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Attorneys for Plaintiff Destiny Hernandez

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

23CV427931
DESTINY HERNANDEZ, as an aggrieved Case No.:
employee pursuant to the Private Attorneys
General Act (“PAGA”), on behalf of the COMPLAINT - PAGA ENFORCEMENT
State of California and other aggrieved ACTION
employees,

(1) Claim for Civil Penalties for Violations
Plaintiff, of California Labor Code, Pursuant to
PAGA, 88 2698, et seq.

VS.
Jury Trial Demanded
EMERITUS CORPORATION, a
Washington corporation; BREA
EMERITUS LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; EMERITUS
PROPERTIES XVI, INC., a Nevada
corporation; BROOKDALE SENIOR
LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC., a
Delaware corporation; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE,
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company;
BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company;
BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; BROOKDALE
CHANCELLOR, INC., a Delaware
corporation; BROOKDALE GARDENS,
INC., a Delaware corporation;
BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES,
INC., a Delaware corporation;
BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC., a
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Delaware corporation; BROOKDALE
OPERATIONS, LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; BROOKDALE
VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; BROOKDALE
PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company;
BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES
OF CALIFORNIA, LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; BROOKDALE
LIVING COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company;
SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE,
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company;
SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON
COURT LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company; SUMMERVILLE AT
FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company;
SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC., a
California corporation; SUMMERVILLE
AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company;
SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH,
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company;
SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON
COURT LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO,
INC., a Delaware corporation; BKD
TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC., a Delaware
corporation; BKD TWENTY-ONE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC., a
Delaware corporation; BKD GARDENS-
TARZANA PROPCO, LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; BKD
PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES,
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company;
BKD CORONA LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; BKD KETTLEMAN
LANE LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company; BKD
FOLSOM LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company; BKD LODI, LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; BKD FM7
HOLDCO CA, LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; BKD ARBORS OF
SANTA ROSA, LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; and DOES 1 through 10,
inclusive,

Defendants.
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Plaintiff Destiny Hernandez, as an aggrieved employee and on behalf of the State of

California and all other aggrieved employees, alleges as follows:
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This is an enforcement action under the Labor Code Private Attorneys General
Act of 2004, California Labor Code sections 2698, et seq. (“PAGA”) to recover civil penalties
and any other available relief on behalf of Plaintiff, the State of California, and other current
and former employees who worked for Defendants in California as a non-exempt, hourly paid
employee and received at least one wage statement and against whom one or more violations
of any provision in Division 2 Part 2 Chapter 1 of the Labor Code or any provision regulating
hours and days of work in the applicable Industrial Welfare Commission (“IWC”) Wage
Order were committed, as set forth in this complaint, at any time between one year prior to the
filing of the pre-filing written notice to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency
(“LWDA”) in this case on October 13, 2023, until judgment (“non-party Aggrieved
Employees”). Plaintiff’s share of civil penalties sought in this action does not exceed
$75,000.

2. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to the California
Constitution, Article VI, section 10. The statute under which this action is brought does not
specify any other basis for jurisdiction.

3. This Court has jurisdiction over all Defendants because, on information and
belief, Defendants are either citizens of California, have sufficient minimum contacts in
California, or otherwise intentionally avail themselves of the California market so as to render
the exercise of jurisdiction over them by the California courts consistent with traditional
notions of fair play and substantial justice. There is no basis for federal diversity jurisdiction
in this action given that the State of California, as the real party in interest in this action, is not
a “citizen” for purposes of satisfying diversity jurisdiction. Urbino v. Orkin Servs. of Cal.,
726 F.3d 1118, 1123 (9th Cir. Cal. 2013). Urbino also holds that civil penalties cannot be
aggregated to satisfy the amount in controversy requirement for federal diversity jurisdiction
in this action, and that diversity jurisdiction cannot be established when Plaintiff’s share of the
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civil penalties attributable to violations personally suffered are less than $75,000. Id. at 1122.

4, Venue is proper in this Court because Defendants employ or employed persons
within the County of Santa Clara and have violated the requirements of the California Labor
Code and applicable IWC Wage Order in this county which give rise to the penalties sought in
this action. Cal. Code Civ. P. § 393. Specifically, Defendants have violated the requirements
of the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order in at least one (1) location
within the County of Santa Clara, including Defendants’ restaurant located in San Jose (1009
Blossom River Way, San Jose, California 95123). Pursuant to California Civil Code of
Procedure section 393, venue is proper for the recovery of a penalty imposed by statute in the
county in which the cause, or some part of the cause, arose. Because Defendants have
employees in Santa Clara County, and Plaintiff could bring an action filed under PAGA in any
county in which an aggrieved employee worked and Labor Code violations occurred, venue is
proper. Crestwood Behavioral Health, Inc. v. Superior Court of Alameda County, 60 Cal.
App. 5th 1069 (2021).

5. California Labor Code sections 2698, et seq., the “Labor Code Private
Attorneys General Act of 2004” (“PAGA”), authorize aggrieved employees to sue as private
attorneys general their current or former employers for various civil penalties for violations of
various provisions in the California Labor Code.

THE PARTIES

6. Plaintiff Destiny Hernandez is a resident of Roseville, in Placer County,
California. Defendants employed Plaintiff as an hourly paid, non-exempt Care Giver from
approximately October 2022 to June 2023. Plaintiff worked for Defendants at their facility
located in Roseville, California. During her employment, Plaintiff typically worked eight (8)
or more hours per day and five (5) days per week. At the time Plaintiff’s employment with
Defendants ended, she earned approximately $17.76 per hour. Her job duties included,
without limitation, taking care of residents, assisting residents with bathing, and clothing and
feeding residents.

7. EMERITUS CORPORATION was and is, upon information and belief, a
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Washington corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose
employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

8. BREA EMERITUS LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware
limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose
employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

0. EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC. was and is, upon information and belief,
a Nevada corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees
are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

10. BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC. was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

11. BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC was and is, upon information
and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

12. BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE, LLC was and is,
upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

13. BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer
whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

14. BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA, LLC was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

15. BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC. was and is, upon information and belief,
a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees
are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
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16. BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees
are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

17. BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC. was and is, upon information
and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose
employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

18. BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC. was and is, upon information and belief,
a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees
are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

19. BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer
whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

20. BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC was and is, upon information and
belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

21. BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

22. BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC was and is,
upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

23. BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS,
LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all
times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this
county and the State of California.

24. SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC was and is, upon information
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and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

25. SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

26. SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

27.  SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC. was and is, upon information and belief,
a California corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose
employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

28. SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

29. SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC was and is, upon information
and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

30. SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC was and is, upon information
and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

31. BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC. was and is, upon information and belief,
a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees
are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

32. BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees
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are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

33. BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC. was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

34. BKD GARDENS-TARZANA PROPCO, LLC was and is, upon information
and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

35. BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC was and is, upon
information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter
mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of
California.

36. BKD CORONA LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware
limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose
employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

37. BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer
whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

38. BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer
whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

39. BKD FOLSOM LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware
limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose
employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

40. BKD LODI, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited
liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are
engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

41. BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a
Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer
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whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

42. BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC was and is, upon information and
belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an
employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.

43. Plaintiff is unaware of the true names or capacities of the Defendants sued
herein under the fictitious names DOES 1 through 10, but will seek leave of this Court to
amend the complaint and serve such fictitiously named Defendants once their names and
capacities become known.

44, Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that DOES 1 through 10
were the partners, agents, owners, or managers of EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA
EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING
COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC;
BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR,
INC.; BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC,;
BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE
VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC;
BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOQOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC;
SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN
RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE
PROPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-TARZANA PROPCO, LLC; BKD
PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD CORONA LLC; BKD KETTLEMAN
LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC; BKD
FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC, at all relevant times.
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45, Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that each and all of the
acts and omissions alleged herein was performed by, or is attributable to, EMERITUS
CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.;
BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE
SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE, LLC;
BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA, LLC,;
BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE
LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.; BROOKDALE
OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE
PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN
MARCOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC.; SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC,;
SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT
LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD
TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-TARZANA
PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD CORONA LLC,;
BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC,;
BKD LODI, LLC; BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC;
and/or DOES 1 through 10 (collectively, “Defendants” or “EMERITUS”), each acting as the
agent, employee, alter ego, and/or joint venturer of, or working in concert with, each of the
other co-Defendants and was acting within the course and scope of such agency, employment,
joint venture, or concerted activity with legal authority to act on the others’ behalf. The acts
of any and all Defendants were in accordance with, and represent, the official policy of
Defendants.

46.  Atall relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, ratified each and every act
or omission complained of herein. At all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, aided

Page 8

PAGA COMPLAINT




© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

[ N S N N R N T N T N T T T o
© N o o B~ W N P O © 0o N o o0 NN w N Pk o

and abetted the acts and omissions of each and all the other Defendants in proximately causing
the damages herein alleged.

47. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that each of said
Defendants is in some manner intentionally, negligently, or otherwise responsible for the acts,
omissions, occurrences, and transactions alleged herein.

48. Under California law, Defendants are jointly and severally liable as employers
for the violations alleged herein because they have each exercised sufficient control over the
wages, hours, working conditions, and employment status of Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees. Each Defendant had the power to hire and fire Plaintiff and other non-
party Aggrieved Employees, supervised and controlled their work schedule and/or conditions
of employment, determined their rate of pay, and maintained their employment records.
Defendants suffered or permitted Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work
and/or “engaged” Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees so as to create a
common-law employment relationship. As joint employers of Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees, Defendants are jointly and severally liable for the civil penalties
available to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees under the law.

49. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all relevant times,
Defendants, and each of them, have acted as joint employers with respect to Plaintiff and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees because Defendants have:

@) jointly exercised meaningful control over the work performed by
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees;

(b)  jointly exercised meaningful control over Plaintiff’s and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees’ wages, hours, and working conditions, including
the quantity, quality standards, speed, scheduling, and operative details
of the tasks performed by Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees;

(c) jointly required that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
perform work which is an integral part of Defendants’ businesses; and
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(d)  jointly exercised control over Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees as a matter of economic reality in that Plaintiff and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees were dependent on Defendants, who
shared the power to set the wages of Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees and determined their working conditions, and
who jointly reaped the benefits from the underpayment of their wages
and noncompliance with other statutory provisions governing their
employment.

50. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all relevant times
there has existed a unity of interest and ownership between Defendants such that any
individuality and separateness between the entities has ceased.

ol. EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS
PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES -
CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE GARDENS,
INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE WELLINGTON,
INC.; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC,;
BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD
MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC.; SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE
GARDENS LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE
OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-
TARZANA PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD
CORONA LLC; BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD
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FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC; BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; BKD ARBORS OF
SANTA ROSA, LLC; and DOES 1 through 10 are therefore alter egos of each other.

52.  Adherence to the fiction of the separate existence of Defendants would permit
an abuse of the corporate privilege, and would promote injustice by protecting Defendants
from liability for the wrongful acts committed by them under the name EMERITUS.

53. Plaintiff further alleges, upon information and belief, that Defendants
EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI,
INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE,
LLC; BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA,
LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.;
BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.;
BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC;
BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD
MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC.; SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE
GARDENS LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE
OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-
TARZANA PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD
CORONA LLC; BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD
FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC; BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and BKD ARBORS OF
SANTA ROSA, LLC are alter egos of each other for the following reasons:

(a) On the California Secretary of State’s website
(https://bizfileonline.sos.ca.gov/), EMERITUS CORPORATION;
BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.;
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(b)

BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE
LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA,
LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE
GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS,
LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE
PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD
MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC,;
SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC,;
BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-TARZANA
PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC;
BKD CORONA LLC; BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD
CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC;
BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and BKD ARBORS OF SANTA
ROSA, LLC share the same principal and mailing address, “111
WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400, BRENTWOOD, TN 37027”;
According to information filed with the California Secretary of State,
EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS
PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING
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(©)

COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES,
LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES — CORPORATE, LLC;
BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC,;
BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC,;
BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE
HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT,
LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA,
LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-
SAN MARCQOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE,
LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE
AT COBBCO, INC.; SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS
LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC,;
SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-
ONE PROPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD
TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD
GARDENS-TARZANA PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL
ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD CORONA LLC; BKD
KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD
FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC; BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and
BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC share the same
officers/directors and/or managers/members, including Lucinda M.
Baier, Chad C. White, Steven E. Swain, and/or Joanna Leskowicz;

On information and belief, EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA
EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.;
BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
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(d)

BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE
LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA,
LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE
GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS,
LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE
PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD
MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC;
SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC,;
BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-TARZANA
PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC;
BKD CORONA LLC; BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD
CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC;
BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and BKD ARBORS OF SANTA
ROSA, LLC share the same agent for service of process, “1505
CORPORATION;” and

On information and belief, EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA
EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.;
BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE
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EMPLOYEE SERVICES - CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE
LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA,
LLC; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE
GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS,
LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE
PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCQOS, LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD
MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC.;
SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC;
SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC,;
BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.; BKD GARDENS-TARZANA
PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC;
BKD CORONA LLC; BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD
CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC,;
BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and BKD ARBORS OF SANTA
ROSA, LLC utilize the same standardized employment forms and issue
the same employment policies.

PAGA REPRESENTATIVE ALLEGATIONS

Defendants own and operate retirement homes across the United States with
approximately 42 facilities in California. Upon information and belief, Defendants maintain a
single, centralized Human Resources (“HR”) department at their corporate headquarters in

Brentwood, Tennessee, which is responsible for recruiting and hiring of new employees, and
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communicating and implementing Defendants’ company-wide policies, including timekeeping
policies and meal and rest period policies, to employees throughout California.

55. In particular, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees, on
information and belief, received the same standardized documents and/or written policies.
Upon information and belief, the usage of standardized documents and/or written policies,
including new-hire documents, indicate that Defendants dictated policies at the corporate level
and implemented them company-wide, regardless of their employees’ assigned locations or
positions. Upon information and belief, Defendants set forth uniform policies and procedures
in several documents provided at an employee’s time of hire.

56. Upon information and belief, Defendants maintain a centralized Payroll
department at their corporate headquarters in Brentwood, Tennessee, which processes payroll
for all non-exempt, hourly paid employees working for Defendants at their various locations
and jobsites in California, including Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees.
Based upon information and belief, Defendants issue the same formatted wage statements to
all non-exempt, hourly paid employees in California, irrespective of their work locations.
Upon information and belief, Defendants process payroll for departing employees in the same
manner throughout the State of California, regardless of the manner in which each employee’s
employment ends.

57. Defendants continue to employ non-exempt or hourly paid employees in
California.

58. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein
mentioned, Defendants were advised by skilled lawyers and other professionals, employees
and advisors knowledgeable about California labor and wage law, employment and personnel
practices, and about the requirements of California law.

59. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Plaintiff and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid for all hours worked because all hours worked
were not recorded.

60. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
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should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
receive certain wages for overtime compensation and that they were not receiving certain
wages for overtime compensation.

61. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to be paid at a
regular rate of pay, and corresponding rates of pay for overtime wages and/or meal and rest
period premiums, that included as eligible income all renumeration required by law, including
but not limited to, all income derived from shift differential pay, incentive pay,
nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of compensation, but failed to include all forms
of remuneration in calculating the regular rate of pay for other non-party Aggrieved
Employees.

62. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
receive at least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least
minimum wages for work that was required to be done off-the-clock. In violation of the
California Labor Code, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid at
least minimum wages for work done off-the-clock.

63. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
meal periods in accordance with the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order
or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not
provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and
other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all meal periods or payment of
one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they did not receive a timely,
uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.

64. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
rest periods in accordance with the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or
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payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not
authorized and permitted to take a compliant rest period. In violation of the California Labor
Code, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not authorized and permitted
to take compliant rest periods, nor did Defendants provide Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees with payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of
pay when they were not authorized and permitted to take a compliant rest period.

65. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
receive complete and accurate wage statements in accordance with California law. In
violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
were not provided complete and accurate wage statements.

66. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that they had a duty to maintain accurate and complete payroll records in
accordance with the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, but willfully,
knowingly, and intentionally failed to do so.

67. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
timely payment of all wages earned upon termination of employment. In violation of the
California Labor Code, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees did not receive
payment of all wages due, including, but not limited to, overtime wages; minimum wages;
meal and rest period premiums; vested vacation pay; sick leave pay; and/or reporting time
pay, and within permissible time periods.

68. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
timely payment of wages during their employment. In violation of the California Labor Code,
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees did not receive payment of all wages,
including, but not limited to, overtime wages; minimum wages; meal and rest period
premiums; sick leave pay; and/or reporting time pay, within permissible time periods.
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69. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to the portion of
wages previously paid and subsequently unlawfully deducted by Defendants.

70. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to payment of
wages as designated by statute. In violation of the California Labor Code, Defendants secretly
paid other non-party Aggrieved Employees lower wages than required by statute while
purporting to pay them proper wages.

71. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that they were required to pay departing employees all vested vacation
wages that were owed to them at the end of their employment. In violation of the California
Labor Code, Defendants failed to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees all vested
vacation wages at the end of their employment, causing a forfeiture of vested vacation wages.

72. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive sick
leave benefits to be paid at a regular rate of pay, that included, as eligible income, all income
derived from shift differential pay, incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other
forms of compensation. In violation of the California Labor Code, Defendants failed to
include all forms of remuneration in calculating the regular rate of pay for sick leave pay.

73. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that they were not permitted to compel or coerce other non-party
Aggrieved Employees to patronize their business in the purchase of anything of value, but did,
in fact, require other non-party Aggrieved Employees to purchase various items, including
uniforms, from Defendants.

74, Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to one day’s rest
in seven. In violation of the California Labor Code, Defendants required other non-party
Aggrieved Employees to work more than six consecutive days without a day of rest, where the
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total hours worked exceeded 30 hours in any week or six hours in any one day thereof.

75. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to suitable
seating and/or were entitled to sit when it did not interfere with the performance of their duties
and also have seats nearby to use during a lull in tasks that do require moving about or
standing. In violation of the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order,
Defendants failed to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees suitable seating.

76. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to be paid
reporting time pay when they reported to work for their usual or scheduled shift but were put
to work for less than half of the usual or scheduled shift. In violation of the California Labor
Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, Defendants did not pay other non-party Aggrieved
Employees all reporting time pay due.

77. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive split
shift premium pay when Defendants required other non-party Aggrieved Employees to return
to work for an additional shift in the same day, after having been clocked out for more than an
hour. In violation of the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, Defendants
did not pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees all split-shift premiums due.

78. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to a sufficient
number of toilet facilities to use at the workplace. In violation of the California Labor Code
and the standards adopted by the Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board,
Defendants failed to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with a toilet facility.

79. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to
receive reimbursement for all business-related expenses and costs they incurred during the
course and scope of their employment and that they did not receive reimbursement of
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applicable business-related expenses and costs incurred.

80. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein
mentioned, Defendants knew or should have known that Defendants had a duty to provide
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with written notice of the material terms
of their employment with Defendants as required by the California Wage Theft Prevention
Act, but failed to do so.

81. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein
mentioned, Defendants failed to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with a safe
and healthful workplace by failing to notify other non-party Aggrieved Employees within one
business day of a potential COVID-19 exposure.

82. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein
mentioned, Defendants knew or should have known that they had a duty to compensate
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked, and that Defendants
had the financial ability to pay such compensation, but willfully, knowingly, and intentionally
failed to do so, and falsely represented to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
that they were properly denied wages, all in order to increase Defendants’ profits.

83.  Atall times herein set forth, PAGA provides that any provision of law under
the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order that provides for a civil penalty to be
assessed and collected by the LWDA for violations of the California Labor Code and
applicable IWC Wage Order may, as an alternative, be recovered by aggrieved employees in a
civil action brought on behalf of themselves and other current or former employees pursuant
to procedures outlined in California Labor Code section 2699.3.

84. PAGA defines an “aggrieved employee” in Labor Code section 2699(c) as “any
person who was employed by the alleged violator and against whom one or more of the
alleged violations was committed.”

8b. Plaintiff and other current and former employees of Defendants are “aggrieved
employees” as defined by Labor Code section 2699(c) in that they are all Defendants’ current
or former employees and one or more of the alleged violations were committed against them.
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86. Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2699.3 and 2699.5, an aggrieved

employee, including Plaintiff, may pursue a civil action arising under PAGA after the

following requirements have been met:

(@)

(b)

(©)

The aggrieved employee shall give written notice by online filing
(hereinafter “Employee’s Notice”) to the LWDA and by certified mail
to the employer of the specific provisions of the California Labor Code
alleged to have been violated, including the facts and theories to support
the alleged violations.

An aggrieved employee’s notice filed with the LWDA pursuant to
2699.3(a) and any employer response to that notice shall be
accompanied by a filing fee of seventy-five dollars ($75).

The LWDA shall provide notice (hereinafter “LWDA Notice”) to the
employer and the aggrieved employee by certified mail that it does not
intend to investigate the alleged violation within sixty (60) calendar
days of the postmark date of the Employee’s Notice. Upon receipt of
the LWDA Notice, or if the LWDA Notice is not provided within sixty-
five (65) calendar days of the postmark date of the Employee’s Notice,
the aggrieved employee may commence a civil action pursuant to
California Labor Code section 2699 to recover civil penalties in addition

to any other penalties to which the employee may be entitled.

87. Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2699.3(c), aggrieved employees,

through Plaintiff, may pursue a civil action arising under PAGA for violations of any

provision other than those listed in Section 2699.5 after the following requirements have been

met:

(@)

The aggrieved employee or representative shall give written notice by
online filing to the LWDA and by certified mail to the employer of the
specific provisions of the California Labor Code alleged to have been

violated (other than those listed in Section 2699.5), including the facts
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and theories to support the alleged violation.

(b) An aggrieved employee’s notice filed with the LWDA pursuant to
2699.3(c) and any employer response to that notice shall be
accompanied by a filing fee of seventy-five dollars ($75).

(©) The employer may cure the alleged violation within thirty-three (33)
calendar days of the postmark date of the notice. The employer shall
give written notice by certified mail within that period of time to the
aggrieved employee or representative and the agency if the alleged
violation is cured, including a description of actions taken, and no civil
action pursuant to Section 2699 may commence. If the alleged violation
is not cured within the 33-day period, the employee may commence a
civil action pursuant to Section 2699.

88. On October 13, 2023, Plaintiff provided written notice by online filing to the
LWDA and by certified mail to Defendants of the specific provisions of the California Labor
Code alleged to have been violated, including facts and theories to support the alleged
violations, in accordance with California Labor Code section 2699.3. Plaintiff’s written
notice was accompanied with the applicable filing fee of seventy-five dollars ($75). The
LWDA PAGA Administrator has confirmed receipt of Plaintiff’s written notice and assigned
Plaintiff PAGA Case Number LWDA-CM-987680-23. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s
written notice to the LWDA and Defendants dated October 13, 2023, is attached hereto as
“Exhibit 1.”

89.  As of the filing date of this complaint, over 65 days have passed since Plaintiff
sent the initial written notice described above, and the LWDA has not responded that it
intends to investigate Plaintiff’s claims, and Defendants have not cured the violations.

90. Thus, Plaintiff has satisfied the administrative prerequisites under California
Labor Code sections 2699.3(a) and 2699.3(c) to recover civil penalties against Defendants for
violations of California Labor Code sections 201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224, 226(a), 226.7,
227.3, 246, 248.6, 450, 510, 511, 512(a), 516, 551, 552, 1174(d), 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1198,
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2350, 2802, 2810.5, and 6409.6.

91. Labor Code section 558(a) provides “[a]ny employer or other person acting on
behalf of an employer who violates, or causes to be violated, a section of this chapter or any
provision regulating hours and days of work in any order of the Industrial Welfare
Commission shall be subject to a civil penalty as follows: (1) For any initial violation, fifty
dollars ($50) for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee was
underpaid. . .. (2) For each subsequent violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each
underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee was underpaid. . . .” Labor
Code section 558(c) provides “[t]he civil penalties provided for in this section are in addition
to any other civil or criminal penalty provided by law.” Plaintiff, acting in the public interest
as a private attorney general, seeks assessment and collection of civil penalties under Labor
Code section 558 for herself, all other non-party Aggrieved Employees, and the State of
California against Defendants for violations of Labor Code sections 510, 511, 512(a), 516, and
1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order. Plaintiff, acting in the public interest as private
attorney general, does not seek the recovery of unpaid wages under Labor Code section 558
from Defendants for violations of Labor Code sections 510, 511, 512(a), 516, and 1198, and
the applicable IWC Wage Order.

92. Defendants, at all times relevant to this complaint, were employers or persons
acting on behalf of an employer(s) who violated Plaintiff’s and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees’ rights by violating various sections of the California Labor Code as set forth
above.

93.  As set forth below, Defendants have violated numerous provisions of both the
California Labor Code sections regulating hours and days of work as well as the applicable
IWC Wage Order.

94, Pursuant to PAGA, and in particular, California Labor Code sections 2699(a),
2699.3(a), 2699.3(c), 2699.5, and section 558, Plaintiff, acting in the public interest as a
private attorney general, seeks assessment and collection of civil penalties for herself, all other
non-party Aggrieved Employees, and the State of California against Defendants for violations
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of California Labor Code sections 201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224, 226(a), 226.7, 227.3, 246,
248.6, 450, 510, 511, 512(a), 516, 551, 552, 1174(d), 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1198, 2350, 2802,
2810.5, and 6409.6.
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
For Civil Penalties, Pursuant to California Labor Code 88§ 2698, et seq.
(Against all Defendants)

95. Plaintiff incorporates by reference and re-alleges as if fully stated herein each
and every allegation set forth above.

96.  California Labor Code 88§ 2698, et seq. (“PAGA?”) permit Plaintiff to recover
civil penalties for the violation(s) of the Labor Code sections enumerated in Labor Code
section 2699.5. Section 2699.5 enumerates Labor Code sections 201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224,
227.3, 450, 551, 552, 226(a), 226.7, 510, 511, 512(a), 1174(d), 1194, 1197, 1198, and 2802.
Labor Code section 2699.3(c) permits aggrieved employees, including Plaintiff, to recover
civil penalties for violations of those Labor Code sections not found in section 2699.5,
including sections 246, 248.6, 516, 1182.12, 2350, 2810.5, and 6409.6.

97. Defendants’ conduct, as alleged herein, violates numerous sections of the
California Labor Code, including, but not limited to, the following:

@) Violation of Labor Code sections 510, 511, and 1198, and the applicable
IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to compensate Plaintiff and
other non-party Aggrieved Employees with all required overtime, as set
forth below;

(b) Violation of Labor Code sections 226.7, 510, 511, and 1198, and the
applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to include all forms
of remuneration in the regular rate of pay as required by law for
purposes of paying overtime wages and/or meal and rest period
premiums to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth below;

(c) Violation of Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, and 1198, and
the applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to compensate
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(d)

(€)

()

(9)

(h)

(i)

()

(k)

(@)

Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with at least
minimum wages for all hours worked, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198, and the
applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to provide Plaintiff
and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with meal periods, as set
forth below;

Violation of Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198, and the
applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to authorize and
permit Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to take rest
periods, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code sections 226(a) and 1198, and the applicable
IWC Wage Order for failure to provide accurate and complete wage
statements to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set
forth below;

Violation of Labor Code sections 1174(d) and 1198, and the applicable
IWC Wage Order for failure to maintain payroll records, as set forth
below;

Violation of Labor Code section 204 for failure to pay all earned wages
during employment, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code sections 201 and 202 for failure to pay all
earned wages upon termination, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code sections 221 and 224 for unlawfully deducting
a portion of wages previously paid to other non-party Aggrieved
Employees, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 223 for secretly paying other non-party
Aggrieved Employees lower wages than required by statute, while
purporting to pay the proper wages, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 227.3 for failure to pay other non-party
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(P)

(@)

(r)

Aggrieved Employees all vested vacation time upon termination, as
alleged herein;

Violation of Labor Code sections 246 and 248.6 for failure to properly
calculate the sick leave rate paid to other non-party Aggrieved
Employees, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 450 for compelling other non-party
Aggrieved Employees to patronize Defendants’ or any other person’s
business in the purchase of anything of value, as set forth below;
Violation of Labor Code sections 551 and 552 for failure to provide one
day’s rest in seven to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth
below;

Violation of Labor Code section 1198 for failing to provide suitable
seating to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth below;
Violation of Labor Code sections section 1198 and the applicable IWC
Wage Order for failure to pay reporting time pay when other non-party
Aggrieved Employees were put to work for less than half of their usual
or scheduled shifts, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage
Order for failure to pay split-shift premiums when other non-party
Aggrieved Employees returned to work for an additional shift in the
same day, after having been clocked out for more than an hour, as set
forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 2350 for failure to provide sufficient
toilet facilities in the workplace, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 2802 for failure to reimburse Plaintiff
and other non-party Aggrieved Employees for all business expenses
necessarily incurred, as set forth below;

Violation of Labor Code section 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-(C) for failure to
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provide written notice of information material to Plaintiff’s and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees’ employment with Defendants, as set
forth below; and
(s) Violation of Labor Code Section 6409.6 for failure to notify other
non-party Aggrieved Employees within one business day of a potential
COVID-19 exposure, as set forth below.
FAILURE TO PAY OVERTIME
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 510, 511, AND 1198

98. Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under
conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. California Labor Code
section 1198 requires that “. . . the standard conditions of labor fixed by the commission shall
be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees. The employment of any employee . . .
under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.”

99. California Labor Code section 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order
provide that it is unlawful to employ persons without compensating them at a rate of pay
either time-and-one-half or two-times that person’s regular rate of pay, depending on the
number of hours worked by the person on a daily or weekly basis.

100. Specifically, the applicable IWC Wage Order provides that Defendants are and
were required to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees working more than
eight (8) hours in a day or more than forty (40) hours in a workweek, at the rate of time and
one-half (1 ¥2) for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day or more than forty
(40) hours in a workweek.

101. The applicable IWC Wage Order further provides that Defendants are and were
required to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees working more than twelve
(12) hours in a day, overtime compensation at a rate of two (2) times their regular rate of pay.
An employee’s regular rate of pay includes all remuneration for employment paid to, or on
behalf of, the employee, including nondiscretionary bonuses and incentive pay.

102. California Labor Code section 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation
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at one and one-half (1 %2) times the regular rate of pay for hours worked in excess of eight (8)
hours in a day or forty (40) hours in a week or for the first eight (8) hours worked on the
seventh (7th) day of work, and to overtime compensation at twice the employee’s regular rate
of pay for hours worked in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day or in excess of eight (8) hours
in a day on the seventh (7th) day of work.

103. California Labor Code section 511 allows the employer, with the employees’
approval, to offer an alternative workweek schedule that authorizes employees to work no
more than ten (10) hours per day and forty (40) hours per week without receiving overtime
compensation. An alternative workweek schedule must pay the employees overtime at one
and one-half times their regular hourly rate for work in excess of ten (10) hours per day or
forty (40) hours per week. Overtime must be paid at twice the employees’ regular hourly rate
for work in excess of twelve (12) hours a day. Labor Code 511 and the applicable IWC Wage
Order further provide that an employer may not implement an alternative workweek schedule
unless at least two-thirds of the affected employees approve the schedule through a secret
ballot election, and the results must be reported to the California Division of Labor Standards
Enforcement within 30 days after the results are final.

104. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully failed to pay all overtime
wages owed to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees. During the relevant time
period, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid overtime premiums
for all of the hours they worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day, in excess of ten (10)
hours in a day, in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day, and/or in excess of forty (40) hours in
a week, because all hours worked were not recorded.

105. First, during the relevant time period, Defendants had a company-wide policy
and/or practice of discouraging and impeding Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees from recording hours worked that were outside of their scheduled shifts in order to
limit the amount of overtime employees could accrue. This policy of limiting overtime,
coupled with Defendants’ policy and/or practice of understaffing and assignment of heavy
workloads (see infra), led Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work off-the-
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clock before and after their scheduled shift times in order to complete their assigned tasks.
For example, Defendants only provided Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
with a single timekeeping machine to clock in for their shifts. As a result, lines formed at the
timekeeping machine and Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were forced to
wait in line off-the-clock and under Defendants’ control, time for which they were not paid.
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees would arrive early in order to clock in for
the start of their shifts, but were required to wait in a line for a few minutes to clock in, time
for which they were not paid. In addition, on a number of occasions, after Plaintiff clocked
out from her shifts, she was required to stay up to 15 minutes to either wait for an incoming
shift of employees to arrive before she would be allowed to leave or assist another employee
with a resident. Similarly, on information and belief, Defendants would require other non-
party Aggrieved Employees to perform various tasks off the clock, such as communicating on
their personal phones regarding work-related matters, attending meetings, submitting to
COVID health screenings and completing health questionnaires, traveling to other
Defendants’ facilities and/or patients’ homes, reviewing company policies, completing
Defendants-mandated trainings and/or continuing education, and donning and/or doffing
personal protective equipment and/or uniforms. Defendants did not track this time spent
working before and after scheduled shifts, and as a result, Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees received no compensation for this time.

106. Second, on information and belief, Defendants’ timekeeping system often
malfunctioned or had connectivity issues, which impeded other non-party Aggrieved
Employees from accurately recording their hours worked while they waited for the system to
be reset or repaired. Thus, Defendants failed to track and/or record the time other non-party
Aggrieved Employees spent working outside of their scheduled shifts, and did not compensate
them for this time.

107.  Third, during the relevant period, on information and belief, Defendants had a
policy and/or practice of improperly rounding employees’ clock-in and/or clock-out times in
their timekeeping system to the start and/or end of their scheduled hours worked, rather than

Page 30

PAGA COMPLAINT




© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

[ N S N N R N T N T N T T T o
© N o o B~ W N P O © 0o N o o0 NN w N Pk o

their actual hours worked. Defendants’ rounding policy resulted in the failure to compensate
other non-party Aggrieved Employees fully for all hours worked, causing other non-party
Aggrieved Employees to not be paid overtime wages for all of the overtime hours they
actually worked. Defendants’ policy of rounding is unfair and has, over time, resulted in the
underpayment of wages to other non-party Aggrieved Employees. To the extent Defendants’
rounding policy has taken away time worked that was eligible for overtime, other non-party
Aggrieved Employees were denied overtime pay for all hours worked.

108. Fourth, Defendants had, and continue to have, a company-wide policy and/or
practice of failing to pay proper overtime when they required other non-party Aggrieved
Employees to work outside of their regularly scheduled alternative workweek schedule and
failed to pay all applicable overtime and/or double-time compensation owed for such hours of
work. In addition, to the extent Defendants implemented an alternative workweek schedule,
as to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, Defendants failed to comply with all
requirements for implementing an alternative workweek schedule, including, but not limited
to, holding proper workweek elections for the employees working alternative workweeks.
Accordingly, Defendants owe other non-party Aggrieved Employees unpaid overtime wages.

109. Fifth, as stated, Defendants had, and continue to have, a company-wide policy
and/or practice of understaffing, such that there were too few employees on duty to handle the
heavy workloads and provide meal period coverage. Furthermore, Defendants had a
company-wide practice of failing to schedule meal periods, which further caused Plaintiff and
other non-party Aggrieved Employees to not be relieved of their duties for compliant meal
periods. For example, a few times throughout her employment, Plaintiff would miss her meal
period entirely to meet the demands of her workload due to Defendants’ understaffing and
lack of meal period coverage. Consequently, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees were required to work through meal periods and/or had their unpaid meal periods
interrupted to complete their assigned workloads. Also, on information and belief, Defendants
maintained an on-premises meal period policy, which mandated that other non-party
Aggrieved Employees remain on Defendants’ premises during their unpaid meal periods.
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Because other non-party Aggrieved Employees were restricted from leaving the premises
during meal periods, they were denied the ability to use their meal periods freely for their own
purposes. Thus, Defendants effectively maintained control over other non-party Aggrieved
Employees during their unpaid meal periods.

110.  Sixth, on information and belief, because Defendants frowned upon employees
accruing meal period penalties, Defendants’ management pressured other non-party
Aggrieved Employees to clock out for meal periods and/or adjusted or rounded employees’
meal period start and stop times in Defendants’ timekeeping system to reflect compliant meal
periods regardless of whether they had received a compliant meal period or not, in order to
strictly limit the meal penalties that would need to be paid by Defendants. Alternatively,
Defendants implemented a company-wide practice and/or policy of automatically deducting
meal periods from other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ time records. Thus, Defendants did
not record all hours worked during meal periods, and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
performed work during meal periods for which they were not paid.

111. Furthermore, Defendants’ company-wide timekeeping system prevented
Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees from recording all hours worked when
their meal periods were shortened or interrupted, because Defendants’ timekeeping system
automatically locked Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees out once they
clocked out for a meal period, and would not permit them to clock back in from a meal period
until a full 30 minutes had elapsed. Thus, Defendants did not permit employees to record any
hours worked during meal periods, preventing Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved
Employees from being paid for hours worked during meal periods.

112. Defendants knew or should have known that as a result of these company-wide
practices and/or policies, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were working
before and after their shifts and during their meal periods, and were suffered or permitted to
perform work for which they were not paid. Because Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees worked shifts of eight (8) hours a day or more and/or shifts of ten (10) hours or
more, or forty (40) hours a week or more, some of this off-the-clock work qualified for
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overtime premium pay. Therefore, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were
not paid overtime wages for all of the overtime hours they actually worked.

113. Furthermore, Defendants did not pay other aggrieved employees the correct
overtime rate for the recorded overtime hours that they generated. In addition to an hourly
wage, Defendants paid other non-party Aggrieved Employees shift differential pay, incentive
pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration. However, in violation of
the California Labor Code, Defendants failed to incorporate all compensation, including shift
differential pay, incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration,
into the calculation of the regular rate of pay for purposes of calculating the overtime wage
rate. Therefore, during times when other non-party Aggrieved Employees worked overtime
and received these other forms of pay, Defendants failed to pay all overtime wages by paying
a lower overtime rate than required.

114. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
the balance of overtime compensation as required by California law, violates the provisions of
California Labor Code sections 510, 511, and 1198. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections
558 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PAY MINIMUM WAGES
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 1182.12, 1194, 1197, AND 1198

115. At all relevant times, California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, and
1198 provide that the minimum wage for employees fixed by the IWC is the minimum wage
to be paid to employees, and the payment of a wage less than the minimum so fixed is
unlawful. Compensable work time is defined in IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001 as “the time
during which an employee is suffered or permitted to work for the employer, whether or not
required to do so, as interpreted in accordance with the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards
Act.” Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 8, 8 11050(2)(K) (defining “Hours Worked”).

116. As stated above, due to Defendants’ restrictions on overtime accrual,
Defendants systematically failed to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
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for actual hours worked before and after scheduled shifts, because these hours were not
recorded. As stated, because Defendants discouraged and impeded Plaintiff and other non-
party Aggrieved Employees from recording hours worked that were outside of their scheduled
shifts, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were required to work off-the-clock
before and after their scheduled shifts, including waiting in line to clock in at a timekeeping
machine, waiting for an incoming shift to arrive, assisting other employees with residents’
care, communicating on their personal phones regarding work-related matters, attending
meetings, submitting to COVID health screenings and completing health questionnaires,
traveling to other Defendants’ facilities and/or clients’ homes, reviewing company policies,
completing Defendants-mandated trainings and/or continuing education, waiting to clock in
due to timekeeping system malfunctions, and/or donning and/or doffing personal protective
equipment and/or uniforms. Furthermore, as stated, Defendants had a policy and/or practice
of rounding other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ hourly clock-in and/or clock-out times in
their timekeeping system to the start and/or end of their scheduled shift times, resulting in the
failure to compensate them for all hours worked.

117. Furthermore, as set forth above, due to Defendants’ uniform practice of
understaffing, assignment of heavy workloads, failure to schedule meal periods, requiring
employees to stay on the work premises during meal periods, and resultant lack of meal period
coverage, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were impeded from taking all
uninterrupted meal periods to which they were entitled and were required to work off-the-
clock during meal periods. Also, as stated, in order to prevent employees from accruing meal
period penalties, upon information and belief, Defendants’ management pressured other non-
party Aggrieved Employees to clock out for meal periods, adjusted/rounded employees’
timesheets to reflect compliant meal periods, and/or automatically deducted 30-minute meal
periods from other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ time records even when meal periods
were missed, short, and/or interrupted. As a result, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees were not relieved of all duties during unpaid meal periods.

118. Moreover, as stated, Defendants systematically failed to pay Plaintiff and/or
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other non-party Aggrieved Employees for actual hours worked during unpaid meal periods,
because Defendants’ timekeeping system automatically locked Plaintiff and/or other non-party
Aggrieved Employees out for a full 30 minutes when they clocked out for a meal period.
Thus, Defendants systematically failed to pay Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved
Employees for actual hours worked during unpaid meal periods because these hours were not
correctly recorded.

119. Thus, Defendants did not pay minimum wages for all hours worked by Plaintiff
and other non-party Aggrieved Employees. To the extent that these off-the-clock hours did
not qualify for overtime premium payment, Defendants did not pay at least minimum wages
for those hours worked off-the-clock in violation of California Labor Code sections 1182.12,
1194, 1197, and 1198.

120. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
minimum wages violates California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, and 1198.
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PROVIDE AND RECORD MEAL PERIODS

VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 226.7, 512(a), 516, AND 1198

121. At all relevant times herein set forth, the applicable IWC Wage Order and
California Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198 were applicable to Plaintiff’s and
non-party Aggrieved Employees’ employment by Defendants.

122. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 512(a)
provides that an employer may not require, cause, or permit an employee to work for a period
of more than five (5) hours per day without providing the employee with a meal period of not
less than thirty (30) minutes, except that if the total work period per day of the employee is
not more than six (6) hours, the meal period may be waived by mutual consent of both the
employer and the employee. Under California law, first meal periods must start after no more
than five hours. Brinker Rest. Corp. v. Superior Court, 53 Cal. 4th 1004, 1041-1042 (2012).

123.  Atall relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code sections 226.7,
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512(a), 516, and 1198 provide that no employer shall require an employee to work during any
meal period mandated by an applicable order of the IWC.

124. At all relevant times herein set forth, Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), and
1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order also require employers to provide a second meal
period of not less than thirty (30) minutes if an employee works over ten (10) hours per day or
to pay an employee one (1) additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate, except that if
the total hours worked is no more than twelve (12) hours, the second meal period may be
waived by mutual consent of the employer and the employee only if the first meal period was
not waived.

125.  As set forth above, during the relevant time period, Defendants had, and
continue to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of understaffing their locations while
assigning heavy workloads. Further, Defendants had a company-wide practice of failing to
schedule meal periods, resulting in Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees having
their meal periods cut short to return to work, missing meal periods altogether, and/or or
waiting extended periods of time before taking meal periods. Thus, Defendants’ practices and
policies prevented Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees from taking all
compliant meal periods to which they were entitled.

126. Specifically, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were forced to
work in excess of five (5) hours before taking a meal period and, at times, had their meal
periods cut short and/or had to forgo their meal periods altogether. For example, during her
employment, Plaintiff missed her meal periods entirely because the facilities were
understaffed, and employees were forced to work through or return early from meal periods,
in order to attend to residents and complete their assigned duties. Further, for the same
reasons, Plaintiff could not take her meal periods until more than five (5) hours into her shifts,
due to the heavy workload and lack of coverage. Defendants also had policies and/or
practices of requiring employees to remain on the premises during meal periods and requiring
employees to don and doff personal protective equipment and/or uniforms when leaving their
work areas, which further caused other non-party Aggrieved Employees to not be relieved of

Page 36

PAGA COMPLAINT




© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

[ N S N N R N T N T N T T T o
© N o o B~ W N P O © 0o N o o0 NN w N Pk o

their duties for compliant meal periods.

127.  As also stated, on information and belief, because Defendants frowned upon
employees accruing meal period penalties, Defendants’ management pressured other non-
party Aggrieved Employees to clock out for meal periods and/or adjusted other non-party
Aggrieved Employees’ time records to reflect compliant meal periods, regardless of whether
they had received a compliant meal period or not, in order to strictly limit meal penalties that
would need to be paid by Defendants. Additionally, Defendants rounded other non-party
Aggrieved Employees’ meal period start and end times in a manner that reflected compliant
meal periods, regardless of whether they had received a complaint meal period or not, in order
to strictly limit meal penalties that would need to be paid by Defendants. Alternatively,
Defendants implemented a policy and/or practice of automatically deducting meal periods
from other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ time records regardless of whether they had
actually received a compliant meal period. Furthermore, as stated, Defendants’ company-
wide timekeeping system prevented Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees
from recording all hours worked when their meal periods were shortened or interrupted,
because the timekeeping system automatically locked Plaintiff and/or other non-party
Aggrieved Employees out once they clocked out for a meal period, and would not permit them
to clock back in from a meal period before 30 minutes had elapsed.

128. Moreover, Defendants did not provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees
with second 30-minute meal periods on days that they worked in excess of ten (10) hours in
one day. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees did not sign valid meal period
waivers on days that they were entitled to meal periods and were not relieved of all duties.

129. Defendants knew or should have known that as a result of their policies and
practices, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not actually relieved of all
duties to take timely, uninterrupted meal periods. Defendants further knew or should have
known that they did not pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees meal period
premiums when meal periods were missed, late, short, and/or interrupted. Further, to the
extent that Defendants’ rounding policy reported that other non-party Aggrieved Employees
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were provided with timely, full 30-minute meal periods when, in fact, the meal periods were
taken after the fifth hour of work or were less than 30 minutes, other non-party Aggrieved
Employees did not receive meal period premiums for these improperly rounded meal periods.

130. Moreover, Defendants engaged in a company-wide practice and/or policy of
not paying all meal period premiums owed when compliant meal periods are not provided.
Because of this practice and/or policy, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees
have not received premium pay for missed, late, and interrupted meal periods. Alternatively,
to the extent that Defendants did pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees premium pay for
missed, late, and interrupted meal periods, Defendants did not pay other non-party Aggrieved
Employees at the correct rate of pay for premiums because Defendants systematically failed to
include all forms of compensation, such as shift differential pay, incentive pay,
nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration, in the regular rate of pay.

131. Thus, Defendants failed to provide Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees compliant meal periods and failed to pay the full meal period premiums due.
Defendants’ conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order, and California Labor Code
sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are
therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 558 and/or
2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO AUTHORIZE AND PERMIT REST PERIODS
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 226.7, 516, AND 1198

132. At all relevant times herein set forth, the applicable IWC Wage Order and
California Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198 were applicable to Plaintiff’s and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees’ employment by Defendants.

133. At all relevant times, the applicable IWC Wage Order provides that “[e]very
employer shall authorize and permit all employees to take rest periods, which insofar as
practicable shall be in the middle of each work period” and that the “rest period time shall be
based on the total hours worked daily at the rate of ten (10) minutes net rest time per four (4)
hours or major fraction thereof” unless the total daily work time is less than three and one-half
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(3 ¥2) hours.

134. At all relevant times, California Labor Code section 226.7 provides that no
employer shall require an employee to work during any rest period mandated by an applicable
order of the California IWC. To comply with its obligation to authorize and permit rest
periods under California Labor Code section 226.7 and the applicable IWC Wage Order, an
employer must “relinquish any control over how employees spend their break time, and
relieve their employees of all duties—including the obligation that an employee remain on
call. A rest period, in short, must be a period of rest.” Augustus v. ABM Security Services,
Inc., 2 Cal. 5th 257, 273 (2016).

135. Pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code section
226.7(c), Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover from
Defendants one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay for each work day that a
required rest period was not authorized and permitted.

136. During the relevant time period, Defendants regularly failed to authorize and
permit Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to take a ten (10) minute rest
period per each four (4) hour period worked or major fraction thereof. As with meal periods,
Defendants’ company-wide practices, including understaffing and assignment of heavy
workloads, prevented Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees from being relieved
of all duty in order to take compliant rest periods. Additionally, Defendants also failed to
schedule rest periods which, coupled with Defendants’ failure to provide adequate rest period
coverage, further led to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees not being
authorized and permitted to take rest periods.

137. Moreover, Defendants maintained a company-wide on-premises rest period
policy, which mandated that Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees remain on
Defendants’ premises during their rest periods. Because Plaintiff and/or other non-party
Aggrieved Employees were restricted from leaving the premises during rest periods, they were
denied the ability to use their rest periods freely for their own purposes, such as running
personal errands. Thus, Defendants effectively maintained control over Plaintiff and/or other
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non-party Aggrieved Employees during rest periods.

138.  As aresult, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees would work
shifts in excess of 3.5 hours, in excess of 6 hours, and/or in excess of 10 hours without being
permitted and authorized to take all ten (10) minute rest periods to which they were entitled.
For example, Plaintiff had to forego her rest periods almost entirely due to the heavy workload
and understaffing and Defendants’ failure to schedule rest periods for employees.
Additionally, on information and belief, to the extent other non-party Aggrieved Employees
were able to take rest periods, Defendants failed to authorize and permit other non-party
Aggrieved Employees to take another rest period when their rest periods were interrupted to
respond to the needs of residents.

139. Defendants also have engaged in a company-wide practice and/or policy of not
paying all rest period premiums owed when compliant rest periods are not authorized and
permitted. Because of this practice and/or policy, other non-party Aggrieved Employees have
not received all premium pay for missed rest periods. Alternatively, to the extent that
Defendants did pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees one (1) additional hour of premium
pay for missed rest periods, Defendants did not pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees at
the correct rate of pay for premiums because Defendants failed to include all forms of
compensation, such as shift differential pay, incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or
other forms of remuneration, in the regular rate of pay.

140. Defendants’ conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order and California
Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections
558 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN COMPLIANT WAGE STATEMENTS
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 226(a), 1174(d), AND 1198

141. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 226(a) provides that
every employer shall furnish each of his or her employees an accurate and complete itemized
wage statement in writing, including, but not limited to, the name and address of the legal
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entity that is the employer, the inclusive dates of the pay period, total hours worked, and all
applicable rates of pay.

142. During the relevant time period, Defendants have knowingly and intentionally
provided Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with uniform, incomplete, and
inaccurate wage statements. For example, Defendants issued uniform wage statements to
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees that fail to correctly list: gross wages
earned; total hours worked; net wages earned; and all applicable hourly rates in effect during
the pay period, including rates of pay for overtime wages, meal and rest period premiums,
and/or paid sick leave, and the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate.
Specifically, Defendants violated sections 226(a)(1), 226(a)(2), 226(a)(5), and 226(a)(9).

143. Because Defendants did not record the time Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees spent working off-the-clock and deducted time from their records for
meal periods that were interrupted and/or missed (and therefore time for which they should
have been paid), Defendants did not list the correct amount of gross wages and net wages
earned by Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees in compliance with section
226(a)(1) and section 226(a)(5), respectively. For the same reason, Defendants failed to
accurately list the total number of hours worked by Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees, in violation of section 226(a)(2), and failed to list the applicable hourly rates of
pay in effect during the pay period and the corresponding accurate number of hours worked at
each hourly rate, in violation of section 226(a)(9).

144. Additionally, because Defendants did not calculate other non-party Aggrieved
Employees’ regular rate of pay correctly for purposes of paying overtime wages, meal and rest
period premiums, and/or paid sick leave, Defendants did not list the correct amount of gross
wages in compliance with section 226(a)(1) and did not list the correct amount of net wages in
violation of section 226(a)(5). Defendants also failed to correctly list all applicable hourly
rates in effect during the pay period, namely, correct rates of pay for overtime wages, meal
and rest period premiums, and/or paid sick leave, in violation of section 226(a)(9).

145.  The wage statement deficiencies also include, among other things, failing to list

Page 41

PAGA COMPLAINT




© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

[ N S N N R N T N T N T T T o
© N o o B~ W N P O © 0o N o o0 NN w N Pk o

the number of piece-rate units earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on
a piece-rate basis; failing to list all deductions; failing to list the inclusive dates of the period
for which aggrieved employees were paid; failing to list the name of the employee and only
the last four digits of his or her social security number or an employee identification number
other than a social security number; failing to list the name and address of the legal entity that
is the employer; and/or failing to state all hours worked as a result of not recording or stating
the hours worked off-the-clock.

146. California Labor Code section 1174(d) provides that “[e]very person employing
labor in this state shall . . . [K]eep a record showing the names and addresses of all employees
employed and the ages of all minors” and “[K]eep, at a central location in the state or at the
plants or establishments at which employees are employed, payroll records showing the hours
worked daily by and the wages paid to, and the number of piece-rate units earned by and any
applicable piece rate paid to, employees employed at the respective plants or
establishments . . . .” Labor Code section 1174.5 provides that employers are subject to a
$500 civil penalty if they fail to maintain accurate and complete records as required by section
1174(d). During the relevant time period, and in violation of Labor Code section 1174(d),
Defendants willfully failed to maintain accurate payroll records for Plaintiff and other non-
party Aggrieved Employees showing the daily hours they worked and the wages paid thereto
as a result of failing to record the off-the-clock hours that they worked.

147. California Labor Code section 1198 provides that the maximum hours of work
and the standard conditions of labor shall be those fixed by the Labor Commissioner and as
set forth in the applicable IWC Wage Order. Section 1198 further provides that “[t]he
employment of any employees for longer hours than those fixed by the order or under
conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” Pursuant to the applicable IWC
Wage Order, employers are required to keep accurate time records showing when the
employee begins and ends each work period and meal period. During the relevant time
period, Defendants engaged in company-wide practices and/or policies of failing to record
actual hours worked (including falsifying time records by recording that compliant meal
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periods were taken regardless of if or when meal periods were actually taken), and thereby
failed to keep accurate records of work period and meal period start and end times for Plaintiff
and other non-party Aggrieved Employees in violation of section 1198. Furthermore, in light
of Defendants’ failure to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with second 30-
minute meal periods to which they were entitled, Defendants kept no records of meal start and
end times for second meal periods.

148. Defendants’ conduct violates California Labor Code 226(a), 1174(d), and 1198.
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 226.3, 1174.5, and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PAY WAGES DURING EMPLOYMENT
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 204

149. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 204
requires that all wages earned by any person in any employment between the 1st and the 15th
days, inclusive, of any calendar month, other than those wages due upon termination of an
employee, are due and payable between the 16th and the 26th day of the month during which
the labor was performed. Labor Code section 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.

150. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 204 also requires
that all wages earned for labor in excess of the normal work period shall be paid no later than
the payday for the next regular payroll period. Alternatively, at all relevant times herein,
Labor Code section 204 provides that the requirements of this section are deemed satisfied by
the payment of wages for weekly, biweekly, or semimonthly payroll if the wages are paid not
more than seven (7) calendar days following the close of the payroll period.

151. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully failed to pay Plaintiff and
other non-party Aggrieved Employees all wages due to them within any time period specified
by California Labor Code section 204 including, but not limited to, overtime wages; minimum
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wages; meal and rest period premiums; sick leave pay, and/or reporting time pay.

152.  Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to

recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 210 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).
FAILURE TO PAY WAGES UPON TERMINATION
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 201 AND 202

153. At all times relevant herein set forth, Labor Code sections 201 and 202 provide
that if an employer discharges an employee, the wages earned and unpaid at the time of
discharge are due and payable immediately, and that if an employee voluntarily leaves his or
her employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable not later than seventy-two
(72) hours thereafter, unless the employee has given seventy-two (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.

154.  On information and belief, Defendants had a company-wide practice or policy
of paying departing employees their final wages on the next regular pay cycle, instead of
adhering to the time requirements set forth in Labor Code sections 201 and 202. For example,
Defendants terminated Plaintiff on June 18, 2023. However, Defendants did not tender
Plaintiff’s final wages to her until June 23, 2023, when Defendants informed Plaintiff she
could return to work to pick up her final pay. Thus, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff her
final wages immediately, in violation of Labor Code section 201.

155.  Additionally, Defendants willfully failed to pay Plaintiff and other non-party
Aggrieved Employees who are no longer employed by Defendants the earned and unpaid
wages set forth above, including but not limited to, overtime wages; minimum wages; meal
and rest period premiums; vested vacation pay; sick leave pay; and/or reporting time pay,
either at the time of discharge, or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendants’
employ.

156. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and those non-party Aggrieved Employees
who are no longer employed by Defendants their wages earned and unpaid at the time of
discharge, or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendant’s employ, violates
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Labor Code sections 201 and 202. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are
therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 256 and/or
2699(a), (f), and (g).
COLLECTING OR RECEIVING WAGES ALREADY PAID
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 221 AND 224

157. At all times relevant herein, California Labor Code section 221 provides that it
shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive from an employee any part of wages
theretofore paid by said employer to said employee. California Labor Code section 224 also
provides in pertinent part that it is lawful to withhold a portion of the employee’s wages if “a
deduction is expressly authorized in writing by the employee.”

158. During the relevant time period, Defendants unlawfully deducted a portion of
wages previously paid to other non-party Aggrieved Employees in violation of California
Labor Code section 221. On information and belief, Defendants systematically, and on a
company-wide basis, maintained a policy that improperly deducted wages from other non-
party Aggrieved Employees’ pay for uniform items. On information and belief, such
deductions were not expressly authorized in writing by other non-party Aggrieved Employees.

159. Defendants’ conduct as alleged herein violates California Labor Code sections
221 and 224. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 225.5 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

SECRET PAYMENT OF A LOWER WAGE
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 223

160. Atall times, California Labor Code section 223 makes it unlawful for an
employer to secretly pay wages lower than required by statute while purporting to pay legal
wages.

161. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully and systematically
deducted money from other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ wages without their express
written authorization, pursuant to their policy regarding additional uniform items.
Defendants’ deduction from their employees’ wages resulted in the payment of less than
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statutorily required wages to other non-party Aggrieved Employees. In doing so, Defendants
acted with the intent to deprive other non-party Aggrieved Employees of statutory wages,
including, but not limited to, overtime wages and/or minimum wages, to which they were
entitled to under California law. Thus, Defendants paid other non-party Aggrieved
Employees lower wages than those they were entitled to while purporting that other non-party
Aggrieved Employees were properly paid.

162. Defendants’ failure to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees the correct
designated wage, while purporting to pay legal wages, is a violation of California Labor Code
section 223. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 225.5 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PAY ALL VESTED VACATION TIME AND PAID TIME OFF UPON
TERMINATION
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 227.3

163. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 227.3 provides that
whenever a contract of employment or employer policy provides for paid vacations, and an
employee is terminated without having taken his or her vested vacation time, all vested
vacation shall be paid to him or her as wages at his or her final rate in accordance with such
contract of employment or employer policy respecting eligibility or time served. Vacation
time vests on a pro-rata basis and, upon termination, an employee is entitled to a pro rata share
of vested vacation pay. An employer may not require an employee to forfeit earned but
unused vacation pay.

164. Defendants had a company-wide policy and practice of failing to pay other non-
party Aggrieved Employees vested vacation wages that were owed to them at the end of their
employment. Defendants’ failure to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees all vested
vacation wages at the end of their employment has caused a forfeiture of vested vacation
wages in violation of California Labor Code section 227.3.

165. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 256 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (Q).
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FAILURE TO PROPERLY CALCULATE SICK LEAVE RATES OF PAY
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 246 AND 248.6

166. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code sections 245.5, 246, 246.5,
247, 247.5, 248.5, and 249 provide employees who have worked in California for 30 or more
days from the commencement of employment with paid sick days, to be accrued at least one
hour for every 30 hours worked. Further, Labor Code section 246(l) provides that an
employer shall calculate paid sick leave by using one of two calculations: 1) “[p]aid 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 2) “[p]aid 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.”

167. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 248.6 provides
covered employees with COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave. Labor Code section
248.6(b)(3)(A) provides that each hour of COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave shall be
compensated at a rate equal to the following: 1) “[c]alculated 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 2) “[c]alculated by dividing
the employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total
nonovertime hours worked in the full pay periods occurring within the prior 90 days of
employment; provided that, for nonexempt employees paid by piece rate, commission or other
method that uses all hours to determine the regular rate of pay, total wages, not including
overtime premium pay, shall be divided by all hours, to determine the correct amount of
COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave under this subdivision.”

168. During the relevant time period, Defendants did not pay other non-party
Aggrieved Employees the correct sick leave rates of pay. As stated, in addition to an hourly
wage, Defendants paid other non-party Aggrieved Employees shift differential pay, incentive
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pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration. However, in violation of
the California Labor Code, Defendants failed to incorporate all remunerations, including shift
differential pay, incentive pay, and/or nondiscretionary bonuses, into the calculation of the
regular rate of pay for purposes of calculating the sick leave rate. Therefore, during times
when other non-party Aggrieved Employees took sick leave and received these other forms of
pay, Defendants failed to pay all sick leave benefits by paying a lower sick leave rate than
required. Specifically, Defendants paid other non-party Aggrieved Employees sick leave
based on their hourly rate of pay instead of their regular rate of pay.

169. Defendants’ failure to properly calculate the sick leave rates of pay based on all
remuneration paid has resulted in an underpayment of sick leave benefits to other non-party
Aggrieved Employees on a company-wide basis in violation of California Labor Code
sections 246(1) and 248.6(b)(3)(A).

170. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 248.5 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

COMPELLING PATRONIZATION
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 450

171. Atall relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 450 provides that an
employer may not “compel or coerce any employee, or applicant for employment, to patronize
his or her employer, or any other person, in the purchase of anything of value.” An employer
violates section 450 by forcing an employee to patronize the employer’s business in the
purchase of a company-provided good.

172. During the relevant time period, Defendants had a company-wide policy of not
providing a sufficient number of uniform items to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees in relation to the shifts they were scheduled to work.

173. During their employment, other non-party Aggrieved Employees were
scheduled to work five (5) days per week, but Defendants provided them with only two (2)
uniform shirts, forcing them to purchase additional shirts from Defendants for $20 each in
order to comply with their uniform policy. Thus, Defendants compelled other non-party
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Aggrieved Employees to patronize their business by purchasing additional uniform items.

