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Plaintiff COLTON RAY (“Plaintiff”), individually, and on behalf of all similarly aggrieved
employees, alleges against Defendants PAPE’ MACHINERY, INC., THE PAPE’ GROUP, INC.
(which includes Defendant PAPE MACHINERY, INC.; Papé Material Handling, Inc.; Papé Trucks,
Inc.; Papé D.W., Inc.; Papé Truck Leasing, Inc.; and Papé Properties, Inc.), and DOES 1 through 25
(collectively, “Defendants”) as follows:

INTRODUCTION

I. This is an enforcement action under the California Labor Code Private Attorneys
General Act of 2004, California Labor Code sections 2698, et seq. (“PAGA”) to recover civil penalties
on behalf of Plaintiff, the State of California, and all individuals who worked for Defendants in the
State of California as hourly-paid and/or non-exempt employees at any time from one year prior to
Plaintiff’s submission of written notice of Defendants’ alleged violations of the California Labor Code
to the Labor & Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) through final judgment (“Aggrieved
Employees”).

2. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants hired Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees but failed to
properly pay them all wages owed for all time worked (including minimum wages, straight time
wages, and overtime wages), failed to provide them with all meal periods and rest periods and
associated premium wages to which they were entitled, failed to timely pay them all wages due during
their employment, failed to timely pay them all wages due upon termination of their employment,
failed to provide them with accurate itemized wage statements, failed to maintain accurate payroll
records, and failed to reimburse them for necessary business expenses.

3. As a result, Defendants violated, inter alia, California Labor Code sections 201, 202,
203, 204, 226(a), 226.7, 510, 512(a), 1174(d), 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 2800, and 2802, and the
applicable Industrial Welfare Commission (“IWC”) Wage Order. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to
these violations was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA. Through
this action, Plaintiff seeks to recover all available remedies under PAGA including but not limited to
civil penalties and attorneys’ fees and costs.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

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

5. This Court has jurisdiction over all Defendants because, upon information and belief,
Defendants are either citizens of California, have sufficient minimum contacts in California, or
otherwise intentionally availed themselves of the California market to render the exercise of
jurisdiction over them by the California courts consistent with traditional notions of fair play and
substantial justice. Further, no federal question is at issue because the claims asserted herein are based
solely on California law.

6. Venue is proper in this Court because, upon information and belief, Defendants
maintain offices, have agents, employ individuals, and/or transact business in the State of California,
County of Humboldt, including at 20 Depot Rd, Fortuna, CA 95540. Moreover, many of the acts,
events, and violations alleged herein relating to Plaintiff occurred in the State of California, County of
Humboldt.

THE PARTIES

7. At all times mentioned herein, Plaintiff COLTON RAY was and is a resident of
Humboldt County in the State of California.

8. At all times herein mentioned, Defendant PAPE” MACHINERY, INC. was and is an
employer who does business in California, with locations throughout the State of California, and
whose employees are engaged throughout San Bernardino County and the State of California,
including at 20 Depot Rd, Fortuna, CA 95540.

9. At all times herein mentioned, Defendant THE PAPE’ GROUP, INC. (which includes
Defendant PAPE MACHINERY, INC.; Papé Material Handling, Inc.; Papé Trucks, Inc.; Papé D.W.,
Inc.; Papé Truck Leasing, Inc.; and Papé Properties, Inc.) was and is an employer who does business
in California, with locations throughout the State of California, and whose employees are engaged
throughout San Bernardino County and the State of California, including at 20 Depot Rd, Fortuna, CA

95540.
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10.  Plaintiff is unaware of the true names or capacities of the Defendants sued herein under
the fictitious names DOES 1 through 25 but will seek leave of this Court to amend the complaint and
serve such fictitiously named Defendants once their names and capacities become known.

11. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that each and all of the acts and
omissions alleged herein were performed by, or are attributable to defendants PAPE’ MACHINERY,
INC., THE PAPE’ GROUP, INC. (which includes Defendant PAPE MACHINERY, INC.; Papé
Material Handling, Inc.; Papé Trucks, Inc.; Papé D.W., Inc.; Papé Truck Leasing, Inc.; and Papé
Properties, Inc.), and/or DOES 1 through 25, 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 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 represent and were in accordance with
Defendants’ official policy.

12. At all relevant times, Defendants were the employers of Plaintiff within the meaning
of all applicable state laws and statutes. Defendants directly or indirectly controlled or affected the
working conditions, wages, working hours, and conditions of employment of Plaintiff to make each
of said Defendants employers and employers liable under the statutory provisions set forth herein.

13. Defendants had the authority to hire and terminate Plaintiff and the Aggrieved
Employees, to set work rules and conditions governing their employment, and to supervise their
daily employment activities.

14.  Defendants exercised sufficient authority over the terms and conditions of Plaintiff
and the Aggrieved Employees’ employment for them to be their joint employers.

15.  Defendants directly hired and paid wages and benefits to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved
Employees.

16.  Defendants continue to employ hourly paid and/or non-exempt employees within the
State of California.

17. At all relevant times, Defendants, and each of them, ratified the acts and omissions
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 in proximately causing the damages herein alleged.
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18. 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.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

19.  Plaintiff COLTON RAY worked for Defendants from approximately May 2021
through approximately January 2024 as a Technician. Defendants jointly and severally employed
COLTON RAY at their location in Fortuna, CA. COLTON RAY performed various duties for
Defendants including, among other things, performing mechanical work on vehicles and delivering
and retrieving machinery and vehicles from Defendants’ clients.

20.  Defendants hired Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to properly pay
them all overtime wages and minimum wages for all hours worked, failed to provide all meal and rest
breaks to which they were entitled, failed to timely pay all wages upon termination of employment,
failed to provide accurate wage statements, failed to keep accurate employment records, failed to
reimburse necessary business-related expenses, and failed to adhere to other related protections
afforded by the California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order.

21.  Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that Defendants knew or
should have known that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to the protections
afforded by the California Labor Code and the applicable IWC Wage Order, yet as set forth in detail
below, engaged in a systematic pattern and practice of violating the California Labor Code and the
applicable IWC Wage Order.

PAGA ALLEGATIONS

22.  PAGA is and was applicable to Defendants’ employment of Plaintiff and Aggrieved
Employees.

23.  PAGA provides that any provision of law under the California Labor Code that
provides for a civil penalty, including unpaid wages and premium wages, to be assessed and collected
by the LWDA for violations of the California Labor Code may, as an alternative, be recovered through
a civil action brought by an aggrieved employee on behalf of themselves and other current or former

employees pursuant to the procedures outlined in California Labor Code section 2699.3.
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24.  Pursuant to PAGA, a civil action may be brought by an “aggrieved employee,” who is
any person employed by the alleged violator and who suffered the violations alleged.

25.  Plaintiff and the other hourly-paid, non-exempt employees are “Aggrieved Employees”
as defined by California Labor Code section 2699(c).

26.  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 certified mail (hereinafter

“Employee’s Notice”) to the LWDA and 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.

