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I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiffs Aaron Clayton Wilson and Nathaniel Garcia Claudio (collectively 

“Plaintiffs”), on behalf of themselves and the putative Class, and Defendant PATH 

(“Defendant” or “PATH”) respectfully submit the following supplemental brief pursuant to 

the Court’s Tentative Ruling posted on April 24, 2026 (“Tentative Ruling”), requesting the 

same. The parties have amended the Class Action and PAGA Settlement Agreement 

(“Amended Settlement Agreement”) to conform to the changes required by the Tentative 

Ruling and they are attached to the Supplemental Declaration of Kevin Lipeles In Support 

of Preliminary Approval (“Supp. Lipeles Decl.”), as Exhibit A (final version of Settlement 

Agreement) and Exhibit B (red-lined version of Settlement Agreement). See Supplemental 

Lipeles Decl., ¶¶ 3-4. Accordingly, Plaintiffs request that the Court grant preliminary 

approval of the proposed Settlement, approve the proposed notice plan, and schedule a final 

approval hearing. 

The Parties address below verbatim the points raised in the Court’s Tentative Ruling.  

II. DISCUSSION 

A. Distribution of Gross Settlement Amount  

The Parties have revised paragraph 36 of the Settlement Agreement to include the 

following: “Disbursement of the attorneys’ fees and costs, and the Enhancement Payments 

shall not precede disbursement of the Individual Settlement Payments, Individual PAGA 

Payments and the LWDA Payment.” Amended Settlement Agreement, ¶36; see also 

Supplemental Lipeles Decl., ¶ 6. 

B. Correction of Error in the Settlement Agreement 

The Parties have corrected the Settlement Agreement to read as follows: The 

Response Deadline “is sixty (60) calendar days from the initial mailing of the Class Notice 

by the Settlement Administrator to Class Members, unless the 60th day falls on a Sunday or 

Federal Holiday, in which case the Response Deadline will be extended to the next day on 

which the United States Postal service is open.” Amended Settlement Agreement, ¶ 9kk; 
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see also Supplemental Lipeles Decl., ¶ 7. 

C. Settlement Checks

The Parties have revised the Settlement Agreement to omit the language that “[t]he 

Parties agree that this disposition results in no “unpaid residue” under California Civil 

Procedure Code § 384, as the entire Net Settlement Amount will be paid out to Settlement 

Class Members, whether or not they cash their settlement checks.” Amended Settlement 

Agreement, ¶ 37; see also Supplemental Lipeles Decl., ¶ 8. 

D. Class Notice

The Parties did not revise the Supplemental Class Notice since the alterations to the 

Settlement Agreement did not affect the Supplemental Class Notice. 

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, the Parties request that the Court enter an order of 

preliminary approval of the class action settlement, approve the form of the proposed 

notice, and approve the proposed schedule, including setting a date for a final approval 

hearing. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DATED:   April __, 2026 LIPELES LAW GROUP, APC 

By 

Kevin Lipeles 
Attorneys for Plaintiff and the Class 

DATED:   April 28, 2026 BERGER KAHN 

By 

Erin R. Ezra 

Tucker Y. Phillips 
Attorneys for Defendant PATH 

Shanni Apodaca
Typewriter
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