Qx2FZkIQt1kziz2XeJSXenDvmXNlRZRO6h06YQJmH-2FUVZd8mYxwHWvjlQ5XqP4U8XE3wH95wHzh-2FGs3HykCxoraqDNHHixOOcW70bL6K7wS2CY7gCppqjGrtpIw8BImp5pwFjtNeOsd4EP8FPowOfNl5qAVxUOVgxkqVn3mIXL5HwzvuNZJh1tsqGoiTEvvLanPKG2B5BQsC3bN3OHBbZkQOwf-2B-2F-2F2yroKKhJ0DJH0Ds-2BquNqUWrQI-2F1j5flt3T-2BUJGfOU-2FXCba9z-2BHtdkaIbVveGwmqYuFhOX3dXCmMM84TsbreJksnnOYMjfZdnXtWIvKkBBsJVaNXCqpGLNxiL2NSPDX31gsKEuvsihwkq4O0oSiHFvygQGvjh-2FjgN4ak5eztsZcyNRnYEpqd-2F7oF5uSMpQRxf-2Fk7jnLnrlRpveB8HZbR-2FMfah7LpXjyrDaPOyloBNY85uVINoFa1lwlEVXUP3BOfs4fF0nFbqtJmUEHNmWA5Zs2UbTrBi4pm3lCqNuB-2FL-2F4Y330pBxqk-2BYcDAGDo1ct3FSZdxvVFdS2AQ6K9DVzeEPYdu09H0mKFDgUXBxM-2BxxZMRS-2FNBoJ3drbHocHotk3uTXaervEKIhdO0wKBOFkAP4nvLs4xha7xti4ZZQOJj8tmk9ndURSQ-3D-3D
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This PAGA Notice concerns RONALD SAMPSON’s (“Employee”) employment with
Employee’s former employers: Nike Retail Services, Inc., Nike USA, and Nike Inc. (“Employer™).
Employee was a non-exempt hourly employee and worked for Employer as a machine operator at,
without limitation, 20001 Ellipse Lake Forest, CA 92610. Employee worked for Employer from
approximately February of 2025 through approximately April of 2025. Employee’s duties
included, but were not limited to, picking and storing items, as well as hanging clothes on racks
for shipment.

Employee seeks to represent all Aggrieved Employees that worked for Employer during
the PAGA Period. Specifically, in connection with any alleged claims for failure to comply with
Labor Code sections 232, 232.5, 432.5, 2100, et. seq., among others, Business and Professions
Code sections 16600, 16700, as well as applicable Wage Orders, Employee seeks to represent all
current and former employees of Employer’s working during the PAGA Period. On all other
claims mentioned herein, Employee seeks to represent only non-exempt current and former
employees of Employer that worked during the PAGA Period. Collectively, these employees are
referred to herein as “Aggrieved Employees.” The “PAGA Period” covers the three years
preceding the date this letter was submitted to the LWDA and continues past that date into
perpetuity.

Failure to Provide Wage Theft Notices:

Employee is further informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that Employer failed
and refused, and continues to fail and refuse, to comply with the notice requirements of Labor
Code section 2810.5 (i.e., the Wage Theft Protection Act of 2011) by, among other things, failing
to provide Employee and other Aggrieved Employees with the rates of pay and overtime rates of
pay applicable to their employment; any allowances claimed as part of the minimum wage; the
regular payday designated by Employer; the name of the employer, including any “doing business
as” names used by the employer; the physical address of the employer’s main office and the
telephone number of the employer; the name, address and telephone number of the workers’
compensation insurance carrier; information regarding paid sick leave; and other pertinent
information required to be disclosed by Employer under Labor Code section 2810.5. Employee is
informed and believes that Employer’s failure to provide such information, including rates of pay
that are in effect, has permitted Employer to pay employees at rates of pay that were not agreed
upon and violate minimum wage and overtime wage laws in California. Employee is informed and
believes that Employer violated Labor Code sections 1198 and 2810.5. Among other relief,
Aggrieved Employees may collect from Employer in connection with these violations’ civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 558, 1199 and 2699, or injunctive relief under sections
2699(e)(1) and 2699(k). Employee is further informed and believes, and based thereon alleges,
that Employer’s conduct was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive making Employer subject
to heightened civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(f)(2)(B)(ii).