174. Defendants’ conduct of compelling and/or coercing other non-party Aggrieved
Employees to purchase goods from them is in violation of California Labor Code section 450.
Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor
Code sections 2699(a), (f) and (g).

FAILURE TO PROVIDE ONE DAY’S REST IN SEVEN
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTIONS 551 and 552

175. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 551 provides that
every person employed in any occupation of labor is entitled to one day’s rest in seven.
Additionally, California Labor Code section 552 prohibits employers from requiring
employees to work more than six consecutive days without a day of rest.

176. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 556
exempts an employer from the day-of-rest requirement when the total hours worked by an
employee do not exceed 30 hours in any week or six hours in any one day thereof.

177. During the relevant period, on information and belief, Defendants required
other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work approximately six (6) or more hours per day
and seven (7) consecutive days in a workweek. Because other non-party Aggrieved
Employees worked over thirty (30) hours per week and over six (6) hours in any one day in a
workweek, they were not exempt from the day-of-rest requirement. To the extent that other
non-party Aggrieved Employees signed purported waivers of their right to a day’s rest in
seven, such waivers are invalid.

178.  Thus, during the relevant time period, and in violation of California Labor
Code sections 551 and 552, Defendants caused other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work
more than six days in seven. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to
recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 558 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).

I
I
I
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FAILURE TO PROVIDE SUITABLE SEATING
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 1198 AND CALIFORNIA CODE OF
REGULATIONS, TITLE 8, SECTION 11050(14)(A)

179. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it
illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable
wage order. California Labor Code section 1198 requires that “. . . the standard conditions of
labor fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees.
The employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is
unlawful.”

180. California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(A) provides that
“[a]ll working employees shall be provided with suitable seats when the nature of the work
reasonably permits the use of seats.”

181. Defendants’ California facilities are generally similar in their layout and design
and there was, and continues to be, space at the employee work areas to allow for the presence
and use of a seat or stool by other aggrieved employees (with reasonable or no modification to
these work areas) during the performance of their work duties. Defendants could provide
other non-party Aggrieved Employees with a seat or stool at their work areas, but instead deny
employees seating and force other non-party Aggrieved Employees to stand throughout the
day.

182. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees spent a substantial portion of their day
standing in their work areas. The nature of the work employees performed can reasonably be
accomplished from a seated position at least some of the time. However, as set forth herein,
Defendants systematically, and on a company-wide basis, do not provide seats or stools at or
near the work areas, forcing other non-party Aggrieved Employees to stand throughout their
work shifts.

183. During the relevant time period, Defendants violated California Labor Code
section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(A), because other
non-party Aggrieved Employees were not allowed to sit, even when the nature of their work
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would reasonably permit the use of seats, nor were they provided with suitable seats.
Defendants’ management did not inform other non-party Aggrieved Employees that they were
allowed to sit down, provide any means for them to sit down, or mention any policy regarding
sitting.

184. As aresult of Defendants’ company-wide policy and/or practice of prohibiting
employees from sitting during their shifts and failure to provide suitable seating, other non-
party Aggrieved Employees were forced to stand during shifts and denied seats. Defendants’
failure to provide suitable seating to other non-party Aggrieved Employees violated and
continues to violate California Labor Code section 1198 and IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001,
subdivision 14(A).

185.  Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PROVIDE SUITABLE SEATING
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 1198 AND CALIFORNIA CODE OF
REGULATIONS, TITLE 8, SECTION 11050(14)(B)

186. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it
illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable
wage order. California Labor Code section 1198 requires that “. . . the standard conditions of
labor fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees.
The employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is
unlawful.”

187. California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(B) provides that
“Iw]hen 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.”

188. During the relevant time period, Defendants violated California Labor Code
section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(B), because other
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non-party Aggrieved Employees were not allowed to sit, even during lulls in their work
duties, nor were they provided with suitable seats in reasonable proximity to their work areas.

189. As stated, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants’ California facilities are generally
similar in their layout and design and there was, and continues to be, space near their work
areas (with reasonable or no modification to these work areas) to allow for the presence and
use of a seat or stool by other aggrieved employees during lulls in operation. Defendants
could have provided other non-party Aggrieved Employees with a seat or stool in their work
areas, but instead denied, and continue to deny, employees seating, forcing them to stand
throughout the day.

190. Defendants did not provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with seats or
stools in reasonable proximity to their work areas to allow them to use seats when it would not
interfere with the performance of their duties for times when they were not engaged in active
duties that require standing. In other words, to the extent other non-party Aggrieved
Employees engaged in duties in which the nature of the work required standing, Defendants
denied them the use of seats nearby during lulls in their work duties. Moreover, Defendants
did not inform other non-party Aggrieved Employees of their rights to a seat or stool under
California law.

191. Asaresult of Defendants’ company-wide policy and/or practice prohibiting
employees from sitting at any time, even when they were not engaged in active duties
requiring standing, and company-wide failure to provide seats in reasonable proximity to their
work areas, other non-party Aggrieved Employees were forced to stand during shifts and
denied seats. Defendants’ failure to provide suitable seating to other non-party Aggrieved
Employees violated and continues to violate California Labor Code section 1198 and IWC
Wage Order No. 5-2001, subdivision 14(B).

192. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil
penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f), and (g).

I
I
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FAILURE TO PAY REPORTING TIME PAY
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 1198

193. California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee
under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. California Labor
Code section 1198 requires that “. . . the standard conditions of labor fixed by the commission
shall be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees. The employment of any employee
... under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.”

194. California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(5)(A) provides that
“[eJach workday an employee is required to report for work and does report, but is not put to
work or is furnished less than half said employee’s usual or scheduled day’s work, the
employee shall be paid for half the usual or scheduled day’s work, but in no event for less
than two (2) hours nor more than four (4) hours, at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which
shall not be less than the minimum wage.” The “primary purpose of the reporting time
regulation” is “to guarantee at least partial compensation for employees who report to work
expecting to work a specified number of hours, and who are deprived of that amount because
of inadequate scheduling or lack of proper notice by the employer.” Aleman v. AirTouch
Cellular, 209 Cal. App. 4th 556 (2012).

195. During the relevant time period, Defendants violated California Labor Code
section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(5)(A), because
Defendants failed to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees reporting time pay when they
reported to work for their usual or scheduled shift but were put to work for less than half of
the usual or scheduled day’s work.

196. On information and belief, Defendants had a company-wide practice of sending
other non-party Aggrieved Employees home early from their shifts, including before they had
worked at least half of their usual or scheduled shift, but would not pay other non-party
Aggrieved Employees for half of their usual or scheduled shift. Although other non-party
Aggrieved Employees would report to work based on the schedule that Defendants provided
to them, Defendants would send them home before they had worked at least half of their
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scheduled shifts without giving them reporting time pay.

197.  Accordingly, other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not properly
compensated with reporting time pay in violation of California Labor Code section 1198 and
California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(5)(A). Other non-party Aggrieved
Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections
2699(a), (), and (g).

FAILURE TO PAY SPLIT-SHIFT PAY
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 1198

198. California Labor Code section 1198 provides that no employer may employ an
employee under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable IWC wage order.
California Labor Code section 1198 further requires that *. . . the standard conditions of labor
fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees. The
employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is
unlawful.”

199. California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(4)(C) provides that,
“When an employee works a split shift, one (1) hour’s pay at the minimum wage shall be paid
in addition to the minimum wage for that workday, except when the employee resides at the
place of employment.” California Code of Regulations, Title 8, defines a split shift as “a
work schedule, which is interrupted by non-paid non-working periods established by the
employer, other than bona fide rest or meal periods.”

200. Defendants willfully violated California Labor Code section 1198 and
California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(4)(C), because Defendants failed to
pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees a split-shift premium when they returned to work
for an additional shift in the same day, after having been clocked out for several hours. When
this occurred, Defendants did not pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees an additional
hour at minimum wage. Accordingly, Defendants required other non-party Aggrieved
Employees to work split shifts but failed to pay them an additional hour at minimum wage, in
violation of California Labor Code section 1198.
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201. Defendants’ failure to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with split-
shift pay when they returned to work for an additional shift in the same day, after having been
clocked out for more than an hour, violates California Labor Code section 1198 and California
Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11070(4)(C). Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are
therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f), and
(9)-

FAILURE TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT TOILET FACILITIES
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 2350

202. California Labor Code section 2350 provides that all employers must provide
“a sufficient number of toilet facilities for the use of the employees.” During the relevant time
period, Defendants failed to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with sufficient
toilet facilities.

203. Defendants’ failure to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees a toilet
facility to use at the workplace is in violation of Labor Code section 2350 and the standards
adopted by the Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board. Other non-party Aggrieved
Employees are entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (),
and (Q).

FAILURE TO REIMBURSE NECESSARY BUSINESS EXPENSES
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 2802

204. At all times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 2802 provides that
an employer must reimburse employees for all necessary expenditures and losses incurred by
the employee in the performance of his or her job. The purpose of Labor Code section 2802 is
to prevent employers from passing off their cost of doing business and operating expenses on
to their employees. Cochran v. Schwan’s Home Service, Inc., 228 Cal. App. 4th 1137, 1144
(2014). The applicable wage order, IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001, provides that: “[w]hen
tools or equipment are required by the employer or are necessary to the performance of a job,
such tools and equipment shall be provided and maintained by the employer, except that an
employee whose wages are at least two (2) times the minimum wage may provide and
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maintain hand tools and equipment customarily required by the particular trade or craft.”
IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001 further provides that: “[w]hen uniforms are required by the
employer to be worn by the employee as a condition of employment, such uniforms shall be
provided and maintained by the employer.”

205.  First, during the relevant time period, Defendants had a company-wide policy
of requiring Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to utilize their own personal
mobile devices, including cellular phones, and/or mobile data to carry out their job duties, but
Defendants failed to reimburse them for the costs of their work-related mobile device
expenses. For example, Plaintiff was required to use her personal cellular phone to
communicate with management regarding work-related issues. Although Defendants required
Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to utilize their personal mobile devices
and/or mobile data to carry out their work-related responsibilities, Defendants failed to
reimburse them for this cost. Further, Defendants required other non-party Aggrieved
Employees who worked from home to utilize their home internet to perform their job duties,
but failed to reimburse those other non-party Aggrieved Employees for such usage.

206. Second, during the relevant time period, Defendants required Plaintiff and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees to wear t-shirts with the company logo to every shift.
Plaintiff was provided with two (2) uniform t-shirts in total. However, due to the nature of
residential care facility work, Plaintiff’s and other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ uniforms
were exposed to germs and bacteria such that two shirts were not a sufficient number of
uniforms for the workweek. As a result, they had to wash their uniform items more
frequently, thus incurring additional utility and laundry expenses for the upkeep of their
uniforms. Thus, Defendants failed to maintain the uniforms they required Plaintiff and other
non-party Aggrieved Employees to wear during their shifts and forced them to incur the cost
of maintaining employee uniforms.

207.  Further, because Defendants failed to provide their employees with an adequate
number of uniforms in relation to their scheduled shifts and for the tasks they were required to
perform, other non-party Aggrieved Employees were forced to pay out-of-pocket for some of
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their uniform items. For example, other non-party Aggrieved Employees spent approximately
$20 out-of-pocket to purchase each additional t-shirt but were not reimbursed for their costs.

208. Third, during the relevant time period, Defendants, on a company-wide basis,
required that other non-party Aggrieved Employees use their own personal vehicles to travel
to different Defendants’ facilities and/or between clients’ homes. Although Defendants
required other non-party Aggrieved Employees to utilize their personal vehicles to carry out
their work-related responsibilities, Defendants failed to reimburse them for their mileage or
travel expenses.

209. Defendants could have provided Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees with the actual tools and equipment required for use on the job, such as company
mobile devices and company vehicles, as well as an adequate number of uniform items or
access to laundering services. Or, Defendants could have reimbursed employees for their
mobile device usage, costs of their travel, mileage, internet costs, replacement uniform costs,
laundering expenses or provided a uniform maintenance allowance. Instead, Defendants
passed these operating costs off onto Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees.

210. Defendants’ company-wide policy and/or practice of passing on their operating
costs to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees violates California Labor Code
section 2802. Defendants have intentionally and willfully failed to reimburse Plaintiff and
other non-party Aggrieved Employees for necessary business-related expenses and costs.

211. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to
recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PROVIDE WRITTEN NOTICE OF MATERIAL TERMS OF
EMPLOYMENT
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-(C)

212. California’s Wage Theft Prevention Act was enacted to ensure that employers
provide employees with basic information material to their employment relationship at the
time of hiring, and to ensure that employees are given written and timely notice of any
changes to basic information material to their employment. Codified at California Labor

Page 57

PAGA COMPLAINT




© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

[ N S N N R N T N T N T T T o
© N o o B~ W N P O © 0o N o o0 NN w N Pk o

Code section 2810.5, the Wage Theft Prevention Act provides that at the time of hiring, an
employer must provide written notice to employees containing basic and material payroll
information, including, among other things, the rate(s) of pay and basis thereof, whether paid
by the hour, shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for
overtime, the regular payday designated by the employer, and any allowances claims as part
of the minimum wage, including meal or lodging allowances. Labor Code § 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-
©).

213.  Atall relevant times, on information and belief, Defendants failed, on a
company-wide basis, to provide written notice to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees that lists the requisite information set forth in Labor Code section 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-
(©).

214. Defendants’ failure to provide Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved
Employees with written notice of basic information regarding their employment with
Defendants is in violation of California Labor Code section 2810.5. Plaintiff and other non-
party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor
Code sections 2699(a), (f), and (g).

FAILURE TO PROVIDE A SAFE AND HEALTHFUL WORKPLACE
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 6409.6

215. California Labor Code section 6409.6 states that employers shall provide a
written notice to all employees, and the employers of subcontracted employees, who were on
the premises at the same worksite as the qualifying individual within the infectious period and
may have been exposed to COVID-19.

216. At all relevant times, on information and belief, Defendants failed to provide
other non-party Aggrieved Employees with proper notice as set forth in Labor Code section
6409.6. Defendants’ failure to notify other non-party Aggrieved Employees within one
business day of a potential COVID-19 exposure is in violation of Labor Code section 6409.6.

217.  Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover civil penalties
pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(a), (f), and (g).
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REQUEST FOR JURY TRIAL
Plaintiff requests a trial by jury.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
Plaintiff, on behalf of all other non-party Aggrieved Employees, prays for relief and
judgment against Defendants, jointly and severally, as follows:

1. For civil penalties and attorneys’ fees in excess of twenty-five thousand dollars
($25,000). Plaintiff reserves the right to amend her prayer for relief to seek a different amount.
As to the First Cause of Action
2. That the Court declare, adjudge and decree that Defendants violated the

following California Labor Code provisions as to Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved
Employees: 510, 511, and 1198 (by failing to pay all overtime compensation); 226.7, 510,
511, and 1198 (by failing to include all forms of remuneration in the “regular rate” of pay for
purposes of paying overtime wages and/or meal and rest period premiums); 1182.12, 1194,
1197, and 1198 (by failing to pay at least minimum wages for all hours worked); 226.7,
512(a), 516, and 1198 (by failing to provide all meal periods); 226.7, 516, and 1198 (by
failing to authorize and permit all rest periods); 226(a), 1174(d), and 1198 (by failing to
provide accurate wage statements and maintain accurate payroll records); 201 and 202 (by
failing to timely pay all earned wages upon termination); 204 (by failing to timely pay all
earned wages during employment); 221 and 224 (by collecting and/or receiving wages already
paid); 223 (by secretly paying wages lower than required by statute); 227.3 (by failing to pay
all vested vacation days upon termination); 246 and 248.6 (by failing to properly calculate
sick leave pay); 450 (by compelling and/or coercing employees to patronize employer’s
business); 551 and 552 (by failing to provide one day’s rest in seven); 1198 and the applicable
IWC Wage Order (by failing to provide suitable seating); 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage
Order (by failing to provide reporting time pay); 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order
(by failing to provide split-shift pay); 2350 (by failing to provide sufficient toilet facilities in
the workplace); 2802 (by failing to reimburse business expenses); 2810.5 (by failing to
provide written notice of information material to employment); and 6409.6 (by failing to
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notify employees within one business day of possible COVID-19 exposure);

3. For civil penalties, pursuant to California Labor Code sections 210, 225.5,
226.3, 256, 558, 1174.5, 2699(a), (f), and (g), for violations of California Labor Code sections
201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224, 226(a), 226.7, 227.3, 246, 248.6, 450, 510, 511, 512(a), 516,
551, 552, 1174(d), 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1198, 2350, 2802, 2810.5, and 6409.6;

4. For attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to California Labor Code section
2699(g)(1), and any and all other relevant statutes, for Defendants’ violations of California
Labor Code sections 201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224, 226(a), 226.7, 227.3, 246, 248.6, 450, 510,
511, 512(a), 516, 551, 552, 1174(d), 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1198, 2350, 2802, 2810.5, and
6409.6;

5. For pre-judgment and post-judgment interest as provided by law; and

6. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem equitable and

appropriate.

Dated: December 18, 2023 Respectfully submitted,
Capstone Law APC

oo () kot
N Loy Obww\gm&

Roxanna Tabatabaeepour
Ryan Tish
Alexander Wallin

Attorneys for Plaintiff Destiny Hernandez
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Cdps’rone

LAW sec

1875 Century Park East, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90067
310.556.4811 Main | 310.943.0396 Fax
NINEL KOCHARYAN
310.712.8146 Direct
Ninel.Kocharyan@capstonelawyers.com

October 13, 2023

VIA ONLINE SUBMISSION

California Labor & Workforce Development Agency
ATTN: PAGA Administrator
(https://dir.tfaforms.net/308)

Subject: Destiny Hernandez v. Emeritus Corporation, et al.
Dear PAGA Administrator:

This office represents Destiny Hernandez in connection with her claims under the California Labor Code. Ms.
Hernandez was an employee of EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS
PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE
EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES — CORPORATE, LLC;
BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE
CHANCELLOR, INC.; BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.;
BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE
HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-
SAN MARCOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
COBBCO, INC.; SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN
RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC.;
BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY; BKD GARDENS-
TARZANA PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD CORONA LLC;
BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC;
BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and/or BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC. For the purpose of this
letter, Ms. Hernandez collectively refers to these entities as “EMERITUS.”

The employers may be contacted directly at the addresses below:

EMERITUS CORPORATION BREA EMERITUS LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
EMERITUS PROPERTIES X VI, INC. BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 COMMUNITIES, INC.
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027



BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE
SERVICES, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT,
LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON
COURT LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN
RANCH, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES —
CORPORATE, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS
LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027



BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT
COMPANY

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE
SERVICES, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD FOLSOM LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400

BKD GARDENS-TARZANA PROPCO, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD CORONA LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD LODI, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

Ms. Hernandez intends to seek civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and other available relief for violations of
the California Labor Code, which are recoverable under sections 2698, ef seq., the Labor Code Private
Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”). Ms. Hernandez seeks relief on behalf of herself, the State of
California, and other persons who are or were employed by EMERITUS as a non-exempt, hourly paid
employee in California and who received at least one wage statement (“aggrieved employees”). This letter is
sent in compliance with the notice and reporting requirements of California Labor Code section 2699.3.

EMERITUS employed Ms. Hernandez as an hourly paid, non-exempt employee from approximately October
2022 to June 2023. Ms. Hernandez worked for EMERITUS as a Care Giver at its Brookdale Senior Living
location in Roseville, California. During her employment, Ms. Hernandez typically worked eight (8) hours or
more per day and five (5) days per week. At the time Ms. Hernandez’s employment with EMERITUS ended,
she earned $17.76 per hour. Her job duties included, without limitation, taking care of residents, assisting
residents with bathing, and clothing and feeding residents.

EMERITUS committed one or more of the following Labor Code violations against Ms. Hernandez, the facts
and theories of which follow, making her an “aggrieved employee” pursuant to California Labor Code section
2699(c): !

EMERITUS’s Company-Wide and Uniform Payroll and HR Practices

EMERITUS CORPORATION is a Washington corporation; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC. is a
Nevada corporation; SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC. is a California corporation; BROOKDALE
SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC.;

! These facts, theories, and claims are based on Ms. Hernandez’s experience and counsel’s review of those records
currently available relating to Ms. Hernandez’s employment. Discovery conducted in litigation of wage and hour
claims such as these often reveals additional claims that the aggrieved employee was not initially aware of (because
the aggrieved employee was not aware of the law’s requirements, the employer misinformed its employee of the
law’s requirements, or because the employer effectively hid the violations). Thus, Ms. Hernandez reserves the right
to supplement this letter with additional facts, theories, and claims if she becomes aware of them subsequent to the
submission of this letter.



BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC.; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE
WELLINGTON, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC.; BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.;

and BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY are Delaware corporations. BREA EMERITUS
LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES —
CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA,
LLC; BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC; BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC; BROOKDALE
PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC; BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC;
and BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC; SUMMERVILLE
AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT
HARDEN RANCH, LLC; SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC; BKD GARDENS-TARZANA
PROPCO, LLC; BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC; BKD CORONA LLC; BKD
KETTLEMAN LANE LLC; BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC; BKD FOLSOM LLC; BKD LODI, LLC; BKD
FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC; and BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC are Delaware limited liability
companies. Together, they operate at least 47 independent assisted living facilities in California. Upon
information and belief, EMERITUS maintains a single, centralized Human Resources (HR) department at its
corporate headquarters in Brentwood, Tennessee, for all non-exempt, hourly paid employees working for
EMERITUS in California, including Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees. At all relevant times,
EMERITUS issued and maintained uniform, standardized scheduling and timekeeping practices and
procedures for all non-exempt, hourly paid employees in California, including Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees, regardless of its location or position.

Upon information and belief, EMERITUS maintains a centralized Payroll department at its corporate
headquarters in Brentwood, Tennessee, which processes payroll for all non-exempt, hourly paid employees
working for EMERITUS in California, including Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees. Further,
EMERITUS issues the same formatted wage statements in the same manner for all non-exempt, hourly paid
employees in California, including Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees, irrespective of their
location, position, or manner in which each employee’s employment ended. In other words, EMERITUS
utilized the same methods and formulas when calculating wages due to Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved
employees in California.

Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 510, 511, and 1198 — Unpaid Overtime

California Labor Code sections 510 and 1198 and the applicable Industrial Welfare Commission (“IWC”)
Wage Order require employers to pay employees working more than eight (8) hours in day or more than forty
(40) hours in a workweek at the rate of time-and-one-half (1 %) times the regular rate of pay for all hours
worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day or more than forty (40) hours in a workweek. The applicable IWC
Wage Order further provides that employers are required to pay employees working more than twelve (12)
hours in a day overtime compensation at a rate of two (2) times their regular rate of pay. An employee’s
regular rate of pay includes all remuneration for employment paid to, or on behalf of, the employee, including
nondiscretionary bonuses and incentive pay.

California Labor Code section 511 and the applicable IWC Wage Order allow employers, with the employees’
approval, to offer an alternative workweek schedule that authorizes employees to work no more than ten (10)
hours per day and forty (40) hours per week without receiving overtime compensation. An alternative
workweek schedule must pay the employees overtime at one and one-half times their regular hourly rate for
work in excess of ten (10) hours per day or forty (40) hours per week. Overtime must be paid at twice the
employees’ regular hourly rate for work in excess of twelve (12) hours a day. Labor Code 511 and the
applicable IWC Wage Order further provide that an employer may not implement an alternative workweek
schedule unless at least two-thirds of the affected employees approve the schedule through a secret ballot
election, and the results must be reported to the California Division of Labor Standards Enforcement within 30
days after the results are final.



EMERITUS willfully failed to pay all overtime wages owed to Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees.
During the relevant time period, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were not paid overtime
premiums for all of the hours they worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day, in excess of ten (10) hours in a
day, in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day, and/or in excess of forty (40) hours in a week, because all hours
that they worked were not recorded.

First, during the relevant period, EMERITUS had a company-wide policy and/or practice of discouraging and
impeding Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees from recording hours worked that were outside of
their scheduled shifts in order to limit the amount of overtime employees could accrue. This policy of limiting
overtime, coupled with EMERITUS’s understaffing and assignment of heavy workloads (see infra), led Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees to work off-the-clock before and after their scheduled shift times in
order to complete their assigned tasks. For example, EMERITUS only provided Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees with a single timekeeping machine to clock in for their shifts. As a result, lines formed at
the timekeeping machine and Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were forced to wait in line off-
the-clock and under EMERITUS’s control, time for which they were not paid. Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees would arrive early in order to clock in for the start of their shifts, but were required to
wait in a line for a few minutes to clock in, time for which they were not paid. In addition, on a number of
occasions, after Ms. Hernandez clocked out from her shifts, she was required to stay up to 15 minutes to either
wait for an incoming shift of employees to arrive before she would be allowed to leave or to assist another
employee with a resident. Similarly, on information and belief, EMERITUS would require other aggrieved
employees to perform various tasks off the clock, such as communicating on their personal phones regarding
work-related matters, attending meetings, submitting to COVID health screenings and completing health
questionnaires, traveling to other EMERITUS facilities and/or patients’ homes, reviewing company policies,
completing EMERITUS-mandated trainings and/or continuing education, and donning and/or doffing personal
protective equipment and/or uniforms. EMERITUS did not track this time spent working before and after
scheduled shifts, and as a result, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees received no compensation for
this time.

Second, on information and belief, EMERITUS’s timekeeping system often malfunctioned or had connectivity
issues, which impeded other aggrieved employees from accurately recording their hours worked while they
waited for the system to be reset or repaired. Thus, EMERITUS failed to track and/or record the time other
aggrieved employees spent working outside of their scheduled shifts, and did not compensate them for this
time.

Third, during the relevant period, on information and belief, EMERITUS had a policy and/or practice of
improperly rounding employees’ clock-in and/or clock-out times in its timekeeping system to the start and/or
end of their scheduled hours worked, rather than their actual hours worked. EMERITUS’s rounding policy
resulted in the failure to compensate other aggrieved employees fully for all hours worked, causing other
aggrieved employees to not be paid overtime wages for all of the overtime hours they actually worked.
EMERITUS’s policy of rounding is unfair and has, over time, resulted in the underpayment of wages to other
aggrieved employees. To the extent EMERITUS’s rounding policy has taken away time worked that was
eligible for overtime, other aggrieved employees were denied overtime pay for all hours worked.

Fourth, EMERITUS had, and continues to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of failing to pay
proper overtime when they required other aggrieved employees to work outside of their regularly scheduled
alternative workweek schedule and failed to pay all applicable overtime and/or double-time compensation
owed for such hours of work. In addition, to the extent EMERITUS implemented an alternative workweek
schedule, as to other aggrieved employees, EMERITUS failed to comply with all requirements for
implementing an alternative workweek schedule, including, but not limited to, holding proper workweek
elections for the employees working alternative workweeks. Accordingly, EMERITUS owes other aggrieved
employees unpaid overtime wages.



Fifth, as stated, EMERITUS had, and continues to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of
understaffing, such that there were too few employees on duty to handle the heavy workloads and provide
meal period coverage. Furthermore, EMERITUS had a company-wide practice of failing to schedule meal
periods, which further caused Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees to not be relieved of their duties
for compliant meal periods. For example, a few times throughout her employment, Ms. Hernandez would miss
her meal period entirely to meet the demands of her workload due to EMERITUS’s understafting and lack of
meal period coverage. Consequently, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were required to work
through meal periods and/or had their unpaid meal periods interrupted to complete their assigned workloads.
Also, on information and belief, EMERITUS maintained an on-premises meal period policy, which mandated
that other aggrieved employees remain on EMERITUS’s premises during their unpaid meal periods. Because
other aggrieved employees were restricted from leaving the premises during meal periods, they were denied
the ability to use their meal periods freely for their own purposes. Thus, EMERITUS effectively maintained
control over other aggrieved employees during their unpaid meal periods.

Sixth, on information and belief, because EMERITUS frowned upon employees accruing meal period
penalties, EMERITUS’s management pressured other aggrieved employees to clock out for meal periods
and/or adjusted or rounded employees’ meal period start and stop times in EMERITUS’s timekeeping system
to reflect compliant meal periods regardless of whether they had received a compliant meal period or not, in
order to strictly limit the meal penalties that would need to be paid by EMERITUS. Alternatively,
EMERITUS implemented a company-wide practice and/or policy of automatically deducting meal periods
from other aggrieved employees’ time records. Thus, EMERITUS did not record all hours worked during
meal periods, and other aggrieved employees performed work during meal periods for which they were not
paid.

Furthermore, EMERITUS’s company-wide timekeeping system prevented Ms. Hernandez and/or other
aggrieved employees from recording all hours worked when their meal periods were shortened or interrupted,
because EMERITUS’s timekeeping system automatically locked Ms. Hernandez and/or other aggrieved
employees out once they clocked out for a meal period, and would not permit them to clock back in from a
meal period until a full 30 minutes had elapsed. Thus, EMERITUS did not permit employees to record any
hours worked during meal periods, preventing Ms. Hernandez and/or other aggrieved employees from being
paid for hours worked during meal periods.

EMERITUS knew or should have known that as a result of these company-wide practices and/or policies, Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were working before and after their shifts and during their meal
periods, and were suffered or permitted to perform work for which they were not paid. Because Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees worked shifts of eight (8) hours a day or more and/or shifts of ten
(10) hours or more, or forty (40) hours a week or more, some of this off-the-clock work qualified for overtime
premium pay. Therefore, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were not paid overtime wages for all
of the overtime hours they actually worked.

Furthermore, EMERITUS did not pay other aggrieved employees the correct overtime rate for the recorded
overtime hours that they generated. In addition to an hourly wage, EMERITUS paid other aggrieved
employees shift differential pay, incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration.
However, in violation of the California Labor Code, EMERITUS failed to incorporate all compensation,
including shift differential pay, incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration,
into the calculation of the regular rate of pay for purposes of calculating the overtime wage rate. Therefore,
during times when other aggrieved employees worked overtime and received these other forms of pay,
EMERITUS failed to pay all overtime wages by paying a lower overtime rate than required.

EMERITUS’s failure to pay Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees the balance of overtime
compensation, as required by California law, violates the provisions of California Labor Code sections 510,
511, and 1198. Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties,
attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 558 and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).



Violation of California Labor Code §§ 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198 — Unpaid Minimum Wages

California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198 require employers to pay employees
the minimum wage fixed by the IWC. The payment of a lesser wage than the minimum so fixed is unlawful.
Compensable work time is defined in IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001 as “the time during which an employee is
suffered or permitted to work for the employer, whether or not required to do so, as interpreted in accordance
with the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act.” Cal. Code Regs. tit. 8, § 11050(2)(K) (defining “Hours
Worked”).