(b) The LWDA shall provide notice (“LWDA Response”) 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 Response, or if the LWDA Response 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.

27.  On August 27, 2024, Plaintiff provided notice by electronic submission to the LWDA
and by certified mail to Defendants regarding the specific provisions of the California Labor Code
alleged to have been violated, including the facts and theories to support the alleged violations,
pursuant to California Labor Code section 2699.3. A true and correct copy of the Employee’s Notice
is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

28. On November 4, 2025, Plaintiff provided an amended notice by electronic submission
to the LWDA and by certified mail to Defendants regarding the specific provisions of the California
Labor Code alleged to have been violated, including the facts and theories to support the alleged
violations, pursuant to California Labor Code section 2699.3. A true and correct copy of the

amended Employee’s Notice is attached hereto as Exhibit B.
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29. Plaintiff did not receive a LWDA Response within sixty-five (65) calendar days of
providing the Employee’s Notices.

30.  Therefore, the administrative prerequisites under California Labor Code section
2699.3(a) to recover civil penalties against Defendants, in addition to other remedies for violations of,
inter alia, California Labor Code sections 201, 202, 203, 204, 226(a), 226.7, 510, 512(a), 1174(d),
1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 2800, and 2802 have been satisfied.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA LABOR CODE §§ 2699, ET SEQ.
(Against All Defendants)

31.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by specific reference, as though fully set forth, the
allegations in all preceding paragraphs.

32.  Plaintiff brings this action on an individual basis and on a representative basis on behalf
of other Aggrieved Employees and the State of California, in Plaintiff’s capacity as a private attorney
general pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, California Labor Code § 2698, ef seq.

33.  PAGA expressly provides for a private right of action to recover civil penalties for
violations of the California Labor Code as follows: “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any
provision of this code that provides for a civil penalty to be assessed and collected by the Labor and
Workforce Development Agency or any of its departments, divisions, commissions, boards, agencies,
or employees, for a violation of this code, may, as an alternative, be recovered through a civil action
brought by an aggrieved employee on behalf of himself or herself and other current or former
employees against whom a violation of the same code provision was committed pursuant to the
procedures specified in Section 2699.3.” Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(a).

34. Whenever the LWDA, or any of its departments, divisions, commissions, boards,
agencies, or employees has discretion to assess a civil penalty, a court in a civil action is authorized to
exercise the same discretion, subject to the same limitations and conditions, to assess a civil penalty.

35. Plaintiff and the other hourly-paid, non-exempt employees are “aggrieved employees”
as defined by California Labor Code section 2699(c).

/1
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36.

Defendants’ conduct, as alleged herein, violates numerous sections of the California

Labor Code, including, but not limited to, the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

®

(2

(h)

W)

(k)

Violation of California Labor Code sections 510 and 1198 for failure to pay
overtime wages, as set forth more fully below;

Violation of California Labor Code sections 1194, 1197, and 1197.1 for failure to
pay minimum wages, as set forth more fully below;

Violation of California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512(a) for failure to provide
legally required meal periods, as set forth more fully below;

Violation of California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512(a) for failure to pay
required meal period premiums, as set forth more fully below;

Violation of California Labor Code section 226.7 for failure to provide legally
required rest periods, as set forth more fully below;

Violation of California Labor Code section 226.7 for failure to pay required rest
period premiums, as set forth more fully below;

Violation of California Labor Code section 204 for failure to timely pay wages to
Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees during employment, as set forth more fully
below;

Violation of California Labor Code sections 201, 202, and 203 for failure to pay all
wages at time of discharge from employment, as set forth more fully below;
Violation of California Labor Code section 226(a) for failure to provide accurate
wage statements to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, as set forth more fully
below;

Violation of California Labor Code section 1174(d) for failure to keep complete
and accurate payroll records relating to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, as set
forth more fully below; and

Violation of California Labor Code sections 2800 and 2802 for failure to reimburse
Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees for necessary business-related expenses, as set

forth more fully below.
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37. Pursuant to PAGA, and in particular California Labor Code sections 2699(a), 2699.3,
and 2699.5, Plaintiff, acting in the public interest as a private attorney general, seeks assessment and
collection of civil penalties for Plaintiff, all Aggrieved Employees, and the State of California against
Defendants for violations of California Labor Code sections set forth herein, including penalties under
California Labor Code sections 2699, 558, 210, 1197.1, 226, 226.3, 1174.5, and 1197.1, penalties
under the applicable IWC Wage Order, and any and all additional penalties and remedies as provided
by the California Labor Code and/or other statutes.

38.  Pursuant to California Labor Code section 2699(m), civil penalties recovered by the
Aggrieved Employees shall be distributed as follows: seventy-five percent (65%) to the LWDA for
the enforcement of labor laws and education of employers and employees about their rights and
responsibilities and thirty-five (35%) to the Aggrieved Employees.

39. Plaintiff retained counsel to file this court action, and to assess and collect the civil
penalties owed by Defendants. Plaintiff therefore seeks an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees and
costs pursuant to California Labor Code sections 210, 218.5, and 2699(g)(1), and any other applicable
statute.

Failure to Pay Minimum Wages

40. California Labor Code sections 1194, 1197, and 1197.1 provide that the minimum wage
for employees fixed by the IWC Wage Order is the minimum wage to be paid to employees, and the
payment of a wage less than the minimum so fixed is unlawful.

41. The applicable IWC Wage Order sets the minimum wage for Plaintiff and the
Aggrieved Employees.

42. Defendants failed to pay minimum wages to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for
a wide range of off-the-clock work performed prior to clocking-in and/or after clocking-out for their
shifts.

43.  Accordingly, Defendants regularly failed to pay at least minimum wages to Plaintiff
and the Aggrieved Employees for all hours they worked in violation of California Labor Code sections
1194, 1197, and 1197.1. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent,

and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.
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Failure to Pay Proper Overtime Wages

44, California Labor Code section 510 and the applicable IWC Wage Order require
Defendants to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees who worked more than eight (8) hours in a day,
more than forty (40) hours in a workweek, and/or seven (7) consecutive days, at the rate of one-and-
a-half times their regular rate for all such hours worked.

45.  California Labor Code section 510 and the applicable IWC Wage Order further requires
Defendants to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees who worked more than twelve (12) hours in a
day or more than eight (8) hours on the seventh consecutive day, overtime compensation at a rate of
two (2) times their regular rate of pay for all such hours worked.

46.  During the relevant time period, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees regularly worked
in excess of eight (8) hours in a day, in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day, in excess of forty (40)
hours in a workweek, and/or for seven (7) or more consecutive days, but Defendants routinely failed
to properly account for all such overtime hours and further failed to compensate Plaintiff and
Aggrieved Employees at the correct overtime rates.