I

I
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Unlawful Non-Compete Clauses:

Employee is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that Employer had and has
a policy or practice of preventing Employee and other Aggrieved Employees from using or
disclosing the skills, knowledge and experience they obtained at Employer for purposes of
competing with Employer, including, without limitation, preventing Employee and Aggrieved
Employees from disclosing their wages in negotiating a new job with a prospective employer, and
from disclosing who else works at Employer and under what circumstances that they might be
receptive to an offer from a rival employer. As such, Employee is informed and believes that this
violates Business and Professions Code sections 16600 and 16700, and, by virtue thereof, various
provisions of the Labor Code, including Labor Code sections 232, 232.5, 1197.5(k), and 1198, and
Employee and other Aggrieved Employees have personally suffered these violations. Employer
would be liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 1199 and 2699, or injunctive
relief under sections 2699(e)(1) and 2699(k). Employee is further informed and believes, and based
thereon alleges, that Employer’s conduct was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive, making
Employer subject to heightened civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(f)(2)(B)(ii).

Preventing the Disclosure of Violations of the Law:

Employee is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that Employer had and has
a policy or practice of preventing Employee and other Aggrieved Employees from disclosing
violations of state and federal law, such as Employer’s use of non-compete clauses, either to
Employer and/or Employer’s managers or to private attorneys or government officials, among
others, in violation of Labor Code section 1102.5. Employee and other Aggrieved Employees
personally suffered these violations of the Labor Code, and as such Employer is liable for civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 1199 and 2699, or injunctive relief under sections
2699(e)(1) and 2699(k). Employee is further informed and believes, and based thereon alleges,
that Employer’s conduct was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive, making Employer subject
to heightened civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(f)(2)(B)(ii).

Unlawful Terms and Conditions:

Employee is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that Employer, including its
agents, managers, superintendents, and/or officers, required Employee and/or Aggrieved
Employees to agree, in writing, to terms and conditions known by Employer (and its agents,
managers, superintendents and/or officers) to be prohibited by law, including, without limitation,
non-compete agreements, purported confidentiality agreements, and other written documents
presented for signature and/or assent to Employee and/or Aggrieved Employees by Employer. For
example, the Employee Invention and Secrecy Agreement, produced as document bate stamped as
NIKEO0006 — NIKEO00008, contains illegal non-compete and confidentiality clauses that
Employee, and upon information and belief, Aggrieved Employees were required to sign upon hire
in violation of Labor Code sections 232, 232.5, and 432.5. Employer also required Employee and
Aggrieved Employees to inform prospective employers of Employer’s restrictions of Employee’s
and Aggrieved Employees’ freedom to work. As a result, Employee is informed and believes that
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Employer violated Labor Code sections 432.5, 1198 and Government Code section 12952. Thus,
Employer would be liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 432.5, 1199, and
2699, or injunctive relief under sections 2699(e)(1) and 2699(k). Employee is further informed
and believes, and based thereon alleges, that Employer’s conduct was malicious, fraudulent, and/or
oppressive, making Employer subject to heightened civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section
2699(F)(2)(B)(ii).

Violation of Warehouse Quota Laws:

Employee is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that Employer knew or
should have known it imposed systematic quota and production demands on Employee and other
Aggrieved Employees which violated the rights of Employee and Aggrieved Employees under
Labor Code sections 2100, et seq. Specifically, Employee is informed and believes, and based
thereon alleges, that Employer had a duty to ensure its production demands/quotas did not prevent
Employee and Aggrieved Employees from complying with laws pertaining to meal periods, rest
periods, bathroom breaks (including, without limitation, reasonable travel time to and from
bathroom facilities), and/or exposing them to safety or Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (“OSHA”) hazards. Employer is a “covered employer” and its warehouse
employees are “covered employees.”