As stated above, due to EMERITUS’s restrictions on overtime accrual, EMERITUS systematically failed to
pay Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees for actual hours worked before and after scheduled shifts,
because these hours were not recorded. As stated, because EMERITUS discouraged and impeded Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees from recording hours worked that were outside of their scheduled
shifts, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were required to work off-the-clock before and after
their scheduled shifts waiting in line to clock in at a timekeeping machine, waiting for an incoming shift to
arrive, assisting other employees with residents’ care, communicating on their personal phones regarding
work-related matters, attending meetings, submitting to COVID health screenings and completing health
questionnaires, traveling to other EMERITUS facilities and/or clients’ homes, reviewing company policies,
completing EMERITUS-mandated trainings and/or continuing education, waiting to clock in due to
timekeeping system malfunctions, and/or donning and/or dofting personal protective equipment and/or
uniforms. Furthermore, as stated, EMERITUS had a policy and/or practice of rounding other aggrieved
employees’ hourly clock-in and/or clock-out times in its timekeeping system to the start and/or end of their
scheduled shift times, resulting in the failure to compensate them for all hours worked.

Furthermore, as set forth above, due to EMERITUS’s uniform practice of understafting, assignment of heavy
workloads, failure to schedule meal periods, requiring employees to stay on the work premises during meal
periods, and resultant lack of meal period coverage, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were
impeded from taking all uninterrupted meal periods to which they were entitled and were required to work off-
the-clock during meal periods. Also, as stated, in order to prevent employees from accruing meal period
penalties, upon information and belief, EMERITUS’s management pressured other aggrieved employees to
clock out for meal periods, adjusted/rounded employees’ timesheets to reflect compliant meal periods, and/or
automatically deducted 30-minute meal periods from other aggrieved employees’ time records even when meal
periods were missed, short, and/or interrupted. As a result, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees
were not relieved of all duties during unpaid meal periods.

Moreover, as stated, EMERITUS systematically failed to pay Ms. Hernandez and/or other aggrieved
employees for actual hours worked during unpaid meal periods, because EMERITUS’s timekeeping system
automatically locked Ms. Hernandez and/or other aggrieved employees out for a full 30 minutes when they
clocked out for a meal period. Thus, EMERITUS systematically failed to pay Ms. Hernandez and/or other
aggrieved employees for actual hours worked during unpaid meal periods because these hours were not
correctly recorded.

Thus, EMERITUS did not pay at least minimum wages for all hours worked by Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees. To the extent that these off-the-clock hours did not qualify for overtime premium
payment, EMERITUS did not pay at least minimum wages for those hours worked off-the-clock in violation of
California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198.

Accordingly, EMERITUS regularly failed to pay at least minimum wages to Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees for all of the hours they worked in violation of California Labor Code sections 1182.12,
1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198. Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil
penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 1197.1 and/or 2699(a),
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Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198 — Failure to Provide Meal Periods

California Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order require
employers to provide meal periods and to pay an employee one (1) additional hour of pay at the employee’s
regular rate for each work day that a meal or rest period is not provided. Pursuant to Labor Code sections
226.7 and 512(a) and the applicable IWC Wage Order, an employer may not require, cause or permit an
employee to work for a period of more than five (5) hours per day without providing the employee with an
uninterrupted meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes, except that if the total work period per day of the
employee is not more than six (6) hours, the meal period may be waived by mutual consent of both the
employer and the employee. Under California law, first meal periods must start after no more than five hours.
Brinker Rest. Corp. v. Superior Court, 53 Cal. 4th 1004, 1041-1042 (2012).

Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512(a) and the applicable IWC Wage Order also require employers to provide a
second meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes if an employee works over ten (10) hours per day or to
pay an employee one (1) additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate, except that if the total hours
worked is no more than twelve (12) hours, the second meal period may be waived by mutual consent of the
employer and the employee only if the first meal period was not waived. The applicable IWC Wage Order
further provides that employees in the health care industry who work shifts in excess of eight (8) hours in a
workday may waive one of their two meal periods, if the waiver is signed by both the employee and employer.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 8, § 11050(11)(D).

As set forth above, during the relevant time period, EMERITUS had, and continues to have, a company-wide
policy and/or practice of understaffing its locations while assigning heavy workloads. Further, EMERITUS
had a company-wide practice of failing to schedule meal periods, resulting in Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees having their meal periods cut short to return to work, missing meal periods altogether,
and/or or waiting extended periods of time before taking meal periods. Thus, EMERITUS’s practices and
policies prevented Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees from taking all compliant meal periods to
which they were entitled.

Specifically, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees were forced to work in excess of five (5) hours
before taking a meal period and, at times, had their meal periods cut short and/or had to forgo their meal
periods altogether. For example, during her employment, Ms. Hernandez missed her meal periods entirely
because the facilities were understaffed, and employees were forced to work through or return early from meal
periods, in order to attend to residents and complete their assigned duties. Further, for the same reasons, Ms.
Hernandez could not take her meal periods until more than five (5) hours into her shifts, due to the heavy
workload and lack of coverage. EMERITUS also had policies and/or practices of requiring employees to
remain on the premises during meal periods and requiring employees to don and doff personal protective
equipment and/or uniforms when leaving their work areas, which further caused other aggrieved employees to
not be relieved of their duties for compliant meal periods.

As also stated, on information and belief, because EMERITUS frowned upon employees accruing meal period
penalties, EMERITUS’s management pressured other aggrieved employees to clock out for meal periods
and/or adjusted other aggrieved employees’ time records to reflect compliant meal periods, regardless of
whether they had received a compliant meal period or not, in order to strictly limit meal penalties that would
need to be paid by EMERITUS. Additionally, EMERITUS rounded other aggrieved employees’ meal period
start and end times in a manner that reflected compliant meal periods, regardless of whether they had received
a complaint meal period or not, in order to strictly limit meal penalties that would need to be paid by
EMERITUS. Alternatively, EMERITUS implemented a policy and/or practice of automatically deducting
meal periods from other aggrieved employees’ time records regardless of whether they had actually received a
compliant meal period. Furthermore, as stated, EMERITUS’s company-wide timekeeping system prevented
Ms. Hernandez and/or other aggrieved employees from recording all hours worked when their meal periods
were shortened or interrupted, because the timekeeping system automatically locked Ms. Hernandez and/or



other aggrieved employees out once they clocked out for a meal period, and would not permit them to clock
back in from a meal period before 30 minutes had elapsed.

Moreover, EMERITUS did not provide other aggrieved employees with second 30-minute meal periods on
days that they worked in excess of ten (10) hours in one day. Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees
did not sign valid meal period waivers on days that they were entitled to meal periods and were not relieved of
all duties.

EMERITUS knew or should have known that as a result of its policies and practices, Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees were not actually relieved of all duties to take timely, uninterrupted meal periods.
EMERITUS further knew or should have known that it did not pay Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved
employees meal period premiums when meal periods were missed, late, short, and/or interrupted. Further, to
the extent that EMERITUS’s rounding policy reported that other aggrieved employees were provided with
timely, full 30-minute meal periods when, in fact, the meal periods were taken after the fifth hour of work or
were less than 30 minutes, other aggrieved employees did not receive meal period premiums for these
improperly rounded meal periods.

Moreover, EMERITUS engaged in a company-wide practice and/or policy of not paying all meal period
premiums owed when compliant meal periods are not provided. Because of this practice and/or policy, Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees have not received premium pay for missed, late, and interrupted
meal periods. Alternatively, to the extent that EMERITUS did pay other aggrieved employees premium pay
for missed, late, and interrupted meal periods, EMERITUS did not pay other aggrieved employees at the
correct rate of pay for premiums because EMERITUS systematically failed to include all forms of
compensation, such as shift differential pay, incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of
remuneration, in the regular rate of pay.

Accordingly, EMERITUS failed to provide all meal periods in violation of California Labor Code sections
226.7,512(a), 516, and 1198. Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to civil penalties,
attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 558 and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 226.7, 516, and 1198 — Failure to Authorize and Permit Rest
Periods

California Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order require employers
to provide rest periods and to pay an employee one (1) additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for
each work day that a meal or rest period is not provided. California Labor Code section 226.7 provides that no
employer shall require an employee to work during any rest period mandated by an applicable order of the
California IWC. The applicable IWC Wage Order provides that “[e]very employer shall authorize and permit
all employees to take rest periods, which insofar as practicable shall be in the middle of each work period” and
that the “rest period time shall be based on the total hours worked daily at the rate of ten (10) minutes net rest
time per four (4) hours or major fraction thereof” unless the total daily work time is less than three and one-
half (3 2) hours.

To comply with its obligation to authorize and permit rest periods under California Labor Code section 226.7
and the applicable IWC Wage Order, an employer must “relinquish any control over how employees spend
their break time, and relieve their employees of all duties—including the obligation that an employee remain
on call. A rest period, in short, must be a period of rest.” Augustus, et al. v. ABM Security Services, Inc., 2
Cal. 5th 257, 273 (2016).

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS regularly failed to authorize and permit Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees to take a ten (10) minute rest period per each four (4) hour period worked or major
fraction thereof. As with meal periods, EMERITUS’s company-wide practices, including understaffing and
assignment of heavy workloads, prevented Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees from being relieved



of all duty in order to take compliant rest periods. Additionally, EMERITUS also failed to schedule rest
periods which, coupled with EMERITUS’s failure to provide adequate rest period coverage, further led to Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees not being authorized and permitted to take rest periods.

Moreover, EMERITUS maintained a company-wide on-premises rest period policy, which mandated that Ms.
Hernandez and/or other aggrieved employees remain on EMERITUS’s premises during their rest periods.
Because Ms. Hernandez and/or other aggrieved employees were restricted from leaving the premises during
rest periods, they were denied the ability to use their rest periods freely for their own purposes, such as running
personal errands. Thus, EMERITUS effectively maintained control over Ms. Hernandez and/or other
aggrieved employees during rest periods.

As aresult, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees would work shifts in excess of 3.5 hours, in excess
of 6 hours, and/or in excess of 10 hours without being permitted and authorized to take all ten (10) minute rest
periods to which they were entitled. For example, Ms. Hernandez had to forego her rest periods almost
entirely due to the heavy workload and understaffing and EMERITUS’s failure to schedule rest periods for
employees. Additionally, on information and belief, to the extent other aggrieved employees were able to take
rest periods, EMERITUS failed to authorize and permit other aggrieved employees to take another rest period
when their rest periods were interrupted to respond to the needs of residents.

EMERITUS also has engaged in a company-wide practice and/or policy of not paying all rest period premiums
owed when compliant rest periods are not authorized and permitted. Because of this practice and/or policy,
other aggrieved employees have not received all premium pay for missed rest periods. Alternatively, to the
extent that EMERITUS did pay other aggrieved employees one (1) additional hour of premium pay for missed
rest periods, EMERITUS did not pay other aggrieved employees at the correct rate of pay for premiums
because EMERITUS failed to include all forms of compensation, such as shift differential pay, incentive pay,
nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration, in the regular rate of pay.

Accordingly, EMERITUS failed to authorize and permit all rest periods in violation of California Labor Code
sections 226.7, 516, and 1198. Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to civil penalties,
attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 558 and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 226(a), 1174(d), and 1198 — Non-Compliant Wage Statements and
Failure to Maintain Accurate Payroll Records

California Labor Code section 226(a) requires employers to make, keep and provide true, accurate, and
complete employment records. Labor Code section 226(e) provides that if an employer fails to comply with
providing an employee with properly itemized wage statements as set forth in 226(a), then the employee is
entitled to recover the greater of all actual damages or $50 for the initial pay period in which a violation occurs
and $100 per employee for each violation in a subsequent pay period, not to exceed $4,000. Further, Labor
Code section 226.3 provides that any employer who violates section 226(a) shall be subject to a civil penalty in
the amount of $250 per employee per violation in an initial citation and $1,000 per employee for each violation
in a subsequent citation, for which the employer fails to provide the employee a wage statement or fails to keep
the required records pursuant to Section 226(a).

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS has knowingly and intentionally provided Ms. Hernandez and
other aggrieved employees with uniform, incomplete, and inaccurate wage statements. For example,
EMERITUS issued uniform wage statements to Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees that fail to
correctly list: gross wages earned; total hours worked; net wages earned; and all applicable hourly rates in
effect during the pay period, including rates of pay for overtime wages, meal and rest period premiums, and/or
paid sick leave, and the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate. Specifically, EMERITUS
violated sections 226(a)(1), 226(a)(2), 226(a)(5), and 226(a)(9).

Because EMERITUS did not record the time Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees spent working
off-the-clock, EMERITUS did not list the correct amount of gross wages and net wages earned by Ms.
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Hernandez and other aggrieved employees in compliance with section 226(a)(1) and section 226(a)(5),
respectively. For the same reason, EMERITUS failed to accurately list the total number of hours worked by
Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees, in violation of section 226(a)(2), and failed to list the
applicable hourly rates of pay in effect during the pay period and the corresponding accurate number of hours
worked at each hourly rate, in violation of section 226(a)(9).

Additionally, because EMERITUS did not calculate and other aggrieved employees’ regular rate of pay
correctly for purposes of paying overtime wages, meal and rest period premiums, and/or paid sick leave,
EMERITUS did not list the correct amount of gross wages in compliance with section 226(a)(1). For the same
reason, EMERITUS also failed to list the correct amount of net wages in violation of section 226(a)(5).
EMERITUS also failed to correctly list all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period, namely,
correct rates of pay for overtime wages, meal and rest period premiums, and/or paid sick leave, in violation of
section 226(a)(9).

The wage statement deficiencies also include, among other things, failing to list the number of piece-rate units
earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis; failing to list all deductions;
failing to list the inclusive dates of the period for which aggrieved employees were paid; failing to list the
name of the employee and only the last four digits of his or her social security number or an employee
identification number other than a social security number; failing to list the name and address of the legal
entity that is the employer; and/or failing to state all hours worked as a result of not recording or stating the
hours they worked oft-the-clock.

California Labor Code section 1174(d) provides that “[e]very person employing labor in this state shall . . .
[k]eep a record showing the names and addresses of all employees employed and the ages of all minors” and
“[k]eep, at a central location in the state or at the plants or establishments at which employees are employed,
payroll records showing the hours worked daily by and the wages paid to, and the number of piece-rate units
earned by and any applicable piece rate paid to, employees employed at the respective plants or
establishments. . . .” Labor Code section 1174.5 provides that employers are subject to a $500 civil penalty if
they fail to maintain accurate and complete records as required by section 1174(d). During the relevant time
period, and in violation of Labor Code section 1174(d), EMERITUS willfully failed to maintain accurate
payroll records for Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees showing the daily hours they worked and
the wages paid thereto as a result of failing to record the off-the-clock hours that they worked.

California Labor Code section 1198 provides that the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of
labor shall be those fixed by the Labor Commissioner and as set forth in the applicable IWC Wage Order.
Section 1198 further provides that “[t]he employment of any employees for longer hours than those fixed by
the order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” Pursuant to the applicable IWC
Wage Order, employers are required to keep accurate time records showing when the employee begins and
ends each work period and meal period. During the relevant time period, EMERITUS engaged in company-
wide practices and/or policies of failing to record actual hours worked (including falsifying time records by
recording that compliant meal periods were taken regardless of if or when meal periods were actually taken),
and thereby failed to keep accurate records of work period and meal period start and end times for Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees in violation of section 1198. Furthermore, in light of EMERITUS’s
failure to provide other aggrieved employees with second 30-minute meal periods to which they were entitled,
EMERITUS kept no records of meal start and end times for second meal periods.

Because EMERITUS failed to provide the correct net and gross wages earned, applicable rates of pay, and
number of total hours worked on wage statements, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees have been
prevented from verifying, solely from information on the wage statements themselves, that they were paid
correctly and in full. Instead, Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees have had to look to sources
outside of the wage statements themselves and reconstruct time records to determine whether in fact they were
paid correctly and the extent of underpayment, thereby causing them injury.
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Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and
interest thereon pursuant to Labor Code sections 226.3, 1174.5, and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 204 — Failure to Timely Pay Wages During Employment

California Labor Code section 204 requires that all wages earned by any person in any employment between
the 1st and the 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month, other than those wages due upon termination of an
employee, are due and payable between the 16th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was
performed, and 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 section 204 also
requires that all wages earned for labor in excess of the normal work period shall be paid no later than the
payday for the next regular payroll period. Alternatively, California Labor Code section 204 provides that the
requirements of this section are deemed satisfied by the payment of wages for weekly, biweekly, or
semimonthly payroll if the wages are paid not more than seven (7) calendar days following the close of the
payroll period.

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS failed to pay Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees all
wages due to them, including, but not limited to, overtime wages, minimum wages, meal and rest period
premiums, sick leave pay, and/or reporting time pay, within any time period specified by California Labor
Code section 204.

Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and
interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 210 and/or 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 201 and 202 — Failure to Timely Pay Final Wages Upon
Termination

California Labor Code sections 201 and 202 provide that if an employer discharges an employee, the wages
earned and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable immediately, and that if an employee
voluntarily leaves his or her employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable not later than
seventy-two (72) hours thereafter, unless the employee has given seventy-two (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.

On information and belief, EMERITUS had a company-wide practice or policy of paying departing employees
their final wages on the next regular pay cycle, instead of adhering to the time requirements set forth in Labor
Code sections 201 and 202. For example, EMERITUS terminated Ms. Hernandez on June 18, 2023.
However, EMERITUS did not tender Ms. Hernandez’s final wages to her until June 23, 2023, when
EMERITUS informed Ms. Hernandez she could return to work to pick up her final pay. Thus, EMERITUS
failed to pay Ms. Hernandez her final wages immediately, in violation of Labor Code section 201.

Additionally, EMERITUS willfully failed to pay Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees who are no
longer employed by EMERITUS the earned and unpaid wages set forth above, including but not limited to,
overtime wages, minimum wages, meal and rest period premiums, sick leave pay, reporting time pay, and/or
vested vacation wages, either at the time of discharge, or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving
EMERITUS’s employ.

Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and
interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 256 and/or 2699(a), (f)-(g).
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Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 221 and 224 — Unlawful Deductions

California Labor Code section 221 provides that it shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive
from an employee any part of wages theretofore paid by said employer to said employee. California Labor
Code section 224 also provides in pertinent part that it is lawful to withhold a portion of the employee’s wages
if “a deduction is expressly authorized in writing by the employee.”

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS unlawfully deducted a portion of wages previously paid to other
aggrieved employees in violation of California Labor Code section 221. On information and belief,
EMERITUS systematically, and on a company-wide basis, maintained a policy that improperly deducted
wages from other aggrieved employees’ pay for uniform items. On information and belief, such deductions
were not expressly authorized in writing by other aggrieved employees.

EMERITUS’s policy of deducting money from other aggrieved employees’ paychecks without their written
authorization constitutes an unlawful deduction of wages, in violation of Labor Code sections 221 and 224.
Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
pursuant to Labor Code sections 225.5 and/or 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 223 — Secret Payment of Lower Wages

California Labor Code section 223 makes it unlawful for an employer to secretly pay wages lower than
required by statute while purporting to pay legal wages.

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS willfully and systematically deducted money from other
aggrieved employees’ wages without their express written authorization, pursuant to their policy regarding
additional uniform items. EMERITUS’s deduction from its employees’ wages resulted in the payment of less
than statutorily required wages to other aggrieved employees. In doing so, EMERITUS acted with the intent
to deprive other aggrieved employees of statutory wages, including, but not limited to, overtime wages and/or
minimum wages, to which they were entitled to under California law. Thus, EMERITUS paid other aggrieved
employees lower wages than those they were entitled to while purporting that other aggrieved employees were
properly paid.

EMERITUS?’s failure to pay other aggrieved employees the correct designated wage, while purporting to pay
legal wages, is a violation of California Labor Code section 223. Other aggrieved employees are entitled to
recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 225.5
and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 227.3 — Failure to Pay Vested Vacation Wages

California Labor Code section 227.3 provides that if a contract of employment or employer policy provides for
paid vacations and an employer terminates an employee, all vested vacation shall be paid to the employee at
the employee’s final rate of pay, in accordance with such contract of employment or employer policy
respecting eligibility or time served. Vacation time vests on a pro-rata basis and, upon termination, an
employee is entitled to a pro rata share of vested vacation pay. An employer may not require an employee to
forfeit earned but unused vacation pay.

EMERITUS had a company-wide policy and practice of failing to pay other aggrieved employees vested
vacation wages that were owed to them at the end of their employment. EMERITUS’s failure to pay other
aggrieved employees all vested vacation wages at the end of their employment has caused a forfeiture of
vested vacation wages in violation of California Labor Code section 227.3.
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Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code §§ 246 and 248.6 — Failure to Properly Calculate Paid Sick Leave

At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code sections 245.5, 246, 246.5, 247, 247.5, 248.5, and 249
provide employees who have worked in California for 30 or more days from the commencement of
employment with paid sick days, to be accrued at least one hour for every 30 hours worked. Further, Labor
Code section 246(1) provides that an employer shall calculate paid sick leave by using one of two calculations:
1) “[p]aid 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 2) “[p]aid 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.”

At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 248.6 provides covered employees with COVID-19
supplemental paid sick leave. California Labor Code section 248.6(b)(3)(A) provides that each hour of
COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave shall be compensated at a rate equal to the following: 1) “[c]alculated
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 2) “[c]alculated by dividing the
employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total nonovertime hours
worked in the full pay periods occurring within the prior 90 days of employment; provided that, for nonexempt
employees paid by piece rate, commission or other method that uses all hours to determine the regular rate of
pay, total wages, not including overtime premium pay, shall be divided by all hours, to determine the correct
amount of COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave under this subdivision.”

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS did not pay other aggrieved employees the correct sick leave
rates of pay. In addition to an hourly wage, EMERITUS paid other aggrieved employees shift differential pay,
incentive pay, nondiscretionary bonuses, and/or other forms of remuneration. However, in violation of the
California Labor Code, EMERITUS failed to incorporate all remunerations, including shift differential pay,
incentive pay, and/or nondiscretionary bonuses, into the calculation of the regular rate of pay for purposes of
calculating the sick leave rate. Therefore, during times when other aggrieved employees took sick leave and
received these other forms of pay, EMERITUS failed to pay all sick leave benefits by paying a lower sick
leave rate than required. Specifically, EMERITUS paid other aggrieved employees sick leave based on their
hourly rate of pay instead of their regular rate of pay.

EMERITUS?’s failure to properly calculate the sick leave rates of pay based on all remuneration paid has
resulted in an underpayment of sick leave benefits to other aggrieved employees on a company-wide basis, in
violation of Labor Code sections 246(1) and 248.6(b)(3)(A).

Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
pursuant to Labor Code sections 248.5 and/or 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 450 — Compelling Patronization

Labor Code section 450 provides that an employer may not “compel or coerce any employee, or applicant for
employment, to patronize his or her employer, or any other person, in the purchase of anything of value.” An
employer violates section 450 by forcing an employee to patronize the employer’s business in the purchase of
a company-provided good.

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS had a company-wide policy of not providing a sufficient number

of uniform items to Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees in relation to the shifts they were scheduled
to work.

14



During their employment, other aggrieved employees were scheduled to work five (5) days per week, but
EMERITUS provided them with only two (2) uniform shirts, forcing them to purchase additional shirts from
EMERITUS for $20 each in order to comply with its uniform policy. Thus, EMERITUS compelled other
aggrieved employees to patronize their business by purchasing additional uniform items.

EMERITUS’s conduct of compelling and/or coercing other aggrieved employees to purchase goods from them
is in violation of California Labor Code section 450. Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil

penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code §8§ 551 and 552 — Failure to Provide One Day’s Rest in Seven

California Labor Code section 551 provides that every person employed in any occupation of labor is entitled
to one day’s rest in seven. California Labor Code section 552 prohibits employers from requiring employees
to work more than six consecutive days without a day of rest. California Labor Code section 556 exempts an
employer from the day-of-rest requirement when the total hours worked by an employee do not exceed 30
hours in any week or six (6) hours in any one day thereof.

During the relevant period, on information and belief, EMERITUS required other aggrieved employees to
work approximately six (6) or more hours per day and seven (7) consecutive days in a workweek. Because
other aggrieved employees worked over thirty (30) hours per week and over six (6) hours in any one day in a
workweek, they were not exempt from the day-of-rest requirement. To the extent that other aggrieved
employees signed purported waivers of their right to a day’s rest in seven, such waivers are invalid.

Thus, EMERITUS caused other aggrieved employees to work more than six days in seven, in violation of
Labor Code sections 551 and 552. Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties,
attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 558 and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 1198 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11050
Subdivision 14(A) — Failure to Provide Suitable Seating

California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are
prohibited by the applicable wage order. California Labor Code section 1198 requires that . . . the standard
conditions of labor fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees. The
employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” California
Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(A) provides that “[a]ll working employees shall be provided
with suitable seats when the nature of the work reasonably permits the use of seats.”

“The ‘nature of the work’ refers to an employee’s tasks performed at a given location for which a right to a
suitable seat is claimed, rather than a ‘holistic’ consideration of the entire range of an employee’s duties
anywhere on the jobsite during a complete shift. If the tasks being performed at a given location reasonably
permit sitting, and provision of a seat would not interfere with performance of any other tasks that may require
standing, a seat is called for.” Kilby v. CVS Pharmacy, Inc., 368 P.3d 554, 558 (Cal. 2016). “Whether the
nature of the work reasonably permits sitting is a question to be determined objectively based on the totality of
the circumstances. An employer’s business judgment and the physical layout of the workplace are relevant but
not dispositive factors. The inquiry focuses on the nature of the work, not an individual employee’s
characteristics.” Id. The burden of proof to show suitable seating is not available is on the employer. /d. at
568. In other words, the employer must show that compliance is “infeasible because no suitable seating
exists.” See id.

EMERITUS’s California facilities are generally similar in their layout and design and there was, and continues

to be, space at the employee work areas to allow for the presence and use of a seat or stool by other aggrieved
employees (with reasonable or no modification to these work areas) during the performance of their work
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duties. EMERITUS could provide other aggrieved employees with a seat or stool at its work areas, but instead
denies employees seating and forces other aggrieved employees to stand throughout the day.

Other aggrieved employees spent a substantial portion of their day standing in their work areas. The nature of
the work employees performed can reasonably be accomplished from a seated position at least some of the
time. However, as set forth herein, EMERITUS systematically, and on a company-wide basis, does not
provide seats or stools at or near the work areas, forcing other aggrieved employees to stand throughout their
work shifts.

EMERITUS violated California Labor Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section
11050(14)(A) because other aggrieved employees were not allowed to sit, even when the nature of the work
would reasonably permit the use of seats, nor were they provided with suitable seats. EMERITUS’s
management did not inform other aggrieved employees that they were allowed to sit down, provide any means
for them to sit down, or mention any policy regarding sitting.

As a result of EMERITUS’s company-wide policy and/or practice of prohibiting employees from sitting
during their shifts and company-wide failure to provide suitable seating, other aggrieved employees were
forced to stand during shifts and denied seats. EMERITUS’s failure to provide suitable seating to other
aggrieved employees violates California Labor Code section 1198 and IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001,
subdivision 14(A).

Other aggrieved employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest
thereon, and seek injunctive relief to bring EMERITUS into compliance with California’s seating
requirements, pursuant to Labor Code sections 1194.5 and/or 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 1198 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11050
Subdivision 14(B) — Failure to Provide Suitable Seating

California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are
prohibited by the applicable wage order. California Labor Code section 1198 requires that . . . the standard
conditions of labor fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions of labor for employees. The
employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” California
Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(B) provides that “[w]hen 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.”

The IWC states that subdivision 14(B) applies during “lulls in operation” when an employee, while still on the
job, is not then actively engaged in any duties. Kilby v. CVS Pharmacy, Inc., 368 P.3d 554, 565 (Cal. 2016),
citing IWC, 1976 Wage Orders, Summary of Basic Provisions, Seats. When taken together, an employee is
entitled to a seat under subdivision 14(A) if his or her actual tasks at a discrete location make seated work
feasible, while working there. /d. However, if other job duties take the employee to a different location where
he or she must perform tasks requiring standing, the employee would be entitled to a seat under subdivision
14(B) during “lulls in operation.” Id.

EMERITUS’s California facilities are generally similar in their layout and design and there was, and continues
to be, space near their work areas (with reasonable or no modification to these work areas) to allow for the
presence and use of a seat or stool by other aggrieved employees during Iulls in operation. EMERITUS could
have provided other aggrieved employees with a seat or stool in its work areas, but instead denied, and
continues to deny, employees seating, forcing them to stand throughout the day.

EMERITUS did not provide other aggrieved employees with seats or stools in reasonable proximity to their
work areas to allow them to use seats when it would not interfere with the performance of their duties for times
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when they were not engaged in active duties that require standing. In other words, to the extent other
aggrieved employees engaged in duties in which the nature of the work required standing, EMERITUS denied
them the use of seats nearby during lulls in their work duties. Moreover, EMERITUS did not inform other
aggrieved employees of their rights to a seat or stool under California law.

As aresult of EMERITUS’s company-wide policy and/or practice of prohibiting employees from sitting at any
time, even when they were not engaged in active duties requiring standing, and company-wide failure to
provide seats in reasonable proximity to their work areas, other aggrieved employees were forced to stand
during shifts and denied seats. EMERITUS’s failure to provide suitable seating to other aggrieved employees
violates California Labor Code section 1198 and IWC Wage Order No. 7-2001, subdivision 14(B).

Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
and seek injunctive relief to bring EMERITUS into compliance with California’s seating requirements,
pursuant to Labor Code sections 1194.5 and/or 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 1198 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11050
Subdivision 5(A) — Failure to Pay Reporting Time Pay

California Labor Code section 1198 dictates that no employer may employ an employee under conditions of
labor that are prohibited by the applicable IWC wage order. California Labor Code section 1198 further
requires that . . . the standard conditions of labor fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions
of labor for employees. The employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the
order is unlawful.”

California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(5)(A) provides that “[e]ach workday an employee is
required to report for work and does report, but is not put to work or is furnished less than half said employee’s
usual or scheduled day’s work, the employee shall be paid for half the usual or scheduled day’s work, but in no
event for less than two (2) hours nor more than four (4) hours, at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which
shall not be less than the minimum wage.” The “primary purpose of the reporting time regulation” is “to
guarantee at least partial compensation for employees who report to work expecting to work a specified
number of hours, and who are deprived of that amount because of inadequate scheduling or lack of proper
notice by the employer.” Aleman v. AirTouch Cellular, 209 Cal. App. 4th 556 (2012).

During the relevant time period, EMERITUS violated California Labor Code section 1198 and California
Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(5)(A), because EMERITUS failed to pay other aggrieved
employees reporting time pay when they reported to work for their scheduled shift but were put to work for
less than half of the usual or scheduled day’s work.

On information and belief, EMERITUS had a company-wide practice of sending other aggrieved employees
home early from their shifts, including before they had worked at least half of their usual or scheduled shift,
but would not pay other aggrieved employees for half of their usual or scheduled shift. Although other
aggrieved employees would report to work based on the schedule that EMERITUS provided to them,
EMERITUS would send them home before they had worked at least half of their scheduled shifts without
giving them reporting time pay.

Accordingly, other aggrieved employees were not properly compensated with reporting time pay in violation
of California Labor Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(5)(A).

Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), ()-(g).
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Violation of California Labor Code § 1198 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11050
Subdivision 4(C) — Failure to Pay Split-Shift Premiums

California Labor Code section 1198 provides that no employer may employ an employee under conditions of
labor that are prohibited by the applicable IWC wage order. California Labor Code section 1198 further
requires that . . . the standard conditions of labor fixed by the commission shall be the . . . standard conditions
of labor for employees. The employment of any employee . . . under conditions of labor prohibited by the
order is unlawful.”