47.  Defendants’ failure to pay correct overtime wages included, inter alia: (a) when the
combined total of the off-the-clock work discussed supra and the on-the-clock work exceed the
number of hours that trigger the payment of overtime wages under California Labor Code sections
510 and/or the applicable IWC Wage Order; (b) when Defendants intentionally, willfully, and/or
negligently mischaracterized overtime as straight time or double time as time-and-a-half; (c) when
Defendants assigned more work than could reasonably be completed in a workday or workweek to
Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, but refused to authorize the overtime necessary for them to
complete the assigned work; and (d) when Defendants failed to include all required wages and
renumeration when calculating the overtime rate.

48.  Defendants’ failure to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees proper overtime
compensation, as required by California law, violates the provisions of California Labor Code section
510, and is therefore unlawful. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious,
fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

1/
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Failure to Provide Meal Periods

49.  California Labor Code section 226.7 provides that no employer shall require an
employee to work during any meal period mandated by an applicable IWC Order.

50. 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.

51. California Labor Code section 512(a) further provides that an employer may not
employ an employee for a work period of more than ten (10) hours per day without providing the
employee with a second meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes, 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.

52. The applicable IWC Wage Order sets forth the same requirements for meal breaks.

53. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees who were scheduled to work for no longer than six
(6) hours, and who did not waive their legally mandated meal periods by mutual consent, were required
to work for periods longer than five (5) hours without a meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes.

54.  Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees who were scheduled to work for more than six
(6) hours were required to work for periods longer than five (5) hours without an uninterrupted meal
period of not less than thirty (30) minutes.

55.  Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees, who were scheduled to work for more than ten
(10) hours but no longer then twelve (12) hours, and who did not waive their legally mandated meal
periods by mutual consent, were required to work in excess of ten (10) hours without receiving a
second uninterrupted meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes.

56. Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees, who were scheduled to work for more than
twelve (12) hours, were required to work for periods longer than ten (10) hours without a second
uninterrupted meal period of not less than thirty (30) minutes.

1/
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57.  Moreover, when meal breaks were provided, they were often interrupted, cut short,
and/or Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not relieved of all duties as required by law.

58. Such conduct violates California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512(a) and the
applicable IWC Wage Order. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious,
fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

Failure to Pay Compliant Meal Break Premiums

59.  California Labor Code section 226.7 provides: “[i]f an employer fails to provide an
employee a [meal] period in accordance with a state law, including, but not limited to, an applicable
statute or applicable regulation, standard, or order of the Industrial Welfare Commission... the
employer shall pay the employee one additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of
compensation for each workday that the [meal] period is not provided.”

60. The applicable IWC Wage Order provides: “[i]f an employer fails to provide an
employee a meal period in accordance with the applicable provisions of this Order, the employer shall
pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each workday
that the meal period is not provided.”

61.  Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees meal period premiums
due in violation of California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 on each day when a complete, timely,
and uninterrupted meal period of at least thirty (30) minutes was not provided.

62.  Moreover, if and when meal break premiums were provided, Defendants failed to
incorporate all nondiscretionary payments for work performed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved
Employees in the regular rate of compensation for purposes of such premiums.

63.  Defendants’ conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor
Code section 226.7. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent,
and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

Failure to Provide Rest Periods

64.  California Labor Code section 226.7 provides that no employer shall require an
employee to work during any rest period mandated by an applicable IWC Wage Order.
/1
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65. 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.

66.  Defendants required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work four (4) or more
hours without authorizing or permitting a timely ten (10) minute uninterrupted rest period during
which time they were relieved of their duties per each four (4) hour period, or major fraction thereof
worked.

67.  Defendants’ conduct therefore violates the applicable IWC Wage Order and California
Labor Code section 226.7. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious,
fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

Failure to Pay Rest Break Premiums

68.  California Labor Code section 226.7 provides: “[i]f an employer fails to provide an
employee a [rest] period in accordance with a state law, including, but not limited to, an applicable
statute or applicable regulation, standard, or order of the Industrial Welfare Commission, the employer
shall pay the employee one additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for
each workday that the [rest] period is not provided.”

69. The applicable IWC Wage Order provides: “[i]f an employer fails to provide an
employee a rest period in accordance with the applicable provisions of this Order, the employer shall
pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each workday
that the rest period is not provided.”

70.  Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees required rest break
premiums due when compliant rest periods were not provided.

71.  Moreover, if and when rest break premiums were provided, Defendants failed to
incorporate all nondiscretionary payments for work performed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved

Employees in the regular rate of compensation for purposes of such premiums.

1/
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72.  Defendants’ conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor
Code section 226.7. Defendants’ conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent,
and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

Failure to Timely Pay Wages During Employment

73.  California Labor Code section 204 provides that all wages earned by any person in any
employment between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month, other than those wages
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. It further provides 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.

74.  California Labor Code section 204 provides 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.

75.  During the relevant time period, Defendants intentionally and willfully failed to pay
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees all wages due to them, within any time period permissible
under California Labor Code section 204, including wages for overtime compensation, minimum wage
compensation, meal period premiums, and rest period premiums.

76.  Such conduct violates California Labor Code section 204. Defendants’ conduct giving
rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

Failure to Timely Pay Wages Upon Termination

77. Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 201, 202, and 203, Defendants are required
to timely pay all earned and unpaid wages to an employee who is discharged.

78. California Labor Code section 201 mandates that if an employer discharges an
employee, the employee’s wages accrued and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable
immediately.

79. California Labor Code section 202 mandates that if an employee quits, 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’ notice of his or her intention to quit, in which case the employee
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is entitled to his or her wages at the time of quitting.

80.  California Labor Code section 203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to pay,
in accordance with California Labor Code sections 201 and 202, any wages of an employee who is
discharged or who quits, the wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty from the due date
thereof at the same rate until paid or until an action therefore is commenced; but the wages shall not
continue for more than thirty (30) days.

81. At the time that Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees’ employment with Defendants
ended, Defendants knowingly and willfully failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees all
wages owed to them pursuant to California Labor Code sections 201 and 202, including, without
limitation, overtime wages, minimum wages, and meal and rest period premium wages.

82. Such conduct violates California Labor Code sections 201, 202, and 203. Defendants’
conduct giving rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning
of PAGA.

Failure to Provide Compliant Wage Statements

83.  California Labor Code section 226(a) provides that every employer shall furnish each
of its employees an accurate itemized statement in writing showing (1) gross wages earned, (2) total
hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of piece-rate units earned and any applicable piece rate
if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all deductions, provided that all deductions made on
written orders of the employee may be aggregated and shown as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6)
the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and his
or her social security number, (8) the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer, and (9)
all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the corresponding number of hours
worked at each hourly rate by the employee.

84.  Defendants intentionally and willfully failed to provide employees with complete and
accurate wage statements. The deficiencies include, among other things, the failure to state all correct
rates of pay, all hours worked, all meal period premium wages earned, and all rest period premium

wages earned.

1/
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85.  Such conduct violates California Labor Code section 226. Defendants’ conduct giving

rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.
Failure to Keep Requisite Payroll Records

86.  California Labor Code section 1174(d) requires an employer to keep 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. These records shall be kept in accordance with rules established for this purpose by
the commission, but in any case, shall be kept on file for not less than three years.