Employer implements quotas as defined in Labor Code section 2100, subdivision (h) and
subjects Employee and Aggrieved Employees to adverse employment actions as defined in Labor
Code section 2102. Furthermore, Employer did not provide to Employee and Aggrieved
Employees a written description of each quota that was applicable to Employee and Aggrieved
Employees; maintained secret (undisclosed) quotas; and failed to provide written disclosures each
and every time quotas changed either seasonally, daily, hourly, weekly and/or monthly. This
includes the number of tasks to be performed or materials that must be produced or handled within
a time period, and any potential adverse employment action that could result from failing to meet
the quota. While Employee was verbally informed that he and other employees were expected to
produce eighty units per hour, with a unit defined as one article of clothing, this information has
not been given by Employer to Employee and Aggrieved Employees, including when hired.
Employer was also required to provide a new written quota disclosure each and every time the
quota changed and failed to do so since the Notice was provided. Employer failed to produce
Employee’s written quota disclosure upon written request pursuant to Labor Code sections 2100
through 2112, and failed to provide written disclosures to Employee and Aggrieved Employees,
including new hires, since January 1, 2022, as well as to current employees each time the quota
changed. Employer had and has a policy and practice of taking adverse employment action against
Employee and Aggrieved Employees for failing to meet a quota that does not allow Employee and
Aggrieved Employees to comply with meal and rest periods, or occupational health and safety
laws in the Labor Code or Division Standards, or for failure to meet a quota that has not been
disclosed to Employee and Aggrieved Employees pursuant to Labor Code section 2101. Employer
thus violated Labor Code sections 2100 through 2112. Employee and the Aggrieved Employees
personally suffered these violations. Thus, Employer would also be liable for civil penalties
pursuant to Labor Code sections 226, 558, 1174.5, 1695.55, 1198.5, 1199 and 2699. Employee is
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further informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that Employer’s conduct was malicious,
fraudulent, and/or oppressive, making Employer subject to heightened civil penalties pursuant to
Labor Code section 2699(f)(2)(B)(ii).

To the extent Employer previously used the notice and cure provision of Labor Code
section 2699.3 within the last twelve months, under section 2699.3(d), Employer is not eligible to
cure the violations discussed herein under section 2699.3 or otherwise use the early evaluation
conference process pursuant to section 2699.3(f).

In the event that Employer is determined to have satisfied sections 2699(g), 2699(h), or
otherwise 2699(d)(1), Employer is also, in the alternative, liable for civil penalties pursuant to
Labor Code sections 2699(j), 2699(e)(2), and 2699(f)(2).

In the event that Employer is determined to have, prior to this notice or a request for records
pursuant to Labor Code section 226, 432, or 1198.5, from Employee or his/her counsel, adequately
taken all reasonable steps to be in compliance with all provisions identified in this notice, Employer
is still liable for civil penalties pursuant to section 2699(g)(1)-(3).

In the event that Employer is deemed to have adequately taken all reasonable steps to be in
compliance with all provisions identified in this notice within 60 days of receiving this notice,
Employer is still liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(h)(1)-(3).

If the LWDA or a court issued a finding or determination to the Employer within five (5)
years of any of violations described above, that Employer’s policy or practice giving rise to such
violations was unlawful, Employer would be liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code
section 2699(f)(2)(B)(i), 2699(g)(3) and 2699(h)(3), and is not eligible for reduced penalties under
either Labor Code sections 2699(g) or 2699(h) for remedying violations either prior to or after the
serving of this notice. Regardless, as set forth above, Employee alleges Employer’s conduct giving
rise to the violations as detailed herein was and is malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive. Thus,
Employer is additionally subject to increased penalties under Labor Code section 2699(f)(2)(B)(ii)
and, per Labor Code sections 2699(g)(3) and 2699(h)(3), is not eligible for reduced penalties for
remedying violations either prior to or after the Employer’s receipt of this notice.

I
I
I
I
I

I
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Pursuant to Labor Code section 2699.3, subdivisions (a)(2)(A), (c)(1)(D)-(E), and/or
(©)(2)(A)-(B), please advise within sixty-five (65) calendar days of the postmarked date of this
notice whether the LWDA intends to investigate the violations alleged above. Our office
understands that if we do not receive a response within sixty-five (65) calendar days of the
postmark date of this PAGA Notice that the LWDA intends to investigate these allegations,
Employee may immediately thereafter file a civil complaint against Employer to allege causes of
action for civil penalties or for injunctive relief under the Private Attorney General Act for the
herein-described alleged violations of the Labor Code.

Very truly yours,
BIBIYAN LAW GROUP, P.C.
/sl Molly DeSario

Molly DeSario