California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(4)(C) provides that, “When an employee works a split
shift, one (1) hour’s pay at the minimum wage shall be paid in addition to the minimum wage for that
workday, except when the employee resides at the place of employment.” California Code of Regulations,
Title 8, defines a split shift as “a work schedule, which is interrupted by non-paid non-working periods
established by the employer, other than bona fide rest or meal periods.”

EMERITUS willfully violated California Labor Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title
8, section 11050(4)(C), because EMERITUS failed to pay other aggrieved employees a split-shift premium
when they returned to work for an additional shift in the same day, after having been clocked out for several
hours. When this occurred, EMERITUS did not pay other aggrieved employees an additional hour at
minimum wage. Accordingly, EMERITUS required other aggrieved employees to work split shifts but failed
to pay them an additional hour at minimum wage, in violation of California Labor Code section 1198.

EMERITUS?’s failure to provide other aggrieved employees with split-shift pay when they returned to work for
an additional shift in the same day, after having been clocked out for several hours, violates California Labor
Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11050(4)(C).

Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), ()-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 2350 — Failure to Provide Sufficient Toilet Facilities in the
Workplace

California Labor Code section 2350 provides that all employers must provide “a sufficient number of toilet
facilities for the use of the employees.” During the relevant time period, EMERITUS failed to provide other
aggrieved employees with sufficient toilet facilities.

EMERITUS’s failure to provide other aggrieved employees a toilet facility to use at the workplace is in
violation of Labor Code section 2350 and the standards adopted by the Occupational Safety and Health
Standards Board. Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and
interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 2802 — Unreimbursed Business Expenses

California Labor Code section 2802 requires employers to pay for all necessary expenditures and losses
incurred by the employee in the performance of his or her job. The purpose of Labor Code section 2802 is to
prevent employers from passing off their cost of doing business and operating expenses on to their employees.
Cochran v. Schwan’s Home Service, Inc., 228 Cal. App. 4th 1137, 1144 (2014). The applicable wage order,
IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001, provides that: “[w]hen tools or equipment are required by the employer or are
necessary to the performance of a job, such tools and equipment shall be provided and maintained by the
employer, except that an employee whose wages are at least two (2) times the minimum wage provided herein
may be required to provide and maintain hand tools and equipment customarily required by the trade or craft.”
IWC Wage Order No. 5-2001 further provides that: “[w]hen uniforms are required by the employer to be worn
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by the employee as a condition of employment, such uniforms shall be provided and maintained by the
employer.”

First, during the relevant time period, EMERITUS had a company-wide policy of requiring Ms. Hernandez
and other aggrieved employees to utilize their own personal mobile devices, including cellular phones, and/or
mobile data to carry out their job duties, but EMERITUS failed to reimburse them for the costs of their work-
related mobile device expenses. For example, Ms. Hernandez was required to use her personal cellular phone
to communicate with management regarding work-related issues. Although EMERITUS required Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees to utilize their personal mobile devices and/or mobile data to carry
out their work-related responsibilities, EMERITUS failed to reimburse them for this cost. Further,
EMERITUS required other aggrieved employees who worked from home to utilize their home internet to
perform their job duties, but failed to reimburse those other aggrieved employees for such usage.

Second, during the relevant time period, EMERITUS required Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees
to wear T-shirts with the company logo to every shift. Ms. Hernandez was provided with two uniform (2) t-
shirts in total. However, due to the nature of residential care facility work, Ms. Hernandez’s and other
aggrieved employees’ uniforms were exposed to germs and bacteria such that two shirts were not a sufficient
number of uniforms for the workweek. As a result, they had to wash their uniform items more frequently, thus
incurring additional utility and laundry expenses for the upkeep of their uniforms. Thus, EMERITUS failed to
maintain the uniforms it required Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees to wear during their shifts and
forced them to incur the cost of maintaining employee uniforms.

Further, because EMERITUS failed to provide its employees with an adequate number of uniforms in relation
to their scheduled shifts and for the tasks they were required to perform, other aggrieved employees were
forced to pay out-of-pocket for some of their uniform items. For example, other aggrieved employees spent
approximately $20 out-of-pocket to purchase each additional t-shirt but were not reimbursed for their costs.

Third, during the relevant time period, EMERITUS, on a company-wide basis, required that other aggrieved
employees use their own personal vehicles to travel to different EMERITUS facilities and/or between clients’
homes. Although EMERITUS required other aggrieved employees to utilize their personal vehicles to carry
out their work-related responsibilities, EMERITUS failed to reimburse them for their mileage or travel
expenses.

EMERITUS could have provided Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees with the actual tools required
for use on the job, such as company mobile devices and company vehicles, as well as an adequate number of
uniform items or access to laundering services. Or, EMERITUS could have reimbursed employees for their
mobile device usage, costs of their travel, mileage, internet costs, replacement uniform costs, laundering
expenses or provided a uniform maintenance allowance. Instead, EMERITUS passed these operating costs off
onto Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees.

Thus, EMERITUS had, and continues to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of not reimbursing
employees for expenses necessarily incurred in violation of California Labor Code section 2802. Ms.
Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and
interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-(C) — Failure to Provide Notice of Material Terms
of Employment

California’s Wage Theft Prevention Act was enacted to ensure that employers provide employees with basic
information material to their employment relationship at the time of hiring, and to ensure that employees are
given written and timely notice of any changes to basic information material to their employment. Codified at
California Labor Code section 2810.5, the Wage Theft Prevention Act provides that at the time of hiring, an
employer must provide written notice to employees of the rate(s) of pay and basis thereof, whether paid by the
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hour, shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for overtime, the regular
payday designated by the employer, and any allowances claims as part of the minimum wage, including meal
or lodging allowances. Effective January 1, 2015, an employer’s written notice pursuant to section 2810.5
must also include a statement that the employee may accrue and use sick leave; has a right to request and use
accrued paid sick leave; may not be terminated or retaliated against for using or requesting the use of accrued
paid sick leave; and has the right to file a complaint against an employer who retaliates.

At all relevant times, on information and belief, EMERITUS failed to provide Ms. Hernandez and other
aggrieved employees written notice that lists all the requisite information set forth in Labor Code section
2810.5(a)(1)(A)-(C). EMERITUS’s failure to provide Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees with
written notice of basic information regarding their employment with EMERITUS is in violation of Labor Code
section 2810.5.

Ms. Hernandez and other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and
interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(a), (f)-(g).

Violation of California Labor Code § 6409.6 — Failure to Provide a Safe and Healthful Workplace

California Labor Code section 6409.6 states that employers shall provide a written notice to all employees, and
the employers of subcontracted employees, who were on the premises at the same worksite as the qualifying
individual within the infectious period and may have been exposed to COVID-19.

At all relevant times, on information and belief, EMERITUS failed to provide other aggrieved employees with
proper notice as set forth in Labor Code section 6409.6. EMERITUS’s failure to notify other aggrieved
employees within one business day of a potential COVID-19 exposure is in violation of Labor Code section
6409.6.

Other aggrieved employees are entitled to recover civil penalties, attorney’s fees, costs, and interest thereon,
pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(a), (f)-(g).

California Labor Code § 558(a)

California Labor Code section 558(a) provides “[a]ny employer or other person acting on behalf of an
employer who violates, or causes to be violated, a section of this chapter or any provision regulating hours and
days of work in any order of the Industrial Welfare Commission shall be subject to a civil penalty as follows:
(1) For any initial violation, fifty dollars ($50) for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the
employee was underpaid. . . . (2) For each subsequent violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each
underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee was underpaid. . . .” Labor Code section
558(c) provides that “[t]he civil penalties provided for in this section are in addition to any other civil or
criminal penalty provided by law.” EMERITUS, at all relevant times, was an employer or person acting on
behalf of an employer(s) who violated Ms. Hernandez’s and other aggrieved employees’ rights by violating
various sections of the California Labor Code.

Accordingly, Ms. Hernandez seeks the remedies set forth in Labor Code section 558 for herself, the State of
California, and all other aggrieved employees. Specifically, pursuant to PAGA, and in particular California
Labor Code sections 2699(a), 2699.3(a) and 2699.3(c), 2699.5, and 558, Ms. Hernandez, acting in the public
interest as a private attorney general, seeks assessment and collection of civil penalties for herself, all other
aggrieved employees, and the State of California against EMERITUS for violations of California Labor Code
sections 201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224, 226(a), 226.7, 227.3, 246, 248.6, 450, 510, 511, 512(a), 516, 551, 552,
1174(d), 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 2350, 2802, 2810.5, and 6409.6.

Therefore, on behalf of all aggrieved employees, Ms. Hernandez seeks all applicable civil penalties related to
these violations of the California Labor Code pursuant to PAGA.
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Pre-Litigation Demand

This notice shall further serve as Ms. Hernandez’s reasonable attempt to settle her dispute with EMERITUS
prior to litigation. Pursuant to Graham v. Daimler Chrysler Corp., 34 Cal. 4th 553 (2004), this notice serves to
inform EMERITUS of Ms. Hernandez’s aforementioned grievances and the proposed remedies as detailed
below, while affording EMERITUS a reasonable opportunity to satisfy Ms. Hernandez’s demands.

Demand is hereby made that EMERITUS shall, within 30 calendar days of this notice, agree, in writing to the
following corrective actions:

1.

EMERITUS shall pay Ms. Hernandez and all other aggrieved employees employed by EMERITUS at
any time during the past three years from the date of this notice unpaid wages and compensation for
the above-referenced violations.

EMERITUS shall comply with all California labor laws and ensure that its non-exempt employees are
paid overtime wages and minimum wages for all hours worked and provided lawful meal and rest
periods.

EMERITUS shall conduct a survey or interview all current and former aggrieved employees in
California who worked for EMERITUS in the past three years to obtain information from them
regarding the above-referenced violations, including, but not limited to: the number of meal periods
which were not provided; the number of rest periods which were not authorized and permitted; and the
number of employees who were required to pay for mobile device expenses, uniform maintenance, or
other expenditures in the discharge of their duties, with the investigation to be completed within 60
days.

EMERITUS shall pay each aggrieved employee one hour of pay at his or her regular rate of pay for
each work day he or she was not provided one or more meal periods, as required by Labor Code
sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198. EMERITUS also shall pay each aggrieved employee one hour
of pay at his or her regular rate of pay for each work day he or she was not authorized and permitted
one or more rest periods, as required by Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198.

EMERITUS shall properly calculate aggrieved employees’ rates of pay for overtime, meal and rest
period premiums, and/or paid sick leave based on all remuneration paid, pursuant to Labor Code
sections 226.7, 510, 511, 246(1), and 248.6(b)(3)(A).

EMERITUS shall pay each aggrieved employee unpaid wages and compensation for violations arising
from its practice of unlawful deductions (Labor Code sections 221 and 224) and secret payment of
lower wages (Labor Code section 223).

EMERITUS shall pay former aggrieved employees their vested vacation wages at their final rate of
pay, in accordance with such contract of employment or employer policy respecting eligibility or time
served, as required by Labor Code section 227.3.

EMERITUS shall reimburse all aggrieved employees for their costs and expenses incurred as a result
of EMERITUS’s conduct of compelling and/or coercing aggrieved employees to purchase goods,
services, or anything of value, in violation of California Labor Code section 450.

EMERITUS shall provide all aggrieved employees who worked over thirty (30) hours per week and
over six (6) hours per day in a workweek with one day’s rest in seven, as required by Labor Code
sections 551 and 552.

10. EMERITUS shall implement and provide suitable seating to all aggrieved employees.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

EMERITUS shall provide all aggrieved employees who are required to report for work and do report
but are not put to work or are furnished less than half their scheduled day’s work, with pay for half the
usual or scheduled day’s work, but in no event for less than two (2) hours nor more than four (4)
hours, at the aggrieved employee’s regular rate of pay.

EMERITUS shall pay all aggrieved employees with split-shift pay when they returned to work for an
additional shift in the same day, after having been clocked out for more than an hour, as required by
California Labor Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 11050(4)(C).

EMERITUS shall provide all aggrieved employees with sufficient toilet facilities in the workplace.

EMERITUS shall reimburse those aggrieved employees who were required to pay for any business
expenses incurred for EMERITUS’s benefit, including, but not limited to, mobile device expenses,
and uniform maintenance, as required by Labor Code section 2802.

EMERITUS shall provide all aggrieved employees written notice of basic information regarding their
employment that includes the requisite information set forth in Labor Code section 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-

(©).

EMERITUS shall provide all current aggrieved employees with proper notice regarding possible
COVID-19 exposure, as set forth in Labor Code section 6409.6.

EMERITUS shall pay accrued legal interest to all aggrieved employees at the rate of 10% per annum
for said unpaid wages.

EMERITUS shall provide Ms. Hernandez and all aggrieved employees employed by EMERITUS at
any time during the past three years from the date of this notice corrected wage statements that include
the requisite information set forth in Labor Code section 226(a).

EMERITUS shall pay waiting time penalties, equal to 30 days of pay, to each former aggrieved
employee who was not paid all wages due as described herein.

EMERITUS shall pay all penalties arising from the violations of the Labor Code and IWC Wage
Order sections referenced above and pursuant to PAGA, Labor Code sections 2698, et seq., including,
but not limited to, penalties under Labor Code sections 210, 226.3, 256, 558, 1174.5, 1197.1, and
2699, and Wage Order No. 5-2001, section 20.
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Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please contact me at the phone number
or address below:

Ninel Kocharyan

Capstone Law APC

1875 Century Park East, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, CA 90067

(310) 556-4811

Best Regards,

Ninit
Ninel Kocharyan

Copy: EMERITUS CORPORATION (via U.S. Certified Mail); BREA EMERITUS LLC (via U.S. Certified
Mail); EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING
COMMUNITIES, INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC (via U.S.
Certified Mail); BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES — CORPORATE, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail);
BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC. (via U.S. Certified
Mail); BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES,
INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail);
BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC
(via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail);
BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BROOKDALE
LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail);
SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); SUMMERVILLE AT
BARRINGTON COURT LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC
(via U.S. Certified Mail); SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail); SUMMERVILLE
AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC
(via U.S. Certified Mail); SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD
TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC. (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC. (via U.S.
Certified Mail); BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD
GARDENS-TARZANA PROPCO, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE
SERVICES, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD CORONA LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD
KETTLEMAN LANE LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC (via U.S. Certified
Mail); BKD FOLSOM LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD LODI, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD FM7
HOLDCO CA, LLC (via U.S. Certified Mail); BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC (via U.S. Certified
Mail)

23



|

- 51 IVIiJdIia4d0

2016 NL'GOOMINNE % § |

00% ALINS Sk

FOVId OOMLSAM 111 i1
NOLLY#Od¥0D SALIMANE &

e
. i 23=1

L L] l-iiln\!_...l.“_ W

L} e B

m.a._..iﬂiw . l..n..l::.:ﬁ..ﬂnn ir
A L E——r
]

[# 1]

-+

~d

AJY gy 2T PLIO])

1dI303H sNVYN 03141LH3)

LSINIGE (81804 ‘g

LTOLE NL 'JOOMINTHE
00F 9LINS
HOVTd GOOMLSEM 111
NOLLVHOdHOD SNLININT

(985 hH22 0000 OTh2 =204

'y I ™

L9006 VD ‘sappduy sop
0001 “seq Sed Lmua)) ¢/81
dv & isde))




celL

= 1Z0LE NL AOOMINTYY

[ 00 ALINS
39V1d AOOMLSHM IT]
11 SNLIAWE VEuE

wh wld E

BOC oo
hi{¥S K922 DOOD DTh2

T | e
|.H.1.u..._q___.§ J_.u.hj___....“
| v _ L | u_ u O

i..rh_q.—

A | Ly T T

1413034 SNUVYW 031414 m_,,w

B nwu___...h_#m _mpmﬁ.».ﬂ_ ‘SN

LZOLE NL ‘AOOMINTEE
00+ FL1N0S
FOVTd AOOMLSHIM TIT
OTISNLIYANH vaYd

he®5 h922 0000 OThE 2204

Ll

|

I

|

LZ0LE NL ‘TOOM INFHE

0z Ane 'y 1 gg wod s |
0The 220¢

.»: mnﬁn E__ﬁaﬂm

0P ELINS
HOVId AOOMLSTM 111
OTISOLIMAWA vaug

L]
gﬂ.ﬂhﬂlﬂ&i:!lﬁii

”l!s._!tﬁﬂnﬁl?l!.!iﬁi -

6 PUR T ' sway sisdwon w

NOLLI3IS SIHL 31T 1400 ‘HIANIS

L9006 "V ‘sIRBuy SO
000F “1SEF HIed ANUAD) GLRY

AV W] suoisdeny




- : =
1 | Lirgey symawen £506-0D0-20-0054 NS4 0202 AInT *| LEE wund 8d

o), [ L) WY WOy Juesegip SDne Ainalop &) =

hswgioora 0|  (um e passey

L L re—————"
8€J8A0) 0L} UC SSAPPE DUE SUIEL NOA LUy B

B PURE | sway smsdwe) o

K e o T995 h922 0000 DTh 2202
gfnﬁw i._l_iﬁ_uziz.asiﬁu ol (TR ATAR LA J8 B R Sy T
Eﬂﬁm F!ssﬁ”.ﬂs britaa 16 6124 2212 0B9L 20¥6 0656
ey 52! A _
STl LZ0LE NL ‘TOOMINTYE |
00F ALINS
HIVTd OOMLSTA TIT
‘INT ‘TAX
O[] m0iq Ssaipom ABAeD WIS 'S3A § SHILYAJdOdd SOLIMANA

amrulig W

LZOLE NL 'dOOMINTHE
00F 4.LINS
HOVId AOOMLSTM TTT
"ONI ‘IAX
SHILYEdOHd SN LTHAWA

T8®S hS922 0000 OThe 2202

AT

L9006 "VD ‘sapduy so
_—_ == 0001 9sea Saeg Lmuay i8]
Uﬂﬁaﬁgﬂ.ﬂd

_:.:_ N



" Wheomy vama apssung

£906-000-20-085L NSd 0202 AP ‘L Lae uog Sd
fmmammani gLge hg22 0000 0Th2 220¢
teﬂnﬁﬁ 2 Ao gﬁ&ﬁﬂﬁm m | W AR Wb Jifiimy ) maumy aogry 2
u“rl&“n””.ui-mwuwm FinEyﬂELﬂ“uturu : ELGLEl 2212 DBSL Z0V6 DBSE
2 o
e = L
LT0LE NL ‘'AOOMINTHY
00y ALINS
OV 1d AOOMLSIA 11T
"ONI ‘SHILLINOAWWOD

-1
s9\ 01 ¢4l o i seare st | ONIAIT HOINES ATVANOOUH

Keaniag jo opeg ‘0 foumpy paiuig A pansosy | !

Gastaippy M) — ey L R R LITHE UBD 8 By o5
weby O X SE2A81 B4} UO SSRUPPE PUR SLUBY NOA WY =

anjeubs v ' PUB ‘gL swa) ediien m

NOLLD3IS SIHI J1 37400 ‘H3IanN3s

LZOLE NL ‘OOMLNHYE
00F A1LINS
HOV'Td AOOMLSHAM 111
"DNI ‘SHLLINNWIWOD
ONIAIT ¥OINAS ATVANOOUY

§L85 h92¢ 0000 OThe <202

£9006 "VD ‘s?p5uy so
0001 “seq e Hmud) g/8
oT: VAL EEENL)

LdI303H SIYIN Q31411435
ogiAles

S lejsod ‘N

|




LZOLE NL '00O0MLNHEE
0o ALINS
a9v1d AOOMLSTA 1T
11 SADIAYES
FAAOTIWE FTVAN00HE

Aty pngy Mi¥euaney

1dI303H SNivg a3idiLy3n
921005 |e1s04d 'S

hOLS h922 DODD OTh2 2204

T, ST LM aposwng

adpag e

U LGOS aaeulee: ]

s LR mngells 7] Auan | P TR BayiLeS

[ imp pogas
PRELTER Foyy Dasn O A Doy arprabeg mmey O
=T puynbay s gy [

g | Lo

o 0O  woog ssappe Aoasop Jajus 'gIL |
£0), [ LL e o) Wity staupon Aaanop )

Amajary jo s1e0 D {auimy pouu) &g pasmosy |

[
PV O X
armeubsg W

ANFAMIT MO NOLLDTS Sl 31 T TIN0D

LT0LE NL "TOOMINTUE
00F HLLINS
HOVTd AOOMLSHA 1T
ITT SHIIAMES
HHAOTIWE HTVANOOHH

hOES w922 0000 OThe 2204

YAl Il = L

EC08-000-20-0€%L NS 0202 AN ' | LRE Wioy Sd

hllkS HR22 0000 OThe 2202

Y AR |
fmamapeapmey  ssmg peasieey Aeasg uo s O

My ST WO AUy JaCRLInp aExLnY

Ao v B0

scdfy oopuse o

0000

LTOLE NL 'AOOMINTIY
ooy ALINS
HIVTd QOOMALSTAN 1T
DT 'SADIAYES

HAAOTIWE T TVAAOOHH

TROA O PURD SUT WIMED UBD @M 1oy oa
FRIBAR BU] UO SERUDDE DUR GLURU noA U m

© pum "2 | swei seichuos m
NOILLI3S SIHL 137400 "HIAAN3S

L9006 VO ‘SIRFUY so
0001 9sBH SR Amud)) ¢L8]




(Z0LE NL ‘GOOMINTHE
00 LIS
FOV1d AOOMLSHM 111
11 ‘ALVE04H00 ~ SADIAMES
AAAOTIWH TVAAOOHE

4_\% \

.H.q l_m" ; ..._.....I._..l.._.:l_.l-u-

|

ASN IVISIdd0

ARG |e180d '8

TIES w922 0000 OThE 2202

* oy wimsy onsswng

CE06-000-20-0654 NSd OZ02 Anf ' | LBE uwiod Sd

loticy maa). |

AR DAY |

m_

Amaag) e Aranijar] pagainsay Asning
L A enprils 0

TThS :Jmm gooo 0The 220<

e a) a..__....q._.. FOCRUTTR] BNONNY T

|_|ll|||l|.|'

Ronnga o oeyos O

e UOTIA[RIGS n.ﬂ“uﬂ o Lmieg un_...,-\.i_ﬂn“" ﬁﬁ:ﬂ.ﬂ GE BLLL &did 0691 c0t6 0656
g~ et= | 11T TITTTT
| LT0LE NL 'AOOALNHYUE
00+ ALINS

oN O wopEq sseuppe Losep sos 'S3A I

S0 [ 44 L) woy jusiegpp Ssppe ASAESp E|

HAOVId AOOMLSTA TTT
ITT HILYVHOJH0D — SHDIAHES
AHAOTIWNT TTVAN004d

- . - ..-... oA U] PRED B4 WTiR) UBD 6 Ry O

LZOLE NL ‘QOOMILNTAE
00F ALINS
ADVId AOOMLSHM 111
ITT ‘AIVIOdE0D — SHIIANES
AAAOTdWA A TVAIOO0Ud

TTeS h922 0000 OTh2 2204

IV

emuubig v

AHFAMTFO N NOLLDIS SIHL 313 ThV00

‘B puR g ‘| swoy epthuch m

NOILD3S SIHL FIFT4W0D HIANIS

L9006 VD) ‘sapduy so
0001 “1sB Sreg Lmud)) 6L8]
dV me | auoisden)




B3Ry Wmiay sfeswng £508-000-20-05SL MEd 0202 Anr * | L 86 Lo Sy

Kooy ooy v T5¢5 h922 0000 DTh2 2202
pine - . s
fmna peomsny  Amssg peisusey Aesgeg I.H_a_ﬁdﬂ_ _Soam) sapuee oy Mgt} SOSLE Sy
uOBULRLe) el mapse] um e [ OF 81T T AEn ] P fre
mACPagic) st O Auangeg) presyzrsm Py P [ B2 6Ll 2212 069. 2048 (6SE
Doty e P 1 Asegeq pemyasi armRfg sy O {1 1] ___ 1 _ il
mi Vi DAISn [ ompGs oY O ! . _ _
sty ry Apowd 0 odi] e T

LTOLE NI 'AOOMINTHE
0oy H1INS
_ HOV'Id AOOALSAM 111 |
H A
o\ ) L4 iy o mp oo honmps DT ‘ALMAATT ATVANOOHS |

Kauag Jo ag 0 fousy poj £ pasesay |
cocsapty: [ X DRIAD BL) UD SERPPE PUR BBy nok ULl o
argeulis ¥ EPUR 2" S S0We) B

ANFAMTIO MO NOILDIS SIHL TITW0D NOLLD3IS SiHL 31T TdW0D "HIANIS

W g ———— —— e s g

(Z0LE NL ‘QOOMINTHE
00% ALINS
AOVTd QOOALSAM HI
T ALMELTT ATVEI00HE
{

=/

_1] (Z0L€ NL ‘AOOMINTHE :
00¥ ALINS "

FIVId AOOALSIN T
71 ALAEIT ATYAN00¥H

ey [l 'P”‘.pl!m
a.__.r_,:m.ﬂn.uf\&_ H 4 s
‘Nz S| | i 1545 h922 0000 OThe 220

L9006 "VD ‘sepR3Suy sory

0001 “se3 Saeg Omua) L8]
dV WE au01sde))

- BEITTrEFENTeSSS

:
| |

S O

1545 h922 0OOD OThe 2200

1di303H SIYW a3141143)

TG 2150d 'S'N




LTOLE NL'GOOMINTHY
00F 4.L1NS
ADVId AOOMLSHM 111
DT VINBOLITYD 40
INAWIDVNYN TTVANOOHY

LdI303H VW 0314111435
.80|nieg *_w__mn_& ‘SN

LZOLE NI "TOOMINTIY
00F .LINS
HOVId AOOMLSHM I11
DT 'VINYOATTVD 40
INAWIOVNVIN T TVAN00Hd

TED9 h922 0000 OThe 220¢

1

/

TIOA O} PUED SE1 WM UED B (B 05
'£ pUE ‘2 ‘L Swey seduod m

NOLLDIS SIHL 3

L9006 VD .Eﬂwch soy
0001 “18eF e Aniuay) g/g]
AV We suoisde




T
| |

et
[
|

_ LZOLE NL 'TOOMINTHY
00F FLINS
HOVTd AOOMISIM I11
ONIHOTTADNVHD

ATVAAOOU I .

ROA ] RUTD SUI LR U0 em iy us
DRI O} U0 SSUPET PUR Bwiu Inod uud m
'E pum 'Z 'L Anel aEdwoD |

MO DIS SIHL 13 TdN0D "HIAONIS

f
LTOLE NIL "OOO0MINTHE
00F FLINS
ADVTd AOOMISIM 11T
‘ONI “HOTTHONYVHD
FTVANO0Hd
E
— £Z0LE NL ‘GOOMLNIYE 4
B 00% ALINS = Q
[5S 4V1d GOOMISAMTE o 1
NI HOTTAINVHI |
AIVANOOYH E
gl =
=
| h -.ll..-lll:ll....!luﬂu._ m_-
*alﬂ..-_\-gm I.Il.lll..”hl ]hrm-””ﬂ =
" b L [ ) S_— :;
2 2Py "y h209 k922 0000 0Th2 2208 L9006 VO ‘SATUY SO

0001 15U Nvd Amiua)) §L81

hedn

B e e L | '
38N 1VIDId40 |*
AR oy Stluayg, 1
L4303 SUYW Q31411437 _= === _;

~ P AIBG IB1804 'g'n E—




w ES06-000-20-000L NEd 0202 AinP | | g2 R0 Sl
fnima oroney ¢T09 hS22 0000 OThe mmmn
PEES s uo ey o | ‘___on!._n.u__dbnEa__ A __._H____._ stquiny .__,m. 2
| Amagn) o imiery 1 :
hiiiig LE Oc2L 2212 069 20V6 D6CH

e i;&iu%mmmw ____E______f__________________:_____“_*____

LZOLE NLL "AOOMINTHL
00t ILINS

PR s i HOV1d AOOMISAM 111
__.| S8 1) ob sy s e wese g« “ONI ‘SNATUYO ITVANOOHE

_Amwjeg joemg ' (o peilil) fa pasaey |

. awlv X
= ongeuths v

AHIATIG NO NOILOIS SIHI TIFTINOD

e e e ———

SSIBA BUY) UO SSZUDOE PUR BWEL INDA July m
EpuR 'z | swey msidwon u

NOILJIS SIHL LT N0 "HIANTS

LZOLE N.L ‘AOOMINTHE
~ 00v ALINS

AOVId AOOMLSHM 111
CONISSNAQEVYD I TVaI00ud

cT09 h = y
<2 0000 OThe 2204 L9006 VD ‘sapSuy so|

0001 “15EF v d Imud) GL]T




!_Wdosy vy susewoq £500-000-20-0054 NGd 0202 40P 'L LBE U0 Sd

oL
AR PR D009 w922 0000 OThe 2204 :
T A e s 1] e XL
IﬁEiﬂﬂhﬂEﬂa Finuﬁlzlﬂﬂﬁw By 022 2212 069L e0vE Desh
ormuaneEla e EEA| 1] O IR AR
; il Bdf) saumies)
LZOLE NL ‘0OOMINHE
o0y 1.LINS
AV Td AOOMLSHA TH
NI SHLLINOIWIWOD
o Tl ceg vsippe s sils ‘B34 0 ONTAIT A TVAIOOUH

BRL [t Loy oy sstppe fssen B
|

ok 0} PUED BUL UINjas LD B 1R oF
FEsIAG BU) U0 SSEIPPE-puUE auwmu nod Wi m
‘E puR ‘g Swey epdwo])

NOILD3S SIHL 31T TdW0D T HIANIS

Kiiieg 40 o ‘D foumay pepuidel) A PRMSOH 'R
vawaIpPY X

d angrulisg
v

LTOLE NL ‘AOOMINTHY
00t ALINS
OV 1d AOOMLSHM 1T
_ NI ‘SALLINNWINOD
ONIAIT ATVAI00HE

il

poos k922 0000 OThE 220¢

i

£9006 "V ‘sappduy sor

0001 ‘5B g Umudd) ¢/g]
m mu ﬂ .Mme m_.-ﬂ.._ mmmmw

D009 h922 0000 OTha sage |

1di303H Tiviy ﬂ.._..“m_qm__,_._v.._mr_
991IABg B804 '8'N




S e

OISR N GLOE ey OO W04 54

-

0

LZ0LE N1 "UOOMAINTHH
00% H.LINS ADVId AOOMISIM 11T
ONI ‘NOLONITIEMA ATVAAO0HT

b

tbbS h922 DOOD OtTha sope

S+, ..___a.u..fim

_\h ._..“ ﬁ__.n H
450 9
ey SN AL 8 &

WROAIN DD

:_._ 0| ITCHy js h_._
1di303H IV Dm_n__.._.
~3MiBg _Emaacww

iieriey wnjay Qs

L D
WP

Lavnsan aisiybey Lisginy U P [
Mgl 13 L3 B30 ]

fustgng pojoLgeay sey pogred [

Larng pepsang
SEATMLIgIGT nwmeulc
LB IS e o

it
D U sy ey _..Eu.f.w_ﬂw | Largan prsuisey Lﬁﬁh:ﬁ
T Py Do wgeudg unpy 11
sy oy Apioieg odi] sapseg ‘g

i | Mo sRUpEe LBkesp Sl "G H
B25 ] 44 W) wog juseyp ssupoe Aragep e |

_ Kuosgeq o emg "0 (Rumy poguu gl fg penmony |
SNEBPRY [ X
waly O

wrpullg

S LI TSN0D

AHFAMIO ND NOLLDIE

LEOLE NLL "AOOMINTIE
00 J.LINS HOVId GOOMALSHM 111
ONI'NOLONITIIA HTVANOONUH

tbbS hS922 0000 OTh2 2204

(DML

BT T T T ITE,

ES08-000-Z0-00CE NS 0202 NP ' | 196 ULty Sd

ebbS h522 D0OOD DTh2 220¢

oy A Ll B R Sy 3

G5 02dL 2212 0ERL 20VE U6SE

D000

LTOLE NL 'AOOMINTHE
00F ALINS HDV1d AQOOMLSEA TT1
DN NOIONITTEMA TTVANOOuH

252481 DY) LD SEAIPPY PUB BLUBL JNOA 1l
‘€ pUR g 'L oway ;adwos m
NOLID3S SIHL 31T 400 [ HIANTS

L9006 VD ‘sapuY SO
0001 “1seH jFed MUY G281

NIV e dU0ISAED)




| 1Casny winey sqeeuied £R00-000-20-005L NSt 0202 AINP ' | LBE Wiad 8d

[ .
A DREGL 09LS k922 0000 0Th2 220L
mpne) Popntan RS DORMIM L, — s ] e e ey ey ATy WY
CEH i Ly e Lasajim] ﬁs..i_.u._..._ R T -
pa BB iU i3] PRSI PO PEINES vZ 0del 2212 U6DL ZOFE D656
faanise) A PEyYILT
rentpeenegeg  Awwasmasatcoeveccl AN OO 00T R
LT sirglis sney [ _ I I
EASEENT] W LAl O bally w3

LTOLE NI ‘TOOMILNTHE |
00 ALINS DV Id AOOMALSHAM 11

oN [ oo SSampD Ao smue ‘SIA ) ITTSNOLLVHAL0 T TYTHOOMH
s, [} :”._HEEEiﬂigs.