87.  Defendants intentionally and willfully failed to keep accurate and complete payroll
records showing the hours worked daily and the wages paid to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees.

88. As aresult of Defendants’ violation of California Labor Code section 1174(d), Plaintiff
and the Aggrieved Employees have suffered injury and damage to their statutorily protected rights.

89.  More specifically, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees have been injured by
Defendants’ intentional and willful violation of California Labor Code section 1174(d) because they
were denied both their legal right and protected interest, in having available, accurate and complete
payroll records pursuant to California Labor Code section 1174(d). Defendants’ conduct giving rise
to these violations was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of PAGA.

Failure to Reimburse Necessary Business Expenses

90.  Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2800 and 2802, an employer must
reimburse its employees for all necessary expenditures incurred by the employee in direct consequence
of the discharge of his or her job duties or in direct consequence of his or her job duties or in direct
consequence of his or her obedience to the directions of the employer.

91.  Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees incurred necessary business-related expenses
and costs that were not fully reimbursed by Defendants.

92.  Defendants intentionally and willfully failed to reimburse Plaintiff and the Aggrieved
Employees for all necessary business-related expenses and costs.

1/
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93.  Such conduct violates California Labor Code sections 2802. Defendants’ conduct
giving rise to these violations was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the meaning of
PAGA.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Plaintiff, individually, and on behalf of Aggrieved Employees pursuant to the California
Private Attorneys General Act, prays for relief and judgment against Defendants, jointly and severally,
as follows:

1. For the imposition of civil penalties pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2699,
210, 558,226,226.3,1174.5, and 1197.1 and all other penalties allowed by the California Labor Code
and/or other applicable statutes;

2. For injunctive relief;

3. For statutory attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to sections 210, 218.5, and 2699(g)(1)
of the California Labor Code; and

4. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem proper.

Dated: February 18, 2026 BLACKSTONE LAW, APC

By:
Miriam L. Schimmel, Esq.
Joana Fang, Esq.
Alexandra Rose, Esq.
Jared C. Osborne, Esq.
Jasmine Y. Kianfard, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiff COLTON RAY,
individually, and on behalf of Aggrieved
Employees pursuant to the California
Private Attorneys General Act
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PAGA Clain Notice Via Online Elactronic Sucissicn
Czlrartia Labor & Weoarornz Layzloorar: Agency
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hitza eww dir ca,gov/E omra- s ttorney s-uencrzl-A o =ivine - ttorncys-Ceneral- <o
RE.  Coltor. Ray v. Pape' tachine, Inc., The Pape Group Inc

Tc Whorr 1t May Concern

This office reprzzz-:2 Coltor Ray ("Cleimaerrs’  witl respect to their claims under the
Czlivor-ia Labor Code against Pape” NM::~i~z., Inc anc The Pape Group. Inc (ircl.ci~; all
afiates, subsiczes, parents ci-=ovori, and offczos (colleciivzl referrec to herein as
“tooloven s This letter is being sent simulzaneoush to Frrecizues by certified mail

Lo zwevern empliooa Coltor Ray tron approximately May 202 to January 2024 a: a non-
exempt hourly-2z = empl-vez, Coltor Ray workee ar o Tzcrnic 2~ for krrclzvers and was basec
out of Empley2rs’ facility locatec at 20 Depot Rd. Fortuna CA 9554().

Claimant intends to bring a representativz actior seeking penalzzs for viclzzic~s of the
C zlir~iu Labor Code whicl are recon 2r20 2 under the Labor Code Private 2 ~: 2.3 General Act
of 2004 Cali:r~1: Labor Code sections 2698, et seg (‘74 2+ ', Claimant is seeking penalz 23 or
behalt of :hemsclf and in @ represenzati, = capacity on behalf of the State of Cali“:-~ia and all
curren! and former hourly-paid and/or ro~-=xz~z emple 225 whe worked for Fo—clcuezrs in the
State of Cali*:—iz during the relevani statutor: perioc whe sufterec the vicl:zizrs alleged
("Aggrienac BErcovwezst ) This letter 18 being sent m compl z~ce with Cali*: iz Labor Code
sectior 209Y.: and shal serve ar Cliziri~ 7' : notice of the prov = s of the Cal “z-i2 Labor Code
allegec to have beer v ¢ w22, including the tacts and theories in support thereot.

As detailec below. Fmplc. 215 violatec severa of Cali~> a's wage and hour laws during
Cl: ~e~'s emplov—2-7, Including but not limitec to C:li+: iz Labor Code sections 201, 202.
203. 204 226(a). 220.7 510. 512(a) 1174(d) 1194 11v/ 1197.1, 1198 2800. 28U2 and the
appliczz = Incusirz Wal¥zrz Comozs o Wage Order (“ITWC wage Order™). £~ icvers conduct
giving rise to the vicl:zizr: detallec below was malic -, frzuculent, and/or opgr=ssi = within the
meaning of PAGA,



N

vao: Wilshire Hiva, Suite

Bl ACKS TON: 2oy { “Hills| CA 3 2

]

4
i

PRONE (S1 DZZ-4218
rax (009 760-DIOT

MY

The claims made on behalt of C'azimany and Ap;rievas B oovess are basec upor the
“ollowfing facts anc theories

1. bAlLL <7 TC PAY FOR ALL TIMF WORK:. AT CORREC] RATES OF PAY,
INCLL D s MINTY v WAZZS STRATZ-TT TIME ‘WA Z=Zs AND OVERIIME
COMPENSAT] I

Frrolzvems engzz+0 in numerous unlawiul practices whicl resultec in the failure to pay
Claimant anc other > ey BE~clovesz: for al time workee at the correct rates of pay. including
minimunr wages straigh! time wages anc overtime ccr:e-s:7 o,

Cali-cr— 2 Labot Code sections 1194, 119/ and 11Y/. anc the applr';riu IWC Wa;.,e
Order require emplc .22 1o pay at leas the legal minimum wage to their emp cvess, Calimoiz
Labor Code sections 510 anc 11v¥ anc the appl cime IWC wage Order turther lequnc cmple sz
to pay no less than onc anc onc-hz 7 times an emplc . ze : regular raie of pay tor hours workec in
excess of eight (8 hours in one wc-<:2., for hours workec in excess of forty (40’ hours in one
worewz, and for the first eight (8’ hours workec on the seventt day of work ir any one
w ooz, and ta pay ne less than twice an emplc . 22': regular rate of pay of the emplc. 22 for
hours workec in excess of twelve (12 hours in one workca, and for any work ir excess of eight
(8 hours on any seventh day of ¢ w trovnsi,

~ucown the relevant time :."‘_:* cozrs recularly requirec Claimant and other A iz

cloves=s to performr work o™ -~2-Clzce prior to clock ~a-i~ and/or atter clock ~ -2 tor their
shllts L= civers tallec to comoa-zzie \lalmanl and olher Aggriever Beslovezs for any of this
o ore clocaowork ir v clatoo of Caliiaeis law