{mcrmny paiLi) K poAesg. ., ok oh RO S0 LA) N0 S T} 6
ORBARI B} UD SEIPPE PUE oty ol july
'R pum 2 'L sy ool |

Aisajag jo oyeg 3

1 3TN0 NOILDFS SIHL FLITTEWO0D "HIANTS

0 NOLLTIS S

AMIAITIO M

00 JLINS HOV1d TOOMLSEM 11
OTT ‘SNOLLVEHJO TTVAN0Oud

LTOLE NLL "TOOMINTHE

27PH 1_..3_

—SEn TV = i) 0965 h .
55N |“ d o). 3 u_ G e ¥b5 h922 0000 OTh2 2204 19006 VD ‘SapTuy sorp

M -

' -J
o=

| R

— LZ0LE NL ‘UOOMINTH

00 ALLINS HOVId AOOMISHA T o &

OT1 'SNOLLVHHO TV@mIoosd ' £

O

=

. -

anit .{v.im_ a
i

s

£

Ln

-n

T

==}

1d13034 .__E,Eu_u__:f

BIINIDS (€180 50
L




00 ALINS A0V 1d TOOMLSEM 1T

IT1'ONITIOH
FIDIHIA ' TVANOOHH

“Eilm l

A
ﬂi-ﬁmmJ.Aq_uiuuu

WInIBG jays

*,..:

ELLS hS22 DOOD DTHE 2207

Hiecsy Wiy =Ty |

Lamear) gLy

Y e - |

Kmapoey pipmisny)  Labagpi) palousgd Lmejag G0 jome [
WL ) Rt O haagocy U Fm) 3
UGN U0 mrtmhes Aatrgar] DOTROER (0P DIGRET =

Ay e
DDLU (o poaiwliog 11 havga g pagnial aeEutg n.ﬁ.-.‘
w TEPY Pt ] muryulieg wpy O

@y w Aeud O ey s

EGO6-000-Z0-0E5. NSl 0208 A 'L L BE W Bd

m_..r_m h922 0O0D OThe 2202

fincoy ASR/EE (GGG Jopsusl) ROUINY ey E

L 0g

22 £21E 060L Z0V6 0BSE

0

L20LE

NI ‘QOOMLNTHH

00F FL.LINS HOV1d AOOAALSIMN T

on O TR SERIPRN A smue 'S I
53, [ L1 W) 04 WRED SEEPp ARne S

fiajjeg o eeg D fowepy pajutied A Elu-.mﬁ
" BsTEEgpY [ X
sy

AHFATIT NQ NOLDFSE S

LTOLE NL "TOOMINTHE
00F HLINS HOV1d QOOMALSHAM 11
271 "ONITTOH
TIDIHAA ITYIH00Hd

E4LS h822 0000 OThe 2204

[

2

1T "ONITTOH

ATOITHAA TTVANOOHE

Nk o) pred ag) Umed Uess 8w jmn os
SUIDAD BL) UG SEUPPE PUR SLUERI INoA Julid =

N

‘£ PUE g | swiey mEdwoD m

QHLDIS SIHL JITTINCD "HIOAMIS

L9006 VO ‘SITUY SO
0001 Jmﬂm qie ] AMual) GLR]

AV BE] au0isder)




{ z04E NI ‘OO INTYEE
= Squr.mﬁ a9V 1d QOOAISAA IT1 ﬂ "
11 INIWAOVNVI § =

INFAIAO¥d TTVANO0UE

L] ) =

= |

=

2

=

u - =
Q; w | .-ll.-...l..ll._i]nlu'l_.th ru
i

T

=

(7]

]

L

i1

i‘ |

|.
o

|

_-n
W/
.
L.l,.
L
C

-_
sid

1diI3034 s 1IVIN Qw_n__._.mmo
JBOINISS |€180d ‘S

(Z0LE NLL ‘TOOMINTHE
60F TLINS TAOV1d GOOMLSAN m
T1  INANAOVNYIN
INIAIAO¥d FTVAN00UE

L5LS hd22 000D OThe2 220c

£9006 VO ‘SIPBUY SO
D00 15E SpEd AMuUa) L8]

NIV AP suoIsde) |



SEIBARI L) LD SSAIPOE PUB BWEU INOA JUild m

.i;ﬁﬂt”. °E PUR 2L siay mechuc) W

LTOLE NL 'JOOMINTHE
00 ALINS
HOVId QOOMISHM IT1
ITI VINHOATTYD
J0 SHLLINNWINOD
ONIATT TVANOOHE

LZOLE NL 'dOOMINTYE
00f ALINS
: AIVId AOOMLSHM 111
L ITT VINJOATIVD
40 SELLINNWINOD
ONIAIT FTYAHOOHH

S L

S9L5 #9522 0000 OThe 2202

i |

(]

99L5 hH922 0000 DTh2 2204

Il

£9006 VD ‘$APR3UY SO
' 0001 “15eH Ed LMD 6/8]

v Re| ouoisde)y

ARLE) Y Seai

l

I

___

1d1303H +NIYIN Dm.._n:&mmwm
IS |B1804 ‘SN

Il




& _L!_:n—.ix | EG06-000-20-006L NSd 0202 A ' L LA wuod g4
hwpapmams | ggnd K922 0000 0Th2 2204 T
A paicuTN KA THDIVSHR] K e s oy 1T DO SRS Wit gL} TN Y
ULl ainds O E!li!tssm OE b2/ g2le 069 2006 0656

o

! L e e ]
el om0 O

LZOLE NI '"TOOMINTHH
00% ALINS HADVId AOOALSIM IT1
T 'SODUVIN NVS-

i

- 5 . YINHOAITVD 40 SHILINOWNOD
H_M 25 i Ao SsapPR fneee T ONIATTHTVANOOHH

Tok 0 RIS 9Ly WINjal UB3 &M Bl 0%
SRIBNG AUl UC SSRIDDT PUE swmU nod Juld m

'EPUR 'Z ) sway sedwon m
NOLLJFS SIHL LI THWED HIAANIS

_LZ0LE NL'aoOoMINT¥E
008 FLINS ADVId AOOMLSHM 111
~ DTI'SODMVIN NVS
“VINJOAITVD 40 SHLLINAWNOD
- ONIAI'T TTIVANOOHH

9609 kS22 0000 OThe 2204

===—§_— :_ __———_— _— ——— i : S




i Wiit:iiﬁ#lﬁﬁ E506-000-20-0552 Métd DZ0Z AT ' | | 85 Wwod Sd

i- Ir [— r__.,u,_ h922 0000 OTh2 2202
lmgnc gy g0 DR faanai 0 o (P SR Ty ey ey~
..En.ilui_.w_..m r!__iﬂ...”.._.:_.nﬂm LY 4221 2212 069L Z0PS6 0BSE
e s [ [INTTRTNEE
e —
(204§ NI ‘GOOMINTHE
) 00b A.LINS FDVId GOOMISAA 111
1 11 F0V1d

) e e aiaon ' TOVLMMAH LV ATTIAUTWNAS

fawmy papia) Aq paspcsy ‘B
A IO 0} PRI DY) WML UBD M T 06
X GRIDA DU U0 SS2UDES pUB alueu nod iy m
P ‘T PUR 2 'L swey seduo) m
2 NOILDIS SIHE 31374000 "HIAaN3S

 LZ0LE NL'TOOMINTHE
00F ALINS HOVId AOOMLSAM 1T
o1 4OV d
HOVLIETH LV ITHAHTWNNAS

409 h922 0000 OThe 2202

L9006 "VD) ‘sa1aduy soy

=§_—_ _E_ iy s
uuﬂ.%

1




| ¥monl wimoy onseusg DS08-000-20-065L NS4 0202 AN ' | | BE Wod S |

[re=r—r—— | oy _
K popiase 2909 h422 0000 O0The eeld _
Tmeang PRy fLngag paynass Aasgady v FRgeT) T (RO8 BASS LUOLY SyRLIRY] ) ORunn MOEN T
VDGR £ aurEulig [ Eaaasan we ooy O fia e ; 5 .. I
m UOTRULYLGE argLlg Ky pEs|geyg T Degie) Vo LEdl éé ke 069L Z0re 0BGk
Y Amnag BT DL
PR o passiifay Amaje] ey sy Al roy | __ _ _
wa 1YY PR by wimeulig ey O

e ko B ndi] asopses ‘n

LTOLE NL "JOOMINHE
pot ALINS FOVId AOOMILSHAN LT

|

_

|

; 7T .LdN0D _
g H A 5 e

n_w.,_} M A “u_ﬂ_!hrwﬂu_._ﬁuuﬂ Sﬂwﬁﬁwﬂ,u ‘a NOIONIMUVE LV ATIIASHANINAS _

|

|

|hwﬂ.|_n_m o800 g vy PRl An paAROMY 'H E
WMTREEY [ X
wely O

FHETIOFr RR ALY U B T OF
SRI0ADS BU) LD SSAIPHE PUB GLUTU 50K 1iid m

‘B PUR g °| sway #@due) m

NOLLD3IS SIHL 3137400

‘H3IONIS

-
a

AHIAMNIA NQ NOLLIZSE SIML 2L TaW 00

LTOLE NLL '"dOOAINTHE
00F F.LINS HDV1d AOOMLSHM 1T |

71 LAN0D
NOLONIMYYE LV STTIAYININNS

i
G
LZOLE NL *JOOMINATYE m ru
00F ALINS HOVId AOOMLSHAANTIL ¥ 4
71 LANO0D e
NOILONITHEVEH LV ATIIAYANINNS A =]
E
[ T | e iy g B a
SNy ATWG _||||. i
¥
(il " pd
| h82e 0000 OThe 2204 - ]
2 B L9006 VD vu".wu:_{ SO
s 0001 “15eI e d MMua) 687
W0 e owouiog Rl JV “me auoisdEn

LdI303H SUYW Q31411134
~BNIDG (ej804 ‘SN

LI




' Mhacay wnpy s £600-000-20-08%2 Ned 202 Anr 'L LB Wad Bd

immaoesussmyy| 5509 h922 DODO DThE 2204
e ] T Amnpm Tﬂnﬁaﬂiﬁaﬂﬁ._iu o ___fqa.wbr.cgm oAy .;__,mE......_.._ ILINeY 1..:..&.. |
._ﬁﬁﬁﬁhﬁmm p— gﬂmnaﬁr £6 0221 2212 0B9L 20v6 D656
_ onmimmiiite memaems T2 INTNNATE NN R
|
LZ0LE NLL '"OOMLNTHE
o0F ALINS m_...u:.m_,m ,_omﬂ .ﬂﬁ.&m AT
i s waipe Kovaes W QGOBEWMA LY ATTIANAIWNNAS

Lamajjng po wqag -0 fowsp popid) Ag pasmory |
spasapay [ X

ey g
snpudis ¥

g S O UITTE LTRED A LY 0%
SLiaML BL) U0 SSEUDDE PUB ST mod Wik m
°E pUB ‘2 ") Sl cpeicuio]) m

NOILLDFS SiHL FLFTdW0D " HIONIS

LZOLE NLL "OOOMILNTHE
00F FLINS IOV Id ACOMLSTM 111
1T HONVIN
AOOMUTVA LV ATHAHTINNGS

== L20L€ NI ‘GO0 LN
oot A1LINS 2OV1d AOOMISIM TIT
FT1 HONYH
aoOondIv4a LY ATTIAMAWINS

5509 h922 000D OTh2 2204 .
L9006 “VD ‘sapiuy sor

T

5509 hS922 000D DTh2 2204

Pn_mUmﬁ_.:.q_r__q Dm_.“___ ._.__u,,m_U.

SRS |@180d '§'q)




LTOLE NL ‘OOMLNTHH
00% ALINS ADV1d AOOMLSAM 1]
"ONI 008400 LV ATTAYIWINAS |

@h09 h922 DODO OTh2 220l

i jdjasg :
H Wiy tisawng

E506-000-20-00SL NSd 0202 ANF 'L LBE Wioy S

oogs mao) |
i) payaun s =

EnMLLO Lt
e -susﬁ.m W Larmg Bﬂﬁzﬂiﬁﬂ ﬂ_
A
PEILEAL gy ui_.BL_um O TV DS
i

ONDO  mowmg esaippe eagsp seio ‘o il
52 [ L ey wolj pemgp ssppe Asaep 5 g

_Aamageq io ewg o fowey poinig) 4a pesesay @
e apny [

sy O X
wmrulig v

AMIANIT NO NOILD3S SIHL 313 TaW0D

" gh09 w922 0000 OThe 2204

Ligvsgag) po
(0 PR rmey ] pariouysmy meme ——r

ey = — S STEGNG] | SR S

98 0del g2le 0832 20V6 0656

A0 A 0

LTOLE NI "OOMILNEHE
00F ALINS HOVId AOOMLSEA 111

*ONI 'ODHH0D LV ATIIAYEWNNNS

e Uy D U LTHER URD O (e 08
DRIBAZI OL] UO SSRPDT PUB Gy nof il m

€ PUR ‘2 °| swey opedwo)) m
NOILD3S SIHI 31F1dNOD ‘HIANTS

LZOLE NL ‘OOMINTHE
00% ALLINS 3OV 1d TOOMISHM 11T
INTODEH0D LY A TIIAYINNNAS

gh09 h922 0000 OThe 2204

il

L9006 VD .mu._u,.mﬁﬁ SO
0001 “15eH Mied AMua)) §L8]
dV Me auoisde))




i |

e He o

| - L
N “GOOMINT 1

mh.w._e w_m v1d GOOMLSAM T § »

0o 1 ‘sao1ANas . WE
Nuz{h.m__w_..ﬂm ___-.Zﬁ..mm Ad 4

|z

-

' S --_ M

_ . I.Hﬂifl..“r%_ =

¢1 ...I.Lu.,..l.‘...lnm..!ll lhﬂlr-l.uul..“_ iy

ﬂ.w._:.__ wow .

_|| LU_J.J RAMIEELS _n.

Fen s 3§ SUSGMS N0 1WA oSO A0 104 TLIN

Lif

4

i) oy Hisdung

1dI303H 1IVIN Q31410630

.D0IAIBE [2180d 'S’

LZOLE NL "TOOMLNTHH
00% LIS HOVId AOOMLSHM ITT
2T ‘SADIA NS
HINVISISSY TVNOSHAd a¥g

RGTH h922 0000 OThE 220c

A

L20LE NI ‘AOOMINTNH

oy N_H.HDW HOV'Id TOOMISHM 111

DT 'SADIANES
HONVISISSY TVNOSHId (ayg

: ,nut..u.

.wgiaa =

] .I-f'r

L9006 VD ‘SIRFuy so7]
0001 s e Lmuad §L81

A

15UET)




LZ0LE NI "AOOMINTUE
oot ALINS AIVId AOOMNLSHM 1T
1T VNOHROD a¥™

_
.:L__..._._ MY e SIS

_ 1dI303H ¢1IVIN 031411439
~B0IMIBS (B804 ‘g

L
I
H
_.

¢hT9 %522 ooOoo EI'[hE ecid

LZ0LE NL 'QOOMINTHA
00F HILINS HOV'Td AOOMLSTA TT1
ITT VNOHOD (N4

LhTH9 h922 0000 OThe 220c

AT

T T TR YT

-L__ 0

ﬁ_ﬁﬁs 2076 06 Smm

LZOLE NL ‘TOOMINTHE

00F ALINS 2V Td AOOMISHA TTT

JT1 VNOHOD 4

"MAk O} QURD SU LM UBD BM [} 08
FRigAR) BY) UD SSSUPRE pUE SWwey Jnod ld m
£ pUR ‘2 L SWway aedwel m
NOLLIFS SIHL LI TdW0D "HIANIS

£9006 VD ‘sappsuy sorq
0001 “8es Naeg Lmuayy g/gg

SV me] auoisder



BEOB-D00-20-0E5L NSd 0202 Ainr | LBE Wwio- Sd
5129 h8922 0000 O0The 2204 .

P WAL A IR S =pel T

O Z22L L2 069L ZOVE 0656

O

LZOLE NIL "AOOMINTHEH
S 00% A.LINS OV1d AOOMLSHM 11T
o SsIppE ANop 5| OTTANVINVNHTLLTY Mg

s L i e e

X DEIGAG) DL UD SSApEE PUB SWEU AN0A JUld m
'R puR ' '} swey el m

NOLLI3S SIHL 3i3TdW0D "HIANIS

ST29 h922 Oonon O0The 2202
L9006 VD ‘sapPSuy sory

M —

H._hh *

ST29 k922 0ooo

LdIFO3H SNV Q314 | pe?
: nw”._._._b.:._n‘.' t.._fu.—mi.rr.m.w




£508-000-20-085L NS 0202 AP ' | | §E W04 5o
twwapwae  QETS h922 0000 OTh2 2202

 Rieneq petunsen Aisaa U0 1900% 1| (Fcpe) Ach T TNUIL] Jaciling eisdly 2
L iiﬂtﬂﬂm €S 2¢aL 2242 089L ZOVE 0656
e AT
(2026 NI ‘QOOMINHE
00% ALINS FOVId AOOMLSHM TIT
oiD iy 0TI MAVAVNOLOO @Y
{orsen poriii Aq paseosti R ™
X SSIBAR B UO SSRUDPE PUB SURL NOk juid

‘B PuR ‘2| swey asdwo) m
NOILDIS SIHL 1T TdWO0D 'HIAN3S

ungmufis Y

~ L20LE NI ‘AOOALNATNE
008 ALINS ADVId AOOMLSTM 111
11 NAVd VNOIMOD aMg

DETS h922 DOOD OTh2 220

¥ IN I .

L9006 VD ‘SIPIuy soy
0001 ISV e Unuan) 6/gy
DAV W ouoisdeny




£506-000-20-0852 NSd 0202 MNP 'L LBE 404 5d

W oy 9245 K922 0000 0T 320¢
Eﬁ.-iﬁuﬂilu. - PTGy Amanary U0 Jegnn T U] SRR Sy TEUELLT S Y W1 C
zsliaiﬁa-ﬁﬁiwm Fﬁuneh“mammn bL BLEL 2202 0692 2076 0656
st =i |1 R R TR
|
_ LTOLE NI "AOOMLNFTHE
NO  momassapprboppe'sany | 009 ELLINS ADV'IA QOOMISAM 111
11 WOSTOA (il .

S3) (] 41 Wal woy juejin ssappu Leneg 5 |

Kiaspq o ajeq 9 {iEy pojuiid) A panpoay

3S10/8) 641 UO SIAIPPE PUB BLLIEY INOA iU m
£ PUR Z '} Wiy sieidwon m
NOILLIIS SIHL 313 TdW0D “HIANIS

LZ0L€ NI, ‘OO LNIUE
00% 2.L1NS ADVTd AOOMISAM 111
011 NOST04 a¥d

8255 wA22 0000 OThe 2204
L9006 'V ‘sapduy soy

5V “wE suoIsdey

®2b5 h922 0OOO OTha pagy

_ Z 0001 “1seq Speq Amua)) g/gy

|

1 LdI303H vy .u___m_:_“..__._.#._.r ; E:E—

INIGC 1P ’
o JINID . T_.-...-._Lﬂ_ Q __




LZOLE NL "TOOMINTHE
00 FLINS 3DV 1d AOOALSHM 11T
271119071 ¥4

L

411539

1413034 SV O3
VNI IB1804 ‘5

et A B O

SELS h922 DOOD DTh2 2200

yiE0e Wk ofseisog

£S05-000-20-065L NS 0202 AinT ' | LBE Uu0d Sd

Amngag pes EEL
Kosng pooimiy | ASAGEE) PRELESOH AS8AR0 KO KE00) w’= =

usquLLLe Sl 11
Amingag psinmy ey DA |

e UEHLTALRGLIGD) lh._._i..ﬁ__v. o
o @ UL
PO T 0 ASAyg paues armis oy [
iR poesBay ammbs Y O
gEmbeg RN Akod O adfy eopues

on [ imoeq ssappe Anyap s ‘B3AN
s O] L1 L) WG] e SSsippe ARnEp €| i

Keaviag) jo 912G "D
“owssainpy O
weby O

AHIAITIO NO NDILD3S SIHI ETE RS0

LTOLE NI '0OMINTNY
00F ALINS ADV1d QOOMLSHA 111
OT1 ‘1a07T aHd

SELS hH22 0000 OThe 2202

T

BT T

Haspgag) oo ey O

c hao2 0ODO OThe 2200

| e A AR L) e sy T

L8 gL2s 2212 069. SOvh 0656

D00 000 00

[z0Ls NL ‘GOOMINHYH

00¢ A.LINS ADV1d AOONLSHA 1
71110071 O

ok G} P 941 UM UB3 8 154} 08
psiasal eij} UD SSaIppPE puR g nok JLiky m
" puR ‘2 | sy Madwod u

NOLLDFS SIHL 31T TEN0D "HIANTS

L9006 "V ‘SApEuY sor
0001 “15eH Hieg Aanmuad) /8]

AV me| ouoisden)




! jdjasay Winioh SiseuGg
EG08-000-20-0854 NSd 0202 Ane ' | 186 Wwed &4

o
E.Einﬁ!ﬂ 2hkS H922 0000 OThE 2204
flindimg parocgesy Amagan paon L 3 L y o= = | BN y
 SOmp00 armit ) " bmma o g o | DN YRS TS SRS Wi oy 2
A0 eauzh!.:vmﬂ Tingid-hﬂ:ﬂ‘sﬂ BEG BlgL 2212 0692 2006 DBSE
paiaygeay iztoi:_ﬁm e hinsgaq pajouisey ot ﬁ o .
o wememovtl A0 O A
Sy g Ay O addj eapusg p

_ LEOLE NIL *QOOMINANY

oND  wopqssance henspsue'szay | 00F ALINS HOVId AOOMLST,
ok [ 41t o Mmilh sea pre Aanga 0 | ITT VO OOA'TOH LA q,,_w:_

Aaneg o seg o _.EEEEREEEE
oausMPEY [
wely O X

SSI9AB BU) UD SSAIPDE DU e oA by @
aimppuBE g ‘EPW gL swey esdwon m

AHIAITIO NO NOLIATS SHiE 213 HNGS NOILD3IS SIHL 31 TTNOD HIONTS

m LZOLE NI ‘AOOMINHHH
00 T LINS HOVId AOOMLSHM 111
D71 VD 0OATOH LN i

et LZOLE NL ‘00O LNANE i
00 ALINS ADVId JOOMLSIM TIT |
T YD ODAIOH LW aNg g

=J
=)
ru
o U
31}
&
|
=]
=)
(=
o |
=
n
n
Ul
£
w
o}
£
n

X i =y mtma sy
n\W\-hﬂlo‘_I“ _!Ilhl!ull.ll g

27 ol

W s B B~ A pog e ghks h922 0000 OThe 2204
1 S ._.“ ] ] 4 u EEL! L9006 'VD ‘sapduy so

—7 0001 “1sv3 Seq Omusy ¢ygp

-

DdV ae|oumsder)

e e

1dI3034 1Y mw_u_hmw.m
,..,_E?._....w 121804 ‘SN




LTOLE NL ‘A0O0MILNTHE
00F ALINS IV Td TOOMLSHA 11
DT SNAHEVD
TTTHAASOY LV HTIIAHNANNAS

£ a8 § €

20719 w522 0000 OThe 22pe

LZOLE NL'OOOMINTHH
b—— 00% HLINS AIVId OO LS 1]
T SNAgEVD
ATHATSOHE LV TTHARTNINNS

LOTS w922 0000 OTh2 220e

NUQ) gy Of)Bdung

1dI303H SNYW Q31410430
. BINISS |B1SOd 'S

l

Al Ji i

~ TIDA T} B BU} LN UED G J8u 05
B PUE ‘2| Sway sisdwon
NOLLIFS SIHL LI TEN0I "HIANTS

L9006 "V ‘SIPBUY S0
0001 “1seH Sred Lmua) g/8]

5aV e uoNde)




Anpyigewodsd |

L20L§ NI ‘QOOMINTNE
00% ALIOS AOVId GOOMLSTA 111
1T ‘HONVY
NATUVH LV ITTAYINNNS -

g PuR ‘2 '} Sley ssdwo) w
NOLLD3S SIHL 33 T<W0D "HIAONIS

)
LZ0LE N ‘OO INTHE
00% S.LINS ADVId AOOMLISTA TTT
D71 ‘HONVYH
NATUVH LV ATTIAYTNINAS
|
SwCR-CO0 =T M § | OF B0V 'DONT Wit B4
=~J
{ o |
LZ0LE NI ‘AOOMLNANH iy
00% Z.LINS HOV1d AOOALISAM 1T |
1T *HONVH =
NAGUVH LV ITIAYANNAS |5
L |
a3 |
= |
{ i |
n
I
m
= 9TT9 K922 0000 OThe 2202 L9006 "D ‘SIpFuy soT
4 0001 I8eH Seg Aamud) GL81
Ao - A a0l
1dI303H SV Q314)1 47 Jd | J
...a.wu__:h..uw |e}sod w:
FEreny I f o




1

LTOLE NI "JOOMINTUH
00¥ A LINS HOVId JOOALSAM 11
IT1VSOH YINYS 10 SHOHAY (a4

S AZWAD | e st v 3 e

s

(LTS SR B |F SRS N0 [P L0 il 3Oy Mg o D
g 40 4

Aty ¥y .u______-_:._:..._u

1dI303H NIV Q3141143
~PINBG 1B1804 ‘g

E2T9 h922 DDOOD DTh2 2200

L70LE NLL '"AOOMINTYE
00 LIS HDV'1d QOOMLSHAN 11T
ITTVSOY VILNVS 40 SHOHHY dd

E2T9 h922 0000 OTh2 2200

A

L9006 VD ‘sIpBuY so
0001 “1sBE e Lmuar) §L81
AV “me| auoisde)




ELOT hf22 0000 OTh2 2202

TV 031411539

£506-000-20-085L NSd 0202 ANt ‘| L BE 404 Sd
ELDY w822 0000 OThe 2204

TR WIS Bl S Ry g

8L L2eL 2212 0B9L Z0VE 06SE

0 0

LTOLE NI ‘TOOMINTNH
00F ALIAS ADVTd AOOMLSHAL 111
OT1 .1LdN0D
NOLATHLY LV ATTANTININAS :

. ]

‘NOA 0} PreD el WMl LTI am 104y o8
S54AAR BU} U SSAIPPE puB BWwey nof Wiy =
'E PUR g °L swey :edwod m

NQILIFS SIHL LT ENOD "HITONIS

L9006 "V ‘SIBUY $07]
0001 “IseH “Yreq Lmud) SL8]



mlmao_.w uinY Grseinog

£506-000-20-065L NSd 0202 AT “|L LBE W04 54

] el Asmtag paoy 2029 K822 0000 OThe 2204
| it ST Aaea i al (0qUy OIS LGy ioysuttip] JeAUINK Biaihy 2
I hﬁwﬁﬁ%m d“-“ﬂghm_ﬁmm Se _.M_mn cG ”&Gmrmh cOrE D656
Plin ]
-~ -t | T
LZ0LE NL ‘QOOM LN
ONDI  moieq ssasppe ewep seoe ‘SIA I 00F H.LINS JADVId AOOMISHAN 111

864 [] AL Woy way aeyn ssaippe Lenme s | ONT ‘ODJdOEd ANO-ALNAML (1¥d

Lianjioq o eieg o | paiid) g paniooay] |
SUESAIPEY [

by 7 X
wngeuliis v

AHFAMIIO NO NOILDTS SiH) FLFT WO

TIOA U pURD S WIMa) UED 2 eyl 09
FSIANES DL LD SSAUPPT pue BWWeU oA U4 =

£ PUE 2| swey ;eidwon m
NOILD3S SIHL 3137402 ‘HIONTS

LTOLE NI ‘AOOMINTHH
00F ALINS AOVId AOOMLSHA I11
"ONI ‘0Dd0dd ANO-ALNIML (g

i
n
...:.._
H ru
=
[ =
) Sl |
=
=
F i |
o |
iy
% §029 h922 0000 OTh2 2204 L9006 VD ‘sapiuy soy
o 0001 sty Spreg Lmuan SL8I
: 7_7 —_— “ i
(s}
TV 031413




—_ i
8|820y wiiay sisalling £506-D00-20-0084 NS4 0202 ANl | L BE WwHo4 Bd
Ky pagyeeny ..ﬂ,!_.m__u___“n_ w922 D000 0The CEL

L = :
ﬁhﬂc_ﬁﬂﬂwﬁ ! (i St _..a..l:ﬂ%L ,..L_ (g @ONUEE LAY JapaURiD) ROLINN Ry 2 |
PO LS () ane Do vy oz 26 \22L 2212 069/ Z0V6 DBSE |
PRSI pasiloM 1T owmeg gﬂﬁ!ﬁmm |
e srezzveval V0N N0 R0 |
esaRiey ey Aoy o odi) adjaeg ‘g