This Urcompencovss work ofter resulted in the tota number of hours workec by Cllaimant
and other A ;. ¢vec BErp et exceedit: the daily and/or weekly triz ;= for overtime wages
yet Zrpovars fallec to pay Calmant anc A parie 2 Errclivezs applczcie overtime rate(s) for
these hours,

E~cover: alse failec to accurziel. recorc the actua time workec by Claumaerc anc
Az BEoomioviess,

B~z cvers alsc failed to pay overtime to Claimuairy anc = pgreves Frocovess for all
overtime hours worke( basec or regular rates of pay correctly calculatec to include all appl:oie

remur.craticr, including nen-¢ sorstomers commissic~i, non-discretiernary bonuses and non-
discratic~an perfer—: = pay
A< « resull of the fc-zaci~; pracizzs, E-e 2i2rs failec to pay Claimant anc other
Jareves Loumevess for al wages earnec at the correct rates of pay, including minimun wages
Stralghl me wages, anc overtime cc - zerczton, A ~g 0, Eaclevars violatec the appl cuie

IWC Wage Order anc Cali‘z iz Labor Code sections 204 510 1194 1197 1197 anc 1198

Claimant anc ~gore e Bocloviess will thers s seek PAGA defaul penalzizs pursuant
to C: itunia Labor Code sectlm 2099 penaluzz po-u.:-r to the apploac o ITWC Wage Orders
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penaltizs pursuant to C:lirm ~ia Labor Code sections 558, 1197.1, and 1199; ij. - iz relief anc
attorne,:" tees and costs

2. MEAL BREAK VIO 1GNNS

C:livomia law requires emplc o2 1o prosdce emplz vz wilth ar opportunisy to take ar
uni-rnEoTomrEn mea pelwloc of no less than thirty (30’ minutes before the enc of the fiftt hom of
work wher an cmple =< works more thar tive (5] hours in a day Cal Lab Code §! 226.7 &

SiZ(a) Lo clevers must provide a seconc meal perio¢ of no less thar thirty (30 minutes before
the enc of the tenth hour of work wher an emplc == waork: more thar ten (10 howurs in a day. /d
For eacl day that an employer tails 1o provide co~clivrt meal peric: i, the emplover must pay
the ez v o meal penally equa to one hour of pay at the emplc.22's regulal rate of
CCmppermaiie [d

Duri'm; the relevar: time period, Foocvxs failed to provide (laiman anc ather
sggrieves Eroclevess witk legally compl :~7 30-minute meal periods Claimani anc other
Agarienas L.‘.' clhovess were requirec by Zoclovers ta work more than five (5° hours per day but
were not providec with ur.-tzr-_vaz 30-minute meal periods Further Claimant and othei
Agarievss Eoclavnezs were not providec witk @ seconc uni~tzrozizo 30-minute meal period
wher they workec over ten (10/ hours per day. T.---lovezrs reqularly requirec Claimant anc other
Agarieves Eapievass to worl througk their first anc seconc meal periods to take their firet meal
perioc atter then fifth (5" hour of work, and/or ta take their secomt meal periods atter their tentl
(1u™) hout of work Mea breaks, wher provic=c, were o“enti~=2s ~rz~.vz: and/or cut short.

Ervcel:ars' policies prac: zz:, and proszc s were responsit 2 for the vie 7005 allegec

above and prz o zrozz Claimant anc other A28 S slovess fron 1ak|n;_1 timely. complet( and
duty-"-== meal periods tzc:.::, amorzs: other reasons (1) Erp cvers did not have legally-
compliz-t policies regard -¢ the provision and timing of meal period: or systerrzticzlly
dizr=zzrczc their own purportec mea perioc policies (20 E~cicver:s’ managemer: at various
levels tailec anc retuse¢ to 1~z .ar-ert anc entorce legally compl .2~ meal period policies anc
prac“‘:.»‘.-'s: (3 zmovars failec to Pdoquatelx informr and trair Claimant and other & g fevese

Erzlovess regardi- 2 their right to take timely, uni-terriciec, anc duty-f-ze mea periods, (4
L.--.:u:w-..'.“, tallec to adequatel, inform and tranr Cli: ma~T and other *ygrievac E--rlovezs about
their right to premiunr wages [0t non-cccl i~ mea periods (5 £~ zlovers: tailec to ensure thal
there was aclequate statfing to allow Cl:imarrt and other Azirich=c E~oicvess to take tlmely
uni-: . and duty-iree mea periods (6; kErrp e lequuec Claiman! and othel AETE R
L."'.: cvess 1o responc 1o o slarad regueszis at al tlmes‘ including during meal perlods and
(7Y Eclzueers’ policy anc cullture prz.2022 Claimant anc other A jprfeves Froclovess fron
taking timely, uni-tvz--.vz:, and duty-“-2¢ meal periods because of the priority place¢ or
maximiz ~; profits ovet empl: =22 right to receive timely, un ~t=~~_vz2, anc duty-*== mea
periods

Claimant anc other A ~eues Zprlovass did not receive an extrz hour of wages at their
regular rate of pay for eact day a complian! meal perio¢ was notp-c . ces to thenr in compliz~cz
witk Czl =iz law,
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Lozl Ermlovers vidlatee the appl Z:cle IWC Wage Order ane Californiz [.abm
Code sections 220.7, 512(a] and 11938

Claimant and A ;- ee2s Emmevaszs will theretore seek PAGA detaul peral:ss pursuant
tc Cal .~ = Laboi Lode sectior 26YY: penalzcs pursuan! tove-zlies pzozz-200 of the appliz:tle
Iw(C Wagc Orders perz ties pursuzr 2 to C: aoria Labor Code sections 558 and 1 1YY injunctive
relicf anc attor-z.: fees anc costs

3 REST BREAK VIO a1

Cali-:iz law requires cmplc < to authorize anc permi emplc.zes to take an
uni~err_crzs res perioc of no less than ten (10! minutes for every four (4) hours. or majoi fractior
thereol -« :rwa. Cal Lab. Code ¢ 220./ For each day that an emplc. 2r fails to authorize anc
permil a compliz - - rest perlod the cmp < owes the emplc 22 one hour of pay at the emplc <
regulla rate of ccr-c=-z21on. Cal Lab Lode ¢ 226.7(¢)

E~clovers failec to authorize anc permil Clizimaerr: and other 2 jogreves Eoooicvass to take
compliani 10-minut¢ rest periods. E--clovier: requlrec Claimant anc other Ljrrievezs BEoliovsss:
to w01k through rest periods Claimant anc A:.-iev=d E-mevess: were not providec witk
uni~ereocezac, duty- e rest periods wher they wmke( more than fom (4) hours or a maijoi
fractior thereot Further (laimant and other tgrgrienves Foocicviss were not oo dees withk g
second ur ~iactupves, ¢uTy -1 rest perio¢ wher they worked more thar six (6) hours in a day, or
a thir¢ uni-tzr~_ves, duty-iree rest pertoc aiter wc-<i=; more than ten (10" hours ir day. In the
rare event thal a rest pertoc was taken it was frequentls interruciz¢ or cut short, Moy oz,
Claimant anc other A ;orieeas b cloveasz: were not come ztel, rehevec of duty ay requurcc by
Aol s ve ABM Securl, Lerocan, anes 2 CalStE 2>, (2010)

Lme - /=" policies practice:, anc prCMc-':: were rcsponsik = for the viziztcrs allegec
above anc pre.2-uac Ulalmam and other .~ ygrieves B~ zicvess tron taking timely and complete

rest pertods cecose, ame -t other reasons (1‘ Fr“.u:v #5 did not have leaally Coicleir: policies
regardir z the provisic~ anc timing of rest pet’iods or svstematically dis-ezarced its own purportec
rest perioc policies (2) B~ clovers managerr<-: at various levels failec anc refusec to implement
anc entorce legzelly, compliz -1 res perio¢ pohme‘ anc crzcibzes (3) Erclovers failec to adequately

inforir anc trairr Ulaiman! anc other »ggrieves Erc cvmss r::-ard G thelr right to take timely,
un:-IerrLoted, anc duty-tre( rest periods (4, I:mpl‘ zrs failed to adequately inform anc trair

Claimant anc other A. . <. 2d bErrclovas: aboul then ught to premiunr wages for non-co e @t
resipertods;, (9) Errpinezrs ralllec to ensurc that there was acz=c.ate statfing to allow Claimant anc
other . jgrieva: t'~ ~\« vizs to take timely uromreeeoeves, and duty “ee rest periods {61
E--zlovars requirec Clz e and other A ezl Errploviess toresponc toow o sedzien requests
at al tmes, including durmg resi penods‘ anc (7’ I:H‘.p.\ «z~:" policy anc culture prewz-ozs
Claimani anc othet A::revas BEre cvesss ronr taking timely, uni-zer- oz, and duty-“:2 rest
perioas pecause of the priority placec or comre zir: job requ ~z~=rv: over empl: =23’ right to

receive rest periods.

Clammant and other A ;e B~ coove=s: did not receive an extra howm of wages at their

regulat raic of pay tor each day ¢ resi peno( was not prow Zz to them in comrplic o with
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Czl oz law <ocovsinghe, zoclovare v cloosc the applc:oie IWC Wage Order anc Call ol
Labor Code sections 226.7 anc 1193,

Claimant anc 2 ji;ricvess Bclovess will therefore seek PAGA defaul penalr =z pursuant

to Calin:or=1i: Labor Code sectior 2099, czraiz: pursuant to the appl e [WC Wage Orders,
Labor Code sections 55 and 11YS penalzas; i~j_~oiv reliell anc attorreyo' fees anc costs

4, FAIL_RETC HNMELY PAY WA Z 23 DURINE EMPLOY iz

Calimor-ii Labor Code sectior 204 requires that all wages earnec by any persor. in any
emplomert betweer the | st anc the 15th days inclusive of any caler ¢z month. other than those
wages due upor Lermination of an cmplc 22, are due anc cz.zcle cetwzar the 10tk anc the 26t
day of the montr during whick the labor was perf.e:, and that all wages earnec by any person
ir any emplo, =7 betwzen the |6th anc the last day. inclusi. 2, of any calendar month other than
those wages due upor term -zt of an cmplc 2=, are due anc cz,zo @ cetwzz- the 1st and the
10t day of the ¢l :winy month

Calirornia Labor Code sectior 204 alsc requires that all wages earnec for lahor in excess
of the norma work perioc shal be paic nc later thar the payday for the nexi regulai payrol period
During the relevan’ timeé period k-~ -wcvers will-ully and i~tentionall, failed to timely pay all
wager earnec because C'aimary anc other Aggrievis: Erclovezs were not paic all the wages they
were owec ncluding infer daliia overtime comoeszrsaticr, straigrn: time wages minimum wages,
anc meal and resl perioc crarioms, Aot oaly, BErecoovers violatee Czliforic Labor Code
sectior (4= .

Claimany and =ggrienezs Eomovaes will thereser: seek PAGA defaull penaltizs pursuant
to Labor Code sectior 2699 penal: = pursuant to C 21721z Labor Code sections 210 anc 1199,
ir-.~27v2 relief anc attorney:' tees anc costs

5 FAIL. Sz TO PROVIDE ACCURATZ 17 2WwLIZ) WASE STAT zwlziv' 72

Cz| . = Labor Cod¢ sectior 226(a_ requires an emplc = scnumonthly or at the time of
each . --ert of wages t0 turnish wage “<atemer.s t0 1S ernp cyvens setung torth, infer alia (1)
gross wages earned (2’ tota hours worked by the emplc .2z, (3° the number of cizzz-5v: units
earnec anc any applcacie piece raie if the empl:ves is palc on ¢ pece-nte basis (4) all
deductic-z. pro.ces that all deduct<r: made on wrtter orders of the cmpi- == may be
agsrzz oo anc Showr a: one item, (5] net wages earned (6] the inclusive dates of the perioc foi
whict the emplic == 15 paid. (7) the name of the employee anc only the last fow digits of his or
her socia security number or an cmplc <= identifizzi o~ number other than ¢ social security
number, anc {8 the name anc address of the legal entity that 1s the cmplc. =,

As ¢ resull of the -z ~=- descriced above the wage -zerraris crovden to Claimant anc
other A j;-iewer B~oocvess failec 1o include the actual hours workec (i~¢ .cirg time spen!
working o*-e-dook,, the actua gros: wages earned (i~c¢/.zi~: wages owec for time spen
working off the clock anc meal anc rest perio¢ premiumnrs’, and the correc rates of pay. =~ cicvrss’

[

failurc to provide accurate itemizec wage statements was kK-cwing anc irentic-z . *ooorsimchy,
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Frcicvers viclsoad Calioiiz Labor Code section 226(a)

Claimant and 2 ;grewas BEommievass wil theretore seek PAGA detaul penalzizs; perates
pursuani to Cali“-r~i: Labo1 Code section 226.3; injunctive reliet: anc attorne. ' tees anc costs,

0. FAIL. <z TC MAINT AN ACCURATz RECORIs

Czlimo+liz Labor Code sectior |174(d requires ar employer to keep. at z centra locatior
ir the state or at the plants or cstanliskr 23 at whicl cmple 225 are emplc. 2. payrol records
show: -3 the hours worke« daily by anc the wages paid to. anc the number of pizcz-=3z units
earnec by anc any apphczb = ptece rate paic 10, cmplc =2s emplc 2o at the respec: < plants or
estabhizrr- =z, ‘These records shall be Kept with rules cstzzlished for this purpose by the

cormnmissic-, butir any case shal be kept or file for not less thar three years. During the relevant
time period Erro oeers have failec to maintair accurate records relating to Clz ¢~ and other