LZOLE NL 'dOOALNHEEH

oN Dl iwoieq ssarppe Asaep seue 'Sk ) 00% FLINS OV 1d QOOALSHA 1
AL SonscrseNe R IMIN] | N ‘00dO ANOKINAALCRE - L

_fumnmq o eea ' {ocumy pon) hq pans9Y |
= . R
Eﬂmﬁw_caw“m x SEianal D) LD SERIDPT PUR BURU JNod Julid m

N £ PUD *Z 'L swey sodwo] m

AHFAMIZO NO NOLLDIS SIHE FLI W00 NOLLIFS SIHL F131aW0D ‘HIANIS

LT0LE NL "TOOMINETHS
00F HLINS ADV1d OOMLSIA [T
"ONI ‘0040 ANO-ALNAML iy

2bT9 h522 0000 0The 220

950N 1VIDId30 |
ﬁ RN

L9006 "VD ‘sapduy sor
0001 5B Sreq Lmudy) ¢/81

5V Ry suoisdery

2LT9 K922 0000 OTha 2200

1d1303H SIVW G3141LH39




I ithanay LMY Snsmung £500-000-20-08% 1 NSd 0Z0g AN ' | LEE Wiod Sd

Frrem marh |

Ay pol vy 6QT9 w922 0000 OThe 2204 |
NN Ry kg ol Ay v e T e S Y

LIS e sy o5 0
- O u_._.x..u.u.G i _..-w o
o]
PRI mop poamntay [
TV Dasw By 1
SRy oy Al e [

80 £Z2L 22l 069L 20PE 06

(R

LZOLE NL "TOOMINETHH
o0F SLLINS 2DV 1d QOO LSHAL T
N e e e ANVAWOD INTWIOVNVIN
B4 [ 4 WA Loy Waisy seaippe Kow|jep B g ANO-ALNIANL (4

MoAling jo 018g ‘D | (Eay pollzid A9 panmool 8
BTEROoY [ K
wally

VIR O e WA LD R Wi W L VS
DLRIBARI DL} UO STRIPDDD PUT SLEU NoA Ul =
‘B pUR 2 'L ey smdwed B

NOILATS SIHL 313 T4W0D 'H3IAN3S

aumuuflig W

AHIAITICO ND NOILDFS SiHL FULAEN0D

00F HLINS HOVTd QOOMLSHA 11T
ANVIROD INIWADVNYIN
ANO-ALNAML a¥4d 7

LZOLE NIL "TOOMILNTHY 7

bz B~ |

S9T9 h922 DOO0 OThe 2200

'l LZOLE NLL "QOOMINTHE
——  00F HLINS ADVId QOOMLSHA 11T
ANYdWOO INIWIOVNYIN
ANO-ALNAMAL a9
i

]
- B e Gy pe Db ||

ﬂ.ﬂ&..:zm_| “ I:“"l.._r_.

| S i w  w ML

23y s:avul

——— =4

SHTS h8922 QOO0 OThe 2204 -
L9006 VD ‘sapaduy sorp

- S a H 1Y ¢ {
iy ,q_ U _ | _u_. m O _Z— __ —_: ; _: 0001 1se5 e muary ¢z
” 2J|ABS 111804 ‘o




LZOLE NL ‘00O LNTdE
) 00+ A.LINS OV
_ AOOMLSAM ITT
ITT'00d0O¥d
YNVZEVL-SNIquVvO aid

e __ :
¢3.+.-b“u11m A o T ] ey
ﬂu‘m%

T 3S

©4T9 h922 0000 OTh2 2200

113034 SIVW A3141LHID

e (TR e 2
_.h..._....u.u._r.\ __'._ ..n..:_m S __

Iedjase Wiy peswung

ES06-000-20-0652 Nad D202 AN ' | L BE ULod Ed
IlIlIIIIIII|

9LT9 h922 DODOD OTh2 2202

Amemagg papsy o |
cu.,dn,__.”“_”“w.__m”_du_n_m%w o A i) pegopeviin uﬁﬂc“r”m_.mm _..._. ; (e SO .eﬁh@ﬁ.ﬂ..ﬁ#:.la..m.”w v i
>~ 50 ey G\ 222, 2242 DGAL 20¥6 0688
im0 tomamamnsmgsbercl [ AN INOPNRE 00
1|o.nmn<u iy hpsoned ol a.w_._...i._
LZ0LE NI 'd00ALNTHE
00k ALINS
AOVId QOOMLSHM ITT
2T1'00408d

en O iR peauppe Asayon Jogua ‘g3 )| ¢Z¢Nﬁ€h..m z_m—_ﬁm.m.m___mu 2
BRA [] 41 sy oy pasegys ssanpw Asair 5 | -

Aatsan i@ eiEg 0 fowmny cagu) Ag pesmoay *

‘MoK O QUED SU) LN LIBD oM JIRJ] 08
= X ©1 po

SEIGAR) BA) UO STDPE PUR SeU nod ulid m
T puR 2 |, Bwey 00D B

NOILLD3S SIHL LI TdNO0D THIAN3S

aryEufig W

AHFAMTIO0 NO NOILDTS SIME TETTNOD

LZOLE NL "AOOMINTHI
00¥ ALINS
HOV'Id AOOMISIM 111
ITT°'0Dd0ud
VYNVZUVL-SNATIVO (g

#LT9 h922 000D OTh? 2202

il

L9006 VD ‘SIP8uY s
0001 1583 Naegd Amual) g/9]
3V Ae| suoisde))

TVYW 031411839



']
H

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

® Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Sjgnature
® Print your name and address on the reverse X /D}g‘“'-—‘
am thak taim e ke AL~ 8 x- . 1 Addressee
3. Recelved by (Printed Nams) C. Date of Delivery

BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC. ). Is delivery address different from item 1?7 g Leos

If YES, enter delivery address below:

111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
3. Service Type O Priority Mall Express®
O Adult Signatura O Reglstered Mall™
LT o LA < e A
Certified Mail® Dellvery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 31 Certified Mall Restricted Dellvery [ Signature Confirmation™
O Collect on Delivery O Signature Confinmation

2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) | O Collect on Dellvery Restricted Delivery Restricted Dellvery

2022 2410 0000 22kY4 bOL? Testited Dellvery
: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Recelpt

SENDER: CGMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIG SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Cémplete tems 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
® Print your name and address on the reverse X ME“‘
so that we can return the card to you. | O Addressee
B - T L e ¥Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery
TU & Is delivery address different from item 17 [ Yes
BROOKDALE ORERATIONS,ALC If YES, enter delivery address below: [ No
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
ervice Type [ Priority Mail Express®
O Adult Signature O Registered Mail™
ERTN I ARIDU RN (oot o oy B e
Certified Mail® Delivery A
Certified Mall Restricted Dellve O Slgnature Confirmation
9590 9402 7690 21227220 24 O Collect on Dellvery i O Signature Confirmation
2, Articla Niimhar fTrancfor fonrm anesins lobo 1M Pallans ~n Nglivery Restricted Dellvery  Restricted Delivery
7022 2410 0000 22k4 5980  Restricted Dellvery
- [ [aver $500)
: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt
1

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

® Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
H Print your name and address on the reverse

—— dleadk s ann sabiiven b Anvel 4 sian

et
[ Addressee
ReceiVed by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery

i BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC Is delisvery adt‘ijrelss diffe;eé\t fronl; i’:em 1? g ;es
if YES, enter delivery address below: [¢]
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

Service Type O Priarity Mail Express®

3.

[0 Adult Signature O Registered Mall™

[ Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery jm] Regfvtstamd Mail Restricted
i@ Certified Mall® Delivery

O Certified Mall Restricted Dellvery L1 Signature Confirmation™
9590 9402 7690 2122 7219 28 et = gigr;mm%a?mm"
i O Collect on Dellvery Restricted Delivery estric ellvery
2. Atticle Number (Transfer from service label) O il

\ﬁll Restricted Dellvery

‘022 2410 0000 22kLY4 5751
« PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt




COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature

B Print your name and address on the reverse L] Agent

|
|
so that we can return the card to you. | O3 Addressee
B. Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery I
I ]
D. Is delivery address diffetent from item 1? [ Yes |
BROOKDALE LIVING If YES, enter dellvery address below:  [] No |
COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA |
-SAN MARCOS, LLC !
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 |
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 |
-. Service Type O Priority Mall Express® |
O Adult Signature O Reglstered Mall™
RV e e =
et ai elivery
8590 9402 7690 2122 7221 30 O Certified Mall Restricted Delivery O Signature Conflrmation™
' O Collect on Delivery O Signature Confirmation
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) | O Collect on Nelivery Restricted Dellvery  Restricted Delivery

_ -pga 2410 0000 22k4 BOBE . Resveedodey .

; PS Fofm 381 1, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt

1
3

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION OMP ON ON D R
A. Signature

® Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

E Print your name and address on the reverse X Agent
en that wa ran return the card to you. l - 0 Addressee
3. Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery
i 3. Is delivery address different from item 17 I Yes
BROOKDALE LIVING if YES, enter delivery address below: O No
COMMUNITIES OF
CALIFORNIA, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
Service Type  Prigrity Mall Express®
LT T e 5 e
O Adult Signature Restricted Delivery 1 Registered Mail Restricted
% Satiod Ma"@sstlcted Dellve ju} ga i::lrgra Confirmation
O Certified Mall R i M
9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 23 B L oy S contvml
7 Atinla Numhar (Transfer from service label) bt e e ik
7022 2410 0000 22eY4 59kb i Restroted Defvery
1 PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature =
B Print your name and address on the reverse X M |
e e [ Addressee {

3. Received by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery |

|

|

BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC. ). Is delivery address different from item 12 £ Yes
ES, i low:
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 If YES, enter delivery address below: O No |

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 |
|
|

; 3. Service Type O Priority Mail Express®

[ Adult Signature O Reglstered Mall™
Adult Signature Restricted Delivery I Registerad Mail Restricted
Certifled Mail® Dalivery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 55 Certified Mail Restricted Delivery 0 Signature Conflrmation™
O Collect on Dslivery O Signature Confirmation
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) E ﬁcsalllj?:; ?aalﬁellvery Restricted Dealivery Restricted Delivery
7022 2410 0000 28kY 5997 i

; PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt



SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature |

H Print your name and address on the reverse X [‘ /\ /\ﬂge_nt/ |
so that we can return the card to vou. ] Addresses

. Reeeived by (Printed Name) C. Date of Dellvery |

" BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC,  * Is delvery addros dfrert rom o 7 11 Yes
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 ERETEITE AT L E IR

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 |
|
|

y o, Service Type O Priority Mall Express®

[ Adutt Signature [ Reglstered Mail™ |

3 Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery [ Registered Mail Restricted

B Certified Mall® Dejivary |

9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 85 O Certified Mall Restricted Dellvery 0O Signature Conflrmation™
1 Collect on Dellvery O Signature Confirmation ‘
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) | 3 Coltect on Delivery Restricted Dellvery  Restricted Dellvery
7022 2410 0000 22k4 L208 sticted Devery
: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Heceiq

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
B Print your name and address on the reverse X = nt

so that we can return the card to vou. Addresses
3. Received by (Printed Name) G. Date of Delivery

BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE > s delueryaddress difernt fom tom 12 ) 8
SERVICES — CORPORATE, L1LC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE ;
SUITE 400 3
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
a. Service Type O Priority Mall Express®
O Adult Signature O Registered Mall™
LAARNSAUINE RETTOMINHD (B S memmsmamy  BEEE R e
I Certified Mail® ivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7219 35 0 Certified Mail Restricted Delivery O Signature Conflrmation™
EI Collect on Delivery O Signature Confirmation
2. Article Number (Tranzfar fram cnnsias 1=t e a1 1| e ﬁehvery Restricted Delivery ~ Restricted Delivery
oaoo EEE‘ il Restricted Dell
7022 2410 L (ovar i PeoSHicted Delery ‘
1 PS Form 3811 July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-0053 Domestic Return Receipt

e - g e

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

B Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the card to vou.

}. Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Dehvery
& ). Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes
SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE l? Ygé‘{eenrqér J:l?\fery :rdec?resgnGellgw: I No
GARDENS LLC

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 :

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 |

I

!

3. Service Type O Priority Mall Express® |

O Adult Signature O Registered Mall™ |

DAY RTINS Aot s B et

B %g m‘:%esmm Dellv O gle :,;trgre Confirmation™

9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 61 O Collect on Dellvery id m] Slgnature Confirmation |

& o - AL L= Memnndar frnrm condira laholl 13 Collect onalil)ellvery Restricted Dellvery Restricted Delivery |

022 EILD oooo 22k4 L1LO9 il Restricted Deflvery

e

: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Recelpt



SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

H Print your name and address on the reverse
~nm that wia ran rahiirn tha nard ta vors.

xignature

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

L1 Agent
[ Addressee

o Recelved by (Printed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

' EMERITUS PROPERTIES

XVI, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

Is delivery address different from item 1?2 I Yes
If YES, enter delivery address below:

I No

u. vervice Type
O Adult Signature
O Adult Signature Restricted Delivery |
Certified Mail®
Certifled Mall Restricted Dellvery
O Collect on Delivery
| O Collect on I?ellvery Restricted Dellvery

) AR RN AR

9590 9402 7690 2122 7219 97

2. Article Number (Transfer from service label)

7022 2410 0000 224 5881

Mail
%?ll Restricted Delivery

O Prlority Mell Express®

O Reglstered Mail™

O Reglstered Mall Resiricted
Delivery

O Signature Confirmation™

O Signature Confimation
Restricted Dellvery

1
1
i

PS Form 3811,

uly 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

i

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

i Ty

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

B Print your name and address on the reverse
<n that wa ean return the card to vou.

ON ON D
e

—
A. Signatu

gent
K LA _e

Domestic Return Receipt

I Received by (Prinfed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

Is delivery address different from ltem 1? [ Yes

BREA EMERITUS LLC If YES, enter delivery address below:  [] No
111 WESTWOQOD
SUITE 400PLACE
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
NI (P — B

9590 9402 7690 2122 7219 80 O Gertified Mall Restricted Delivery
O Collect on Delivery

2, Article Number (Transfer from service label) 13 Collect on Delivery Restricted Delivery

7022 2410 0000 22kY4 5&7H

alt
?H Restricted Dellvery

3 Signature Confirmation™
[ Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery

+ PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

e ) =

SENDER: COMFLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A, Signature

Domestlc Return Recelpt

CONPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

# Print your name and address on the reverse X /C A O Agent
so that we can return the card to you. = Addre_ssee
' Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery |
] Is delivery address different from item 17 LJ Yes
BROOKDALE VEHICLE Ifs Ygé\:egt‘:r J:I?\?er;/ :dc?res:rgt;lgnw-l: O No
HOLDING, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 4060

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

iervice Type
O Adult Signature
O Adult Signature Restricted Delivery
19 Certifled Mail®
O Coertifled Mall Restricted Delivery

O Collect on Dellvery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 17
O Collect on Delivery Restricted Delivery

Article Number (Transfer from service label) ) eqon

*022 2410 0000 22kY4 5973

tricted Dellvery

O Priority Mall Express®

O Registered Mall™

O Registered Mall Restricted
Dellvery

O Signature Conflrmation™

O Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery

S Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

Domestic Return Recelpt




SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

@ Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
W Print your name and address on the reverse

LLAGent
! [ Addressee
Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery

—5 3KD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC s delivery address different from item 17 L Yes
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 If YES, enter delivery address below: O No

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
3. Service Type O Priority Mall Express®
[ Adult Signature O Reglstered Mall™
0 lc\:g‘tf'gg;nmagﬁg Restricted Dellvery [m} ge' Istered Mall Restricted
ifi elivery
0590 9402 7690 2122 7219 04 Certified Mail Restricted Delivery O Signature Confirmation™
3 Collect on Dellvery 0 Signature Conflrmation
n  Audinla Numher (Transfer from service label) | El‘ IColla‘e:"t1 malﬁellvery Restricted Delivery Restricted Delivery
o
7022 2410 0000 22LY L1233 re Vil Restcted Dalvery
i
: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestlc Return Receipt

3

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION OomMP ON ON D R

@ Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
B Print your name and address on the reverse X O Agent
so that we can return the card to you. [ Addressee
"3, Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery

). Is delivery address different from item 1? O Yes

BROOKDALE LIVING If YES, enter delivery address below: [ No
COMMUNITIES, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 il
Service Type £ Priority Mail Express® |
{3 Adult Signature [ Registered Mail™
1O O ATOC TR RN | S S ety & Retr i it
Cortifled Mall® Delivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 48 Certifisd Mall Restricted Delivery {1 Sianature Confirmation™
[ Collect on Delivery i Signature Confirmation
2 RS TRTES e e LR T | C1 Collect on Dellvery Restricted Dellvery Restricted Delivery
7022 2410 0OOO0 22kY4 kOOO stricted Dellvery
| o pouu) ¢
« PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-8053 Domestic Return Receipt
SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION OoMP ON ON D R
® Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
E Print your name and address on the reverse X \ O Agent
an that wa ran ratiirn tha Aard $a uno [ Addressee
a RecelVed by (Printed Name) C. Date of Dellvery
1 Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes
EMERITUS CORPORAEHON if YES, enter delivery address below: I No
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
|
—
3. Service Type O Priority Mall Express® |
DUARRACAO WA (sassme 0 e
Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery O Registered Mall Restricted
Certified Mall® Deiivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 00 Certlfied Mall Restricted Délivery [ Signature Conflrmation™
O Collect on Dellvery O Signature Con_flrmation |
2. Article Number (Transfer from service labei) | g ﬁ:lll;er:; m""v"’y Restricted Dellvery  Restricted Delivery :
astricted Dellvery |

7022 2410 0O0OO0 22kY4 58L7Y
+ PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Recelpt




COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

m Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
B Print your name and address on the reverse x\ W
so that we can return the ecard ta ven 1 Addressee

3. Receivad by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery

oD ). Is deli ddress different from item 1?7 [ Yes
SUMMERVILLEAT S TRY2 o ey e on: | TN
Y

111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400

BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
3. Service Type O Priority Mall Express®
O Adult Signature O Registerad Mall™
TR TTEITLIT e e

W9 Certified Mail® ) i glalivery FAE
O Certified Mail Restricted Delivery gnature Confirmation

9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 93 O Collect on Delivery 0O Signature Confirmation

2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) | O Collect on Delivery Restricted Dellvery Restricted Delivery
’ I Mail
7022 2410 0000 22kY4 kOS5 Vil et Dlvery
: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
B Print your name and address on the reverse X : L1 Agent
so that we can return the card to vou. / [ Addressee
I . Received By (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery
T v . Is delivery address different from item 1?2 [ Yes
BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE Jf YES, enter delivery address below; [ No |
SERVICES, LLC :
111 WESTWOOD PLACE |
SUITE 400 |
“"BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 |
)
o. oervice Type O Priority Mall Express®
AN AT MR |5 e
O Adult Signature Restricted Delivery O Registerad Mail Restricted
i Centified Mail® Delivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7219 66 3 Certified Mall Restricted Delivery {1 Signature Confirmation™
O Collect on Dellvery 0 Signature Conflrmation
2. Article Nuiber (Transfer from service label) j ciCalieat oniDeteey HectrotedDulvery muiissticiedbelkon
7022 2410 0000 22bL4 5904 i) :
: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-8053 - Domestic Return Receipt
SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature

| Print your name and address on the reverse X M
s0 that we can return the card tn van [J Addresses

i . Received by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery

] NIOR LIVING | s delivery address different from ftem 17 L Yes
BROOI{DALE SE If YES, enter delivery address bélgw: 1 No

COMMUNITIES, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
3. Service T ori 55
MW | e
Eg‘;gﬁ%ﬁg Reslricled Deflvery [ Registored Mall Restricted
9590 9402 7690 2122 721973 O Certified Mail Restricted Delivary [} S{:;vr:rgre Confirmation™
= O Collect on Delivery O Signature Gonfirmation
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) 10 Collest an Nelivery Restricted Dellvery  Rastricted Delivery
7022 ci410 gooa bl 58494 stricted Dellvery

Ve O]

« PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Recelpt



SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

m Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
W Print your name and address on the reverse

A A TR

OMP
A. Sighature
X
so that we can return the card to vou. I
RecelVed by (Printed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

_1

Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes

O No

BROOKDALE if YES, enter delivery address below:
CHA R ,
111 WEIETS\E/I(‘TI(‘;)I;{PIIT&(C:E
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
_. service Type
VAR ATTARINN (GRS nmsomer

O Certified Mall Restricted Deflvery
O Collect on Delivery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 79
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label) = E‘_"_'fﬁ?’,‘qgelwew Restricted Dellvery

7022 2410 0000 22kY4 kO2y R

[0 Prlority Mall Express®

[ Reglstered Mail™

O Registerad Mall Restricted
Delivery

3 Signature Confirmation™

[ Signature Confirmation
Restricted Dellvery

; PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

Domestic Return Recelpt

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON

X

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

B Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the rard ta vare

ressea |

DELIVERY

B. Received by (Fliniad.defie)

C. Date of Delivery

SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON
COURT LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

If YES, enter delivery address

D. Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes

below: 1 No I
|
|

3. Service Type

O Adult Signature

gAduIt Signature Restricted Dellvery
Certified Mail®

8 Certified Mall Restricted Dellvery

1 Collect on Dellvery

10 Collect an Delivery Restricted Delivery

c

) i )

9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 54
2. Article Number (Transfer from service fabell

2022 2410 0000 22k4 b0k

|
| Restricted Delivery

O Priority Mail Express®

O Registered Mail™

0O Registerad Mail Restricted
Delivery

0 Signature Confirmation™

3 Signature Conflrmation
Restricted Delivery

: PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON
® Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signature
B Print your name and address on the reverse X l /r\

an that wa can retiirn the pard ta vann

Domestic Return Receipt

DELIVERY

O Agent
fessee

B. Recelvetrsy{Printed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

BKD TWENTY-ONE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

if YES, enter delivery address

D. s delivery address different from item 1?7 [ Yes

below: 1 No

a. Service Type

03 Adult Signaturs
Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery
Certifind Mall®
Certified Mall Restricted Dellvery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7222 08
[ Collect on Dellvery
2. Aricle Niimher (Transfer fram eardra Iohall 1 0 Collect on Dallvery Restricted Dellvery

7022 2410 DODO 224 Bl

Restricted Delivery

L ]

O Priority Mall Exprass®

[ Registerad Mail™

[ Registered Mail Restricted|
Delivery -

O Signature Confirmation™

[ Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivary

« PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

Domestic Return Receipt



SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

@ Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the card to you.

T A\

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

gent
Addressee

. Received by (Printed

C. Date of Delivery

. Is delivery address different from ttem 1? [ Yes

BKD G ARDENS-T ARZANA If YES, enter dellvery address below:  [J No
PROPCO, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027 - -
_. Jervice Type O Prior re
I [ o SR

O Certified Mall Restricted Delivery
[J Collect on Delivery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7222 15
2. Avticle Number (Transfer from service label) |2 ff‘:!'::‘:?\;‘aﬁe""ery Restricted Delivery

7022 2410 0000 22eky L178 il Restricted Dellvery

O Slignature Confirmation™
£ Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery

. PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON O

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
B Print your name and address on the reverse

an that e Anr vadioae a0 o

Domestic Return Receipt

.. Recelved by (Printed Name)

A. Signature
X Agent
O Addressee

C. Date of Delivery

BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

. Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes
If YES, enter delivery address below:

O No

3. Service Type

O Adult Signature

L1 Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery

B Certified Mall®

O Certified Mall Restricied Delivery

O Collect an Delivery

I Cnllant ~~ Palivery Restricted Dellvery

A A A

9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 92

2, Article Number (Transfer from service lahah

O Priority Mail Express®
[J Reglstered Mall™

O Registered Mail Restrictey!
Dalivery

O Signature Confirmation™
O Signature Confinmation
Restricted Delivery

7022 2410 0000 2264 bLI2  seerceaeney
; PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

® Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

B Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the rard ta van

T

D_ .
[ Addresses

Vo

B. Recelved by (Printed ﬁame)

C. Date of Delivery

SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC.
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

D. Is delivery address different from ltem 1? [ Yes
If YES, enter delivery address below:

[ No

3. Service Type

[ Aduit Signature

O Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery
Certified Mall®
Certified Mall Restricted Delivery

O Collect on Dellvery

'™ =t Dalivery Restricted Dellvery

T OO

9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 86
2. Article Ninmher (Transfar fram csminn taban b

7022 2uL0 0000 22kY4 I:El'-if& oer s e Dty

O Priority Mall Express® |
LI Registared Mail™
£ Registored Mai Reﬁtr]ctedl
Delivery
01 Signature Confirmation™ |
O Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signatu
B Print your name and address on the reverse X /L /\E Agent
so that we can return the card to vou. Addresses

3 Hecelve'd_sy (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery

). Is delivery address different from item 17 [ Yes

BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT If YES, enter delivery address below: [ No

OF CALIFOI;{NIA, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE
SUITE 400 .
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
3. Service Type [ Priority Mall Express®
[ Adult Signature [ Reglstered Mail™
TR e S
§ Certified Mail® Delivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7220 62 O Certified Mall Restricted Delivery [ Signature Confirmation™
0 Collect on Delivery [ Signature Confirmation
[y 031 :ellvery Restricted Dellvery ~ Restricted Dellvery
= ?DEE qulu UDDD EEEL‘ E l,_.ios:;;?sauo?mastﬁc!edmnvery
PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION omP ON ON D R

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signgture
# Print your name and address on the reverse X
so that we can return the card to you. L Addresses
& R | B. Received by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery
=1 Is delivery address different from item 12 [ Yes
SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON If YES, enter delivery address below: [ No
COURTLIC - -
111 WESTWOOGD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWO OD, TN 37027
rvice Type 0 Priority Mall Express®
ndult Signature O Registered Mail™
TR T .=
Certified Mall® Delivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 78 O Certifled Mall Restricted Delivery O Signature Confirmation™
[3 Collect on Delivery O Signatura Confirmation
2, Artinla Number (Transfer from service label) | O Collect on Delivery Restricted Delivery ~ Restricted Delivery
7022 2410 0000 22kY4 LO93 Restricted Delvery
i PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053 Domestic Return Receipt |

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. A. Signagire
g Prmt your name and address on the reverse

| . Recelved by (Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery
SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN . Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes
RANCH, LLC If YES, enter dellvery address below: [ No
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
3. Service Type O Priority Mall Express®
[ Adult Signature 1 Reglstered MallTM
LAY e . =
Certified Mail® Daiivery
9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 09 0 Certified Mall Restricted Delivery O Signature Confirmation™ |
0 Collect on Delivery O Signature Confirmation
[ S T T | O Collect czllalﬁellvery Restricted Dellvery ~ Restricted Delivery |
7022 E"-ilﬂ 0000 22LYy E.].ll: Mall Restcted Datvery |
. 3 |
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

E Complete items™1, 2, and 3.
H Print your name apd address on the reverse

SR L

A. Signature,
it
X

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

[ Addressee

B. Recelved by (Printed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

|

D. Is delivery address different from item 1? [ Yes
If YES, enter dellvery address below:

|
O No j
|
J

3. Service Type

O Adult Signature

J Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery |
@ Certifled Mail®

(3 Certifiled Mail Restricted Delivery

{3 Collect on Delivery
| I Collect on Delivery Restricted Dellvery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7218 98
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label)

7022 2410 0000 EEEF_S':WE

Aall
ﬂe;ll Restricted Delivery

0 Priority Mall Express® ‘

0O Registerad Mall™

O Registerad Mail Restricted
Delivery

O Signature Conflrmation™

[ Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

E Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the card to you.

A. Signature
X

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

Domestic Return Receipt

[ Addressee

" 3, Redeiled by (Printed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

). Is delivery address different from item 17 L Yes

|
l
[ No 1'
l

BKD LOI;JIAE]I-_‘ECSUITE o If YES, enter delivery address below:
ooD P
H W]E;TEzTWOOD, TN 37027
i
<. Service Ty
QLT TTTETELTT e =

9590 9402 7690 2122 7218 81 Certified Mall Restricted Dellvery
O Collect on Delivery

2, Artirla Numhar (Transfer fram service lahel) | O Collect on Dellvery Restricted Dellvery

7022 2410 0000 22k4 5935

stricted Delivery

3 Signature Conflrmation™
O Signature Confirmation'
Restricted Dellvery

1

1 PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

§
i

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

A. Signature

E Complets items 1, 2, and 3.

Domestic Return Receipt

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

B Print your name and address on the reverse O Agent
so that we can return the card to you. I X C A /\‘ﬁ%cm’reﬂ
.- Recelved by (Primtet Nams) C. Dafe of Delivery
T Is delivery address different from ftem 17 LJ Yes
BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC IstEé\:egtaer J:l?\?er;l :Eiegresrgn;ellgan: O No
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

w. wstvice Type

O Adult Signature

[J Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery

@ Certified Mail®

O Certifled Mall Restricted Dellvery

O Collect on Dellvery

| O Collect on Delivery Restricted Dellvery

9590 9402 7690 2122 7222 53
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label)

7022 2410 0000 22kY EL_EI'_D‘

Restricted Dellvery
ST

O Priority Mall Express®

O Reglstered Mail™

a Haﬁiaterad Mail Restricted
Deiivery

|
0 Signature Conflrmation™

O Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery |
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION OMP ON O

A. Signature
x M/\

8 Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
B Print your name and address on the reverse

anm that us aan ratiirn tha Aavd +A van

Agent
[ Addressee

= Recelved by (Prinfed Name)

C. Date of Delivery

i BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE =
SERVICES, LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

Is delivery address different from item 1?2 [ Yes
T YES, enter delivery address below:

O No

1
I

3. Service Type
0 Adult Signaturs
O Adult Signature Restricted Dellvery
@ Certified Mall® :
O Certified Mall Restricted Delivery
O Coltect on Dellvery
| O Collect on Delivery Restricted Delivery

) A KL A R

9590 9402 7690 2122 7222 22

2. Article Number (Transfer from service labell

7022 2410 0000 22k4 bLSH

viall
Viall Restricted Dellv
J0) 0

e e

[ Priority Mall Express®

0O Reglstered Mail™

[m] Reﬁisterad Mail Restricted
Dellvery

O Slgnature Confirmation™
0O Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery

PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

Domestlc Return Receipt

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

8 Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
B Print your name and address on the reverse

- Llaad sism mmin vabien dlha AArAl A viAan

A. Sigpature
1 Agen
X LA N B

B Received by (Printed Name)

C. Date of Delivery |

T BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 469
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

Is delivery address different from item 17 [ Yes
If YES, enter delivery address below:

|
I
[ No I
|
|

Service Type

S,

O Adult Slgnature
Adutt Signature Restricted Delivery
Certified Mail®

9590 9402 7690 2122 7222 46 I Cortifid Mall Restrioted Delvery

0 Collect on Delivery
2, Ainla Nuimher (Trancfor fram canvira lahall

| O Collect on Dellvery Restricted Delivery

7022 2410 0000 22kY4 E215

stricted Delivery

ot A

O Priority Mall Express®

O Reglstered Mall™

0O Registered Mail Restricted
Delivery

0O Signature Confirmation™

O Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery

; PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

Domestic Return Receipt



SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SEC 110N Uiy
®m Complete items 1, 2, and 3.