Agieees Booclovaes work periods. mea period% tota daily hours worked and total hours
worke¢ per payroll pertod A zoozicgle, E~zievers violateo the appl zane [WC Wage Order and
Czli-rie Labor Code ecclmm 1198.5 anc l]74(dl

Czerrand A gorieess Eclovess will therefco-= seek PAGA defaull ceralziz: pu-sia-n
to Cali~z~i: Labor Code sectior 20699, penalties pursuant to c=~ 275 paragrzc~ of the appl-:,:frl‘-:
IWC wage Orders Czlror-iw: Labor Code sectior 117/4.% penaluzs: injunctive relief and

attor—~z24:° fees anc costs

7. FALL Rz TC RED20 A5 NECEASARY EXPENDI <

Czl7u & Labor Code sections 280U and Z2¥U. require ar emplc.2r o rei—~ e S
f_-rr.p szt tor all recessar, expendic.ozno mcurree by the empls v:= in direc corszguzncz of the
ConerEsLs 0fh1< or her job duties or 1n direct cor.sequeance of his or her obec 2~z to the di-zctic -z

ofthe cmplk 2z, The applizscle TWC Wage Order requires emple.zrs to provlde emp ozes witl
the tools or equ zmert necessary for the perfzrmanc: of then jjob During the relevan time period
Ulaiman! anc Ajgrevss BErmzicvns: INCUITEC roCassar, DU ~@ii-r2alss exterses anc costs that

were not fully ~=i~curmes by Foroelooers,

Lozaezizgley, zovpiovers vicaezs the applcacle TWC Order and Czli-ci+iz Labor Code
sections 2800 an¢ Z8UZ C :li~a~7 and A - 2¢ zoplovess will theretore seek PAGA defaulr
carzoen pursuant ¢ Czlivormia Labor Code sectior 206Y9 penalz=s pursuant to penaltizs
zzrza-z0- of the applizz-: TWC Wage Orders: injunctive relief and attorez.:" fees anc costs,

8. FAI__ <z TO IIMELY PAY ALL \WWAGES UPON | = =M Aoy

Czl-or Labor Code sccticm: ZU. and 202 provide that if an emplover dsore s an
emples s, the wag,c< earnec anc unpaic at the time of discharge are due and payablz immedia
and if an ¢ mpl-wezz quits his or her empl< . his or her wages shall become due and payable
not later thar scvcnty-_n : (72 hours themjf.:h unless the emp'c /2 has giver seventy 2ac (72
hours notice of his or her intentior to quit in whicl case the emp]: «zz 18 entitlec to his or her
wages at the time of quitting
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During the relevan time period upon the terminaticr of cmploy =1 (inclzci~g but not
hmitec to wher they were temporaril o laic oftf, laic ofl diz<-z-y=2, and/or resigred | Lrploves
tailec to pay all wages due to their empl: =23 withir twent, ‘rour (24] hours of terminaticr or ever
withir seventy-twe (72 hours for those who resiz-e:. Ktecn‘ 2P as a result of Emplc, 23
pracu~z: of requiring Claimani anc A;~«.:¢ Lmpliezas (o WOlk off-:he-clec< without
ceoe-zzior, failing to pay proper overtime corrce-zztic, failure to properly calculatc regular
rates, anc lallux( to accuratel. recorc al hours ac.luall) wmked Lrnploeer: lalled to pay Cllaunanl
and - grenes Employccs fm all straiz~- timc wage, minimuir wages 'md overtime corroersatio:
owec to lhem upor; terminatic of their emplew -~z Frpe -z alse tailec to pay (',‘\lmm;ml and
Lgariener BEclovezs for meal perioc premiuns and rest perioc premiums they were owed
amer ;3 other wages . oovzirg 'y, Emp cisrs vic sizd Caliszr~iz Labor Code sections 201 and
202,

Claimant anc < j;rev=c Zooplovas:s will therefore seek PAGA default penal? =5 pursuant
to Czlimo—iz Labor Code sectior 26YY penaltizs pursuant to Cali“:r~i: Labor Code sections 203

and 1199 anc atlorneys’ tees anc costs,

Yy CONCLDI ™M

Claimani hereby prc.izes notice to the LWD2 under the C:zl e Labor Code Private
ttr~ew: (Genera Act of 2004, Cal “:-~iz Labor Code Sectuir: 2098, er seq. anc spe-ifically
asks for ar 1. z:%iz7 o, or If the agency does not intenc (o in =st ;v the alleged vizlamors, a

letter confi-— i~ the same sc that Claimant may allege a cause of actior under PAGA against
Eclevers for the vie z1iom: dscoszzs in thas letter,

This letter 1s sent in compl :z~22 witl the reportir g requi-z-ens of Cz1 71z Labor Code
section 209Y.3. By law. an crrp -ves all=z- 2 a vic zsicn of one of the above referencec¢ sections
musi notify his or her emplover and the Labor and o < 2rc2 Develce~zrt Aoy (LWDAY
berore he or she can Invoke the provizicrc of Sections 209Y, ef acy., by scckir 2 redress in court

Cal. Lab Code ¢ 2¢5%.7 3.t }, The LWDA must then notify the emplo 2r anc the emp 22 withir
6U calendar days regardi~z whether it intends to ir, 2377222 the alleged viollation Cal Lab. Code
$ 26993 z; 23 B . Ifthe L'WDA advises it will not i~ ===is3r=, or if nc notice 1s providec withir

02 calendar days, the cmpl~ == may tmle a lawsum mvokmg the provisic~s under Labor Code ¢

2699 Cal Lab. Code ¢ 26922.% =z 2 CItas Cli: 20 intentior to file & civi] comp a7 anc to
bring the app-: crate claims under C“\ i Labor Code 2699 on behalf of themsel =3, the
state of Czal:y~ 2 anc all = j;rie2d E~clevrszs shoulc your office not address Emplc . o205
allegec viclzzzm: withir this timefrz~—

If you have any questicr: Or require addiz -z ar'oreticne, please dc not hesitate (o

contact my oftice Thank you fo1 your attentior to this matter

Bl.Ac K> ONT LAW
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Miriam Schimmel., Esq.

cc: By U.S. Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested

The Pape” Group, Inc. The Pape™ Group, Inc.

355 Goodpasture Island Road, Suite 300 ¢/o C T Corporation System

Eugene, Oregon 97401 330 N Brand Blvd, Suite 700
Glendale, CA 91203

Pape' Machinery, Inc. Pape' Machinery, Inc.

355 Goodpasture Island Road, Suite 300 c/o C T Corporation System

Eugene, OR 97401 330 N Brand Blvd, Suite 700
Glendale, CA 91203
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Alexandra Rose, Esq.
arose@blackstonepc.com

November 4, 2025

Amended PAGA Claim Notice Via Online Electronic Submission

California Labor & Workforce Development Agency

800 Capitol Mall, Suite 5000 (MIC-55)

Sacramento, CA 95814
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html

RE: Colton Ray v. Pape’ Machinery, Inc.; The Pape’ Group, Inc.
Case No. LWDA-CM-1047759-24

To Whom It May Concern:

On August 27, 2024, pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, California
Labor Code sections 2698, et seq. (“PAGA”), our office provided notice to the California Labor
and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) on behalf of Colton Ray (“Claimant™) that
Claimant intends to bring a representative action seeking penalties for violations of the California
Labor Code which are recoverable under PAGA with respect to his claims under the California
Labor Code against Pape’ Machinery, Inc. and The Pape’ Group, Inc. (including all affiliates,
subsidiaries, parents, directors, and officers) (collectively referred to herein as “Employers”).

We write to inform you of this amended notice to provide clarification that the
“Employers” include The Papé Group, Inc.; Papé Machinery, Inc.; Papé Material Handling, Inc.;
Papé Trucks, Inc.; Papé D.W., Inc.; Papé Truck Leasing, Inc.; and Papé Properties, Inc.

This letter is being sent simultaneously to Employers by certified mail.

Employers employed Colton Ray from approximately May 2021 to January 2024 as a non-
exempt, hourly-paid employee. Colton Ray worked as a Technician for Employers and was based
out of Employers’ facility located at 20 Depot Rd, Fortuna, CA 95540.

Claimant is seeking penalties on behalf of himself and in a representative capacity on
behalf of the State of California and all current and former hourly-paid and/or non-exempt
employees who worked for Employers in the State of California during the relevant statutory
period who suffered the violations alleged (“Aggrieved Employees™). This letter is being sent in
compliance with California Labor Code section 2699.3 and shall serve as Claimant’s amended
notice of the provisions of the California Labor Code alleged to have been violated, including the
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facts and theories in support thereof.

As detailed below, Employers violated several of California’s wage and hour laws during
Claimant’s employment, including but not limited to California Labor Code sections 201, 202,
203, 204, 226(a), 226.7, 510, 512(a), 1174(d), 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 2800, and 2802, and the
applicable Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Order (“IWC Wage Order”). Employers’ conduct
giving rise to the violations detailed below was malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive within the
meaning of PAGA.

The claims made on behalf of Claimant and Aggrieved Employees are based upon the
following facts and theories:

1. FAILURE TO PAY FOR ALL TIME WORKED AT CORRECT RATES OF PAY,
INCLUDING MINIMUM WAGES, STRAIGHT TIME WAGES, AND OVERTIME
COMPENSATION

Employers engaged in numerous unlawful practices which resulted in the failure to pay
Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees for all time worked at the correct rates of pay, including
minimum wages, straight time wages, and overtime compensation.

California Labor Code sections 1194, 1197, and 1197.1 and the applicable IWC Wage
Order require employers to pay at least the legal minimum wage to their employees. California
Labor Code sections 510 and 1198 and the applicable IWC Wage Order further require employers
to pay no less than one and one-half times an employee’s regular rate of pay for hours worked in
excess of eight (8) hours in one workday, for hours worked in excess of forty (40) hours in one
workweek, and for the first eight (8) hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one
workweek, and to pay no less than twice an employee’s regular rate of pay of the employee for
hours worked in excess of twelve (12) hours in one workday and for any work in excess of eight
(8) hours on any seventh day of a workweek.

Throughout the relevant time, Employers regularly required Claimant and other Aggrieved
Employees to perform work off-the-clock prior to clocking-in and/or after clocking-out for their
shifts. Employers failed to compensate Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees for any of this
off-the-clock work, in violation of California law.

This uncompensated work often resulted in the total number of hours worked by Claimant
and other Aggrieved Employees exceeding the daily and/or weekly triggers for overtime wages,
yet Employers failed to pay Claimant and Aggrieved Employees applicable overtime rate(s) for
these hours.

Employers also failed to accurately record the actual time worked by Claimant and
Aggrieved Employees.

Employers also failed to pay overtime to Claimant and Aggrieved Employees for all
overtime hours worked based on regular rates of pay correctly calculated to include all applicable
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remuneration, including non-discretionary commissions, non-discretionary bonuses, and non-
discretionary performance pay.

As a result of the foregoing practices, Employers failed to pay Claimant and other
Aggrieved Employees for all wages earned at the correct rates of pay, including minimum wages,
straight time wages, and overtime compensation. Accordingly, Employers violated the applicable
IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code sections 204, 510, 1194, 1197, 1197.1 and 1198.

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties pursuant
to California Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Orders;
penalties pursuant to California Labor Code sections 558, 1197.1, and 1199; injunctive relief; and
attorneys’ fees and costs.

2. MEAL BREAK VIOLATIONS

California law requires employers to provide employees with an opportunity to take an
uninterrupted meal period of no less than thirty (30) minutes before the end of the fifth hour of
work when an employee works more than five (5) hours in a day. Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7 &
512(a). Employers must provide a second meal period of no less than thirty (30) minutes before
the end of the tenth hour of work when an employee works more than ten (10) hours in a day. /d.
For each day that an employer fails to provide compliant meal period(s), the employer must pay
the employee a meal penalty equal to one hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of
compensation. /d.

During the relevant time period, Employers failed to provide Claimant and other
Aggrieved Employees with legally compliant 30-minute meal periods. Claimant and other
Aggrieved Employees were required by Employers to work more than five (5) hours per day but
were not provided with uninterrupted 30-minute meal periods. Further, Claimant and other
Aggrieved Employees were not provided with a second uninterrupted 30-minute meal period
when they worked over ten (10) hours per day. Employers regularly required Claimant and other
Aggrieved Employees to work through their first and second meal periods, to take their first meal
period after their fifth (5") hour of work, and/or to take their second meal periods after their tenth
(10™) hour of work. Meal breaks, when provided, were oftentimes interrupted and/or cut short.

Employers’ policies, practices, and procedures were responsible for the violations alleged
above and prevented Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees from taking timely, complete and
duty-free meal periods because, amongst other reasons: (1) Employers did not have legally-
compliant policies regarding the provision and timing of meal periods or systematically
disregarded their own purported meal period policies; (2) Employers’ management at various
levels failed and refused to implement and enforce legally compliant meal period policies and
practices; (3) Employers failed to adequately inform and train Claimant and other Aggrieved
Employees regarding their right to take timely, uninterrupted, and duty-free meal periods; (4)
Employers failed to adequately inform and train Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees about
their right to premium wages for non-compliant meal periods; (5) Employers failed to ensure that
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there was adequate staffing to allow Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees to take timely,
uninterrupted, and duty-free meal periods; (6) Employers required Claimant and other Aggrieved
Employees to respond to work-related requests at all times, including during meal periods; and
(7) Employers’ policy and culture prevented Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees from
taking timely, uninterrupted, and duty-free meal periods because of the priority placed on
maximizing profits over employees’ right to receive timely, uninterrupted, and duty-free meal
periods.

Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees did not receive an extra hour of wages at their
regular rate of pay for each day a compliant