® Print your name and address on the reverse

so that we can return the card to you.
3. Received by (Printed Na

welIVES,

3. Is delivery address different from item 17 1 Yes

below: O No

BRméIé];II;I{\IOTVR%NT If YES, enter delivery address
111 WESTWOOD PLAC]-,E SUITE 400
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027
I Sz s

Cartified Mall Restricted Delivery
O Collect on Dellvery
| O Collect on DeliveryRestricted Delivery.

9590 9402 7690 2122 7221 16
2. Article Number (Transfer from service label}

7022 2410 0000 22k4 5959

1 Priority Mall Express®

O Registered Mall™

[ Reglstered Mail Restricted
Delivery

[0 Signature Confirmation™

O Signature Confirmation
Restricted Delivery

. PS Form 3811, July 2020 PSN 7530-02-000-9053

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

A. Signature

= Complete items 1, 2, and 3.
X |

® Print your name and address on the reverse

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

. Pomestic Feturn Receipt |

[ Agent
e

| ——— - Rebelved by-Printed Name) C. Date of Delivery
7 BKD FOLSOM LLC " Is delivery address different from ftem 1? LI Yes
111 WESTWOOD PLACE SUITE 400 If YES, enter delivery address below: O No
BRENTWOOD, TN 37027

n

3. Service Type

* 0 Priority Mail Express®

[ Adult Signature [1Fegisterad Mail™
1 Adult Signatura Restrigted Delivary D-‘He;f‘ils'bsred Mail Restricted
m] ga:tllgx mummﬁm Dalivery [m} gi.;n etrgm Cc‘nﬂm:u'lgnﬂ
el & 1}
9590 9402 7690 2122 7218 74 5l Carect onDali s O Sigratufe Confiniaion
5 Artirla Niimbar (Tranciar fram eondira lahall | O Collect ohrn'nall:ll_auwarjf Restricted Delivery Restricted Delivity
2022 2410 0000 224 54286 Ml Resticted Delivery
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COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY
B Complete items 1,2,and 3,

B Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the card to you.
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	1. This is an enforcement action under the Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, California Labor Code sections 2698, et seq. (“PAGA”) to recover civil penalties and any other available relief on behalf of Plaintiff, the State of Californi...
	2. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to the California Constitution, Article VI, section 10.  The statute under which this action is brought does not specify any other basis for jurisdiction.
	3. This Court has jurisdiction over all Defendants because, on information and belief, Defendants are either citizens of California, have sufficient minimum contacts in California, or otherwise intentionally avail themselves of the California market s...
	4. Venue is proper in this Court because Defendants employ or employed persons within the County of Santa Clara and have violated the requirements of the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order in this county which give rise to the penalti...
	5. California Labor Code sections 2698, et seq., the “Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004” (“PAGA”), authorize aggrieved employees to sue as private attorneys general their current or former employers for various civil penalties for viola...
	6. Plaintiff Destiny Hernandez is a resident of Roseville, in Placer County, California.  Defendants employed Plaintiff as an hourly paid, non-exempt Care Giver from approximately October 2022 to June 2023.  Plaintiff worked for Defendants at their fa...
	7. EMERITUS CORPORATION was and is, upon information and belief, a Washington corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	8. BREA EMERITUS LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	9. EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Nevada corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	10. BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	11. BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	12. BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES – CORPORATE, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of Cal...
	13. BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	14. BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALIFORNIA, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of Californ...
	15. BROOKDALE CHANCELLOR, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	16. BROOKDALE GARDENS, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	17. BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	18. BROOKDALE WELLINGTON, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	19. BROOKDALE OPERATIONS, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	20. BROOKDALE VEHICLE HOLDING, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	21. BROOKDALE PROVIDENT MANAGEMENT, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	22. BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of ...
	23. BROOKDALE LIVING COMMUNITIES OF CALIFORNIA-SAN MARCOS, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and th...
	24. SUMMERVILLE AT HERITAGE PLACE, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	25. SUMMERVILLE AT BARRINGTON COURT LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	26. SUMMERVILLE AT FAIRWOOD MANOR, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	27. SUMMERVILLE AT COBBCO, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a California corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	28. SUMMERVILLE AT ROSEVILLE GARDENS LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	29. SUMMERVILLE AT HARDEN RANCH, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	30. SUMMERVILLE AT ATHERTON COURT LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	31. BKD TWENTY-ONE PROPCO, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	32. BKD TWENTY-ONE OPCO, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	33. BKD TWENTY-ONE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC. was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware corporation, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	34. BKD GARDENS-TARZANA PROPCO, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	35. BKD PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	36. BKD CORONA LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	37. BKD KETTLEMAN LANE LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	38. BKD CORTONA PARK, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	39. BKD FOLSOM LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	40. BKD LODI, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	41. BKD FM7 HOLDCO CA, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	42. BKD ARBORS OF SANTA ROSA, LLC was and is, upon information and belief, a Delaware limited liability company, and at all times hereinafter mentioned, an employer whose employees are engaged throughout this county and the State of California.
	43. Plaintiff is unaware of the true names or capacities of the Defendants sued herein under the fictitious names DOES 1 through 10, but will seek leave of this Court to amend the complaint and serve such fictitiously named Defendants once their names...
	44. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that DOES 1 through 10 were the partners, agents, owners, or managers of EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BR...
	45. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that each and all of the acts and omissions alleged herein was performed by, or is attributable to, EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR L...
	46. At all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, ratified each and every act or omission complained of herein.  At all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, aided and abetted the acts and omissions of each and all the other Defendants ...
	47. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that each of said Defendants is in some manner intentionally, negligently, or otherwise responsible for the acts, omissions, occurrences, and transactions alleged herein.
	48. Under California law, Defendants are jointly and severally liable as employers for the violations alleged herein because they have each exercised sufficient control over the wages, hours, working conditions, and employment status of Plaintiff and ...
	49. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, have acted as joint employers with respect to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees because Defendants have:
	50. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all relevant times there has existed a unity of interest and ownership between Defendants such that any individuality and separateness between the entities has ceased.
	51. EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; EMERITUS PROPERTIES XVI, INC.; BROOKDALE SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES, INC.; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES, LLC; BROOKDALE EMPLOYEE SERVICES – CORPORATE, LLC; BROOKDALE LIBERTY, LLC; BROOKDALE MANAGEMENT OF CALI...
	52. Adherence to the fiction of the separate existence of Defendants would permit an abuse of the corporate privilege, and would promote injustice by protecting Defendants from liability for the wrongful acts committed by them under the name EMERITUS.
	53. Plaintiff further alleges, upon information and belief, that Defendants EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; Emeritus Properties XVI, Inc.; Brookdale Senior Living Communities, Inc.; Brookdale Employee Services, LLC; Brookdale Employee Service...
	(a) On the California Secretary of State’s website (https://bizfileonline.sos.ca.gov/), EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; Emeritus Properties XVI, Inc.; Brookdale Senior Living Communities, Inc.; Brookdale Employee Services, LLC; Brookdale Empl...
	(b) According to information filed with the California Secretary of State, EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; Emeritus Properties XVI, Inc.; Brookdale Senior Living Communities, Inc.; Brookdale Employee Services, LLC; Brookdale Employee Services...
	(c) On information and belief, EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; Emeritus Properties XVI, Inc.; Brookdale Senior Living Communities, Inc.; Brookdale Employee Services, LLC; Brookdale Employee Services – Corporate, LLC; Brookdale Liberty, LLC; B...
	(d) On information and belief, EMERITUS CORPORATION; BREA EMERITUS LLC; Emeritus Properties XVI, Inc.; Brookdale Senior Living Communities, Inc.; Brookdale Employee Services, LLC; Brookdale Employee Services – Corporate, LLC; Brookdale Liberty, LLC; B...

	54. Defendants own and operate retirement homes across the United States with approximately 42 facilities in California.  Upon information and belief, Defendants maintain a single, centralized Human Resources (“HR”) department at their corporate headq...
	55. In particular, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees, on information and belief, received the same standardized documents and/or written policies.  Upon information and belief, the usage of standardized documents and/or written policie...
	56. Upon information and belief, Defendants maintain a centralized Payroll department at their corporate headquarters in Brentwood, Tennessee, which processes payroll for all non-exempt, hourly paid employees working for Defendants at their various lo...
	57. Defendants continue to employ non-exempt or hourly paid employees in California.
	58. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein mentioned, Defendants were advised by skilled lawyers and other professionals, employees and advisors knowledgeable about California labor and wage law, employment a...
	59. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid for all hours worked because all hours worked were not recorded.
	60. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive certain wages for overtime compensation and that they were not recei...
	61. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to be paid at a regular rate of pay, and corresponding rates of pay for overtime wages and/or...
	62. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not recei...
	63. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to meal periods in accordance with the California Labor Code and applicable IWC...
	64. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to rest periods in accordance with the California Labor Code and applicable IWC...
	65. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive complete and accurate wage statements in accordance with California ...
	66. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that they had a duty to maintain accurate and complete payroll records in accordance with the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, b...
	67. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to timely payment of all wages earned upon termination of employment.  In viola...
	68. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to timely payment of wages during their employment.  In violation of the Califo...
	69. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to the portion of wages previously paid and subsequently unlawfully deducted by Defendants.
	70. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to payment of wages as designated by statute.  In violation of the California Labor Code, Def...
	71. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
	should have known that they were required to pay departing employees all vested vacation wages that were owed to them at the end of their employment.  In violation of the California Labor Code, Defendants failed to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employ...
	72. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive sick leave benefits to be paid at a regular rate of pay, that included, as eligibl...
	73. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that they were not permitted to compel or coerce other non-party Aggrieved Employees to patronize their business in the purchase of anything of valu...
	74. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to one day’s rest in seven.  In violation of the California Labor Code, Defendants required o...
	75. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to suitable seating and/or were entitled to sit when it did not interfere with the performanc...
	76. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to be paid reporting time pay when they reported to work for their usual or scheduled shift b...
	77. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive split shift premium pay when Defendants required other non-party Aggrieved Employe...
	78. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to a sufficient number of toilet facilities to use at the workplace.  In violation of the Cal...
	79. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive reimbursement for all business-related expenses and costs they incur...
	80. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein mentioned, Defendants knew or should have known that Defendants had a duty to provide Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with written notice of the ma...
	81. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein mentioned, Defendants failed to provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with a safe and healthful workplace by failing to notify other non-party Aggrieved Employ...
	82. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein mentioned, Defendants knew or should have known that they had a duty to compensate Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked, and that D...
	83. At all times herein set forth, PAGA provides that any provision of law under the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order that provides for a civil penalty to be assessed and collected by the LWDA for violations of the California Labor Code and ap...
	84. PAGA defines an “aggrieved employee” in Labor Code section 2699(c) as “any person who was employed by the alleged violator and against whom one or more of the alleged violations was committed.”
	85. Plaintiff and other current and former employees of Defendants are “aggrieved employees” as defined by Labor Code section 2699(c) in that they are all Defendants’ current or former employees and one or more of the alleged violations were committed...
	86. Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2699.3 and 2699.5, an aggrieved employee, including Plaintiff, may pursue a civil action arising under PAGA after the following requirements have been met:
	(a) The aggrieved employee shall give written notice by online filing (hereinafter “Employee’s Notice”) to the LWDA and by certified mail to the employer of the specific provisions of the California Labor Code alleged to have been violated, including ...
	(b) An aggrieved employee’s notice filed with the LWDA pursuant to 2699.3(a) and any employer response to that notice shall be accompanied by a filing fee of seventy-five dollars ($75).
	(c) The LWDA shall provide notice (hereinafter “LWDA Notice”) to the employer and the aggrieved employee by certified mail that it does not intend to investigate the alleged violation within sixty (60) calendar days of the postmark date of the Employe...

	87. Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2699.3(c), aggrieved employees, through Plaintiff, may pursue a civil action arising under PAGA for violations of any provision other than those listed in Section 2699.5 after the following requirements h...
	(a) The aggrieved employee or representative shall give written notice by online filing to the LWDA and by certified mail to the employer of the specific provisions of the California Labor Code alleged to have been violated (other than those listed in...
	(b) An aggrieved employee’s notice filed with the LWDA pursuant to 2699.3(c) and any employer response to that notice shall be accompanied by a filing fee of seventy-five dollars ($75).
	(c) The employer may cure the alleged violation within thirty-three (33) calendar days of the postmark date of the notice.  The employer shall give written notice by certified mail within that period of time to the aggrieved employee or representative...

	88. On October 13, 2023, Plaintiff provided written notice by online filing to the LWDA and by certified mail to Defendants of the specific provisions of the California Labor Code alleged to have been violated, including facts and theories to support ...
	89. As of the filing date of this complaint, over 65 days have passed since Plaintiff sent the initial written notice described above, and the LWDA has not responded that it intends to investigate Plaintiff’s claims, and Defendants have not cured the ...
	90. Thus, Plaintiff has satisfied the administrative prerequisites under California Labor Code sections 2699.3(a) and 2699.3(c) to recover civil penalties against Defendants for violations of California Labor Code sections 201, 202, 204, 221, 223, 224...
	91. Labor Code section 558(a) provides “[a]ny employer or other person acting on behalf of an employer who violates, or causes to be violated, a section of this chapter or any provision regulating hours and days of work in any order of the Industrial ...
	92. Defendants, at all times relevant to this complaint, were employers or persons acting on behalf of an employer(s) who violated Plaintiff’s and other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ rights by violating various sections of the California Labor Code a...
	93. As set forth below, Defendants have violated numerous provisions of both the California Labor Code sections regulating hours and days of work as well as the applicable IWC Wage Order.
	94. Pursuant to PAGA, and in particular, California Labor Code sections 2699(a), 2699.3(a), 2699.3(c), 2699.5, and section 558, Plaintiff, acting in the public interest as a private attorney general, seeks assessment and collection of civil penalties ...
	95. Plaintiff incorporates by reference and re-alleges as if fully stated herein each and every allegation set forth above.
	96. California Labor Code §§ 2698, et seq. (“PAGA”) permit Plaintiff to recover civil penalties for the violation(s) of the Labor Code sections enumerated in Labor Code section 2699.5.  Section 2699.5 enumerates Labor Code sections 201, 202, 204, 221,...
	97. Defendants’ conduct, as alleged herein, violates numerous sections of the California Labor Code, including, but not limited to, the following:
	(a) Violation of Labor Code sections 510, 511, and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to compensate Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with all required overtime, as set forth below;
	(b) Violation of Labor Code sections 226.7, 510, 511, and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to include all forms of remuneration in the regular rate of pay as required by law for purposes of paying overtime wages and/or m...
	(c) Violation of Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to compensate Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with at least minimum wages for all hours worked, as set fort...
	(d) Violation of Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to provide Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with meal periods, as set forth below;
	(e) Violation of Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for Defendants’ failure to authorize and permit Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to take rest periods, as set forth below;
	(f) Violation of Labor Code sections 226(a) and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for failure to provide accurate and complete wage statements to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth below;
	(g) Violation of Labor Code sections 1174(d) and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order for failure to maintain payroll records, as set forth below;
	(h) Violation of Labor Code section 204 for failure to pay all earned wages during employment, as set forth below;
	(i) Violation of Labor Code sections 201 and 202 for failure to pay all earned wages upon termination, as set forth below;
	(j) Violation of Labor Code sections 221 and 224 for unlawfully deducting a portion of wages previously paid to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth below;
	(k) Violation of Labor Code section 223 for secretly paying other non-party Aggrieved Employees lower wages than required by statute, while purporting to pay the proper wages, as set forth below;
	(l) Violation of Labor Code section 450 for compelling other non-party Aggrieved Employees to patronize Defendants’ or any other person’s business in the purchase of anything of value, as set forth below;
	(m) Violation of Labor Code sections 551 and 552 for failure to provide one day’s rest in seven to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth below;
	(n) Violation of Labor Code section 1198 for failing to provide suitable seating to other non-party Aggrieved Employees, as set forth below;
	(o) Violation of Labor Code section 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order for failure to pay split-shift premiums when other non-party Aggrieved Employees returned to work for an additional shift in the same day, after having been clocked out for mor...
	(p) Violation of Labor Code section 2350 for failure to provide sufficient toilet facilities in the workplace, as set forth below;
	(q) Violation of Labor Code section 2802 for failure to reimburse Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees for all business expenses necessarily incurred, as set forth below;
	(r) Violation of Labor Code section 2810.5(a)(1)(A)-(C) for failure to provide written notice of information material to Plaintiff’s and other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ employment with Defendants, as set forth below; and
	(s) Violation of Labor Code Section 6409.6 for failure to notify other non-party Aggrieved Employees within one business day of a potential COVID-19 exposure, as set forth below.

	98. Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order.  California Labor Code section 1198 requires that “. . . the standard conditions of labor fixed by the commi...
	99. California Labor Code section 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order provide that it is unlawful to employ persons without compensating them at a rate of pay either time-and-one-half or two-times that person’s regular rate of pay, depending on the...
	100. Specifically, the applicable IWC Wage Order provides that Defendants are and were required to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees working more than eight (8) hours in a day or more than forty (40) hours in a workweek, at the rat...
	101. The applicable IWC Wage Order further provides that Defendants are and were required to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees working more than twelve (12) hours in a day, overtime compensation at a rate of two (2) times their reg...
	102. California Labor Code section 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation at one and one-half (1 ½) times the regular rate of pay for hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day or forty (40) hours in a week or for the first eight (8) ...
	103. California Labor Code section 511 allows the employer, with the employees’ approval, to offer an alternative workweek schedule that authorizes employees to work no more than ten (10) hours per day and forty (40) hours per week without receiving o...
	104. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully failed to pay all overtime wages owed to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees.  During the relevant time period, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not paid ov...
	105. First, during the relevant time period, Defendants had a company-wide policy and/or practice of discouraging and impeding Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees from recording hours worked that were outside of their scheduled shifts in...
	106. Second, on information and belief, Defendants’ timekeeping system often malfunctioned or had connectivity issues, which impeded other non-party Aggrieved Employees from accurately recording their hours worked while they waited for the system to b...
	107. Third, during the relevant period, on information and belief, Defendants had a policy and/or practice of improperly rounding employees’ clock-in and/or clock-out times in their timekeeping system to the start and/or end of their scheduled hours w...
	108. Fourth, Defendants had, and continue to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of failing to pay proper overtime when they required other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work outside of their regularly scheduled alternative workweek schedul...
	109. Fifth, as stated, Defendants had, and continue to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of understaffing, such that there were too few employees on duty to handle the heavy workloads and provide meal period coverage.  Furthermore, Defendant...
	110. Sixth, on information and belief, because Defendants frowned upon employees accruing meal period penalties, Defendants’ management pressured other non-party Aggrieved Employees to clock out for meal periods and/or adjusted or rounded employees’ m...
	111. Furthermore, Defendants’ company-wide timekeeping system prevented Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees from recording all hours worked when their meal periods were shortened or interrupted, because Defendants’ timekeeping system ...
	112. Defendants knew or should have known that as a result of these company-wide practices and/or policies, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were working before and after their shifts and during their meal periods, and were suffered o...
	113. Furthermore, Defendants did not pay other aggrieved employees the correct overtime rate for the recorded overtime hours that they generated.  In addition to an hourly wage, Defendants paid other non-party Aggrieved Employees shift differential pa...
	114. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees the balance of overtime compensation as required by California law, violates the provisions of California Labor Code sections 510, 511, and 1198.  Plaintiff and other no...
	115. At all relevant times, California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, and 1198 provide that the minimum wage for employees fixed by the IWC is the minimum wage to be paid to employees, and the payment of a wage less than the minimum so fixed...
	116. As stated above, due to Defendants’ restrictions on overtime accrual, Defendants systematically failed to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees for actual hours worked before and after scheduled shifts, because these hours were no...
	117. Furthermore, as set forth above, due to Defendants’ uniform practice of understaffing, assignment of heavy workloads, failure to schedule meal periods, requiring employees to stay on the work premises during meal periods, and resultant lack of me...
	118. Moreover, as stated, Defendants systematically failed to pay Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees for actual hours worked during unpaid meal periods, because Defendants’ timekeeping system automatically locked Plaintiff and/or oth...
	119. Thus, Defendants did not pay minimum wages for all hours worked by Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees.  To the extent that these off-the-clock hours did not qualify for overtime premium payment, Defendants did not pay at least mini...
	120. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees minimum wages violates California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, and 1198.  Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover...
	121. At all relevant times herein set forth, the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198 were applicable to Plaintiff’s and non-party Aggrieved Employees’ employment by Defendants.
	122. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 512(a) provides that an employer may not require, cause, or permit an employee to work for a period of more than five (5) hours per day without providing the employee with a me...
	123. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), 516, and 1198 provide that no employer shall require an employee to work during any meal period mandated by an applicable order of the IWC.
	124. At all relevant times herein set forth, Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a), and 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order also require employers to provide a second meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes if an employee works over ten (10) ...
	125. As set forth above, during the relevant time period, Defendants had, and continue to have, a company-wide policy and/or practice of understaffing their locations while assigning heavy workloads.  Further, Defendants had a company-wide practice of...
	126. Specifically, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were forced to work in excess of five (5) hours before taking a meal period and, at times, had their meal periods cut short and/or had to forgo their meal periods altogether.  For ex...
	127. As also stated, on information and belief, because Defendants frowned upon employees accruing meal period penalties, Defendants’ management pressured other non-party Aggrieved Employees to clock out for meal periods and/or adjusted other non-part...
	128. Moreover, Defendants did not provide other non-party Aggrieved Employees with second 30-minute meal periods on days that they worked in excess of ten (10) hours in one day.  Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees did not sign valid mea...
	129. Defendants knew or should have known that as a result of their policies and practices, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not actually relieved of all duties to take timely, uninterrupted meal periods.  Defendants further knew...
	130. Moreover, Defendants engaged in a company-wide practice and/or policy of not paying all meal period premiums owed when compliant meal periods are not provided.  Because of this practice and/or policy, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Emplo...
	131. Thus, Defendants failed to provide Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees compliant meal periods and failed to pay the full meal period premiums due.  Defendants’ conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order, and California Labor Cod...
	132. At all relevant times herein set forth, the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198 were applicable to Plaintiff’s and other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ employment by Defendants.
	133. At all relevant times, the applicable IWC Wage Order provides that “[e]very employer shall authorize and permit all employees to take rest periods, which insofar as practicable shall be in the middle of each work period” and that the “rest period...
	134. At all relevant times, California Labor Code section 226.7 provides that no employer shall require an employee to work during any rest period mandated by an applicable order of the California IWC.  To comply with its obligation to authorize and p...
	135. Pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code section 226.7(c), Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover from Defendants one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay for each ...
	136. During the relevant time period, Defendants regularly failed to authorize and permit Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees to take a ten (10) minute rest period per each four (4) hour period worked or major fraction thereof.  As with ...
	137. Moreover, Defendants maintained a company-wide on-premises rest period policy, which mandated that Plaintiff and/or other non-party Aggrieved Employees remain on Defendants’ premises during their rest periods.  Because Plaintiff and/or other non-...
	138. As a result, Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees would work shifts in excess of 3.5 hours, in excess of 6 hours, and/or in excess of 10 hours without being permitted and authorized to take all ten (10) minute rest periods to which t...
	139. Defendants also have engaged in a company-wide practice and/or policy of not paying all rest period premiums owed when compliant rest periods are not authorized and permitted.  Because of this practice and/or policy, other non-party Aggrieved Emp...
	140. Defendants’ conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, and 1198.  Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sectio...
	141. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 226(a) provides that every employer shall furnish each of his or her employees an accurate and complete itemized wage statement in writing, including, but not limited to, the name and ad...
	142. During the relevant time period, Defendants have knowingly and intentionally provided Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees with uniform, incomplete, and inaccurate wage statements.  For example, Defendants issued uniform wage stateme...
	143. Because Defendants did not record the time Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees spent working off-the-clock and deducted time from their records for meal periods that were interrupted and/or missed (and therefore time for which they ...
	144. Additionally, because Defendants did not calculate other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ regular rate of pay correctly for purposes of paying overtime wages, meal and rest period premiums, and/or paid sick leave, Defendants did not list the correc...
	145. The wage statement deficiencies also include, among other things, failing to list the number of piece-rate units earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis; failing to list all deductions; failing to list t...
	146. California Labor Code section 1174(d) provides that “[e]very person employing labor in this state shall . . . [k]eep a record showing the names and addresses of all employees employed and the ages of all minors” and “[k]eep, at a central location...
	147. California Labor Code section 1198 provides that the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor shall be those fixed by the Labor Commissioner and as set forth in the applicable IWC Wage Order.  Section 1198 further provides that ...
	148. Defendants’ conduct violates California Labor Code 226(a), 1174(d), and 1198.  Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 226.3, 1174.5, and/or 2699(a), (f),...
	149. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 204 requires that all wages earned by any person in any employment between the 1st and the 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month, other than those wages due upon terminat...
	150. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 204 also requires that all wages earned for labor in excess of the normal work period shall be paid no later than the payday for the next regular payroll period.  Alternatively, at all r...
	151. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully failed to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees all wages due to them within any time period specified by California Labor Code section 204 including, but not limited to, overt...
	152. Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 210 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).
	153. At all times relevant herein set forth, Labor Code sections 201 and 202 provide that if an employer discharges an employee, the wages earned and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable immediately, and that if an employee voluntarily ...
	154. On information and belief, Defendants had a company-wide practice or policy of paying departing employees their final wages on the next regular pay cycle, instead of adhering to the time requirements set forth in Labor Code sections 201 and 202. ...
	155. Additionally, Defendants willfully failed to pay Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees who are no longer employed by Defendants the earned and unpaid wages set forth above, including but not limited to, overtime wages; minimum wages; ...
	156. Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and those non-party Aggrieved Employees who are no longer employed by Defendants their wages earned and unpaid at the time of discharge, or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendant’s employ, vi...
	157. At all times relevant herein, California Labor Code section 221 provides that it shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive from an employee any part of wages theretofore paid by said employer to said employee.  California Labor Cod...
	158. During the relevant time period, Defendants unlawfully deducted a portion of wages previously paid to other non-party Aggrieved Employees in violation of California Labor Code section 221.  On information and belief, Defendants systematically, an...
	159. Defendants’ conduct as alleged herein violates California Labor Code sections 221 and 224.  Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 225.5 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).
	160. At all times, California Labor Code section 223 makes it unlawful for an employer to secretly pay wages lower than required by statute while purporting to pay legal wages.
	161. During the relevant time period, Defendants willfully and systematically deducted money from other non-party Aggrieved Employees’ wages without their express written authorization, pursuant to their policy regarding additional uniform items.  Def...
	162. Defendants’ failure to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees the correct designated wage, while purporting to pay legal wages, is a violation of California Labor Code section 223.  Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to r...
	FAILURE TO PAY ALL VESTED VACATION TIME AND PAID TIME OFF UPON TERMINATION
	VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE SECTION 227.3
	163. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 227.3 provides that whenever a contract of employment or employer policy provides for paid vacations, and an employee is terminated without having taken his or her vested vacation time, ...
	164. Defendants had a company-wide policy and practice of failing to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees vested vacation wages that were owed to them at the end of their employment.  Defendants’ failure to pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees a...
	165. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 256 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).
	166. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code sections 245.5, 246, 246.5, 247, 247.5, 248.5, and 249 provide employees who have worked in California for 30 or more days from the commencement of employment with paid sick days, to be accrued ...
	167. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 248.6 provides covered employees with COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave.  Labor Code section 248.6(b)(3)(A) provides that each hour of COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave shall be ...
	168. During the relevant time period, Defendants did not pay other non-party Aggrieved Employees the correct sick leave rates of pay.  As stated, in addition to an hourly wage, Defendants paid other non-party Aggrieved Employees shift differential pay...
	169. Defendants’ failure to properly calculate the sick leave rates of pay based on all remuneration paid has resulted in an underpayment of sick leave benefits to other non-party Aggrieved Employees on a company-wide basis in violation of California ...
	170. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 248.5 and/or 2699(a), (f), and (g).
	171. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 450 provides that an employer may not “compel or coerce any employee, or applicant for employment, to patronize his or her employer, or any other person, in the purchase of anything of v...
	172. During the relevant time period, Defendants had a company-wide policy of not providing a sufficient number of uniform items to Plaintiff and other non-party Aggrieved Employees in relation to the shifts they were scheduled to work.
	173. During their employment, other non-party Aggrieved Employees were scheduled to work five (5) days per week, but Defendants provided them with only two (2) uniform shirts, forcing them to purchase additional shirts from Defendants for $20 each in ...
	174. Defendants’ conduct of compelling and/or coercing other non-party Aggrieved Employees to purchase goods from them is in violation of California Labor Code section 450.  Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover civil penalties p...
	175. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 551 provides that every person employed in any occupation of labor is entitled to one day’s rest in seven.  Additionally, California Labor Code section 552 prohibits employers from requi...
	176. At all relevant times herein set forth, California Labor Code section 556 exempts an employer from the day-of-rest requirement when the total hours worked by an employee do not exceed 30 hours in any week or six hours in any one day thereof.
	177. During the relevant period, on information and belief, Defendants required other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work approximately six (6) or more hours per day and seven (7) consecutive days in a workweek.  Because other non-party Aggrieved Em...
	178. Thus, during the relevant time period, and in violation of California Labor Code sections 551 and 552, Defendants caused other non-party Aggrieved Employees to work more than six days in seven.  Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore e...
	FAILURE TO PROVIDE SUITABLE SEATING
	179. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order.  California Labor Code section 1198 requires that “. . . the stand...
	180. California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(A) provides that “[a]ll working employees shall be provided with suitable seats when the nature of the work reasonably permits the use of seats.”
	181. Defendants’ California facilities are generally similar in their layout and design and there was, and continues to be, space at the employee work areas to allow for the presence and use of a seat or stool by other aggrieved employees (with reason...
	182. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees spent a substantial portion of their day standing in their work areas.  The nature of the work employees performed can reasonably be accomplished from a seated position at least some of the time.  However, as s...
	183. During the relevant time period, Defendants violated California Labor Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(A), because other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not allowed to sit, even when the nature o...
	184. As a result of Defendants’ company-wide policy and/or practice of prohibiting employees from sitting during their shifts and failure to provide suitable seating, other non-party Aggrieved Employees were forced to stand during shifts and denied se...
	185. Other non-party Aggrieved Employees are therefore entitled to recover civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a), (f), and (g).
	FAILURE TO PROVIDE SUITABLE SEATING
	186. At all relevant times herein, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order.  California Labor Code section 1198 requires that “. . . the stand...
	187. California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(B) provides that “[w]hen 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 pla...
	188. During the relevant time period, Defendants violated California Labor Code section 1198 and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 11050(14)(B), because other non-party Aggrieved Employees were not allowed to sit, even during lulls in t...
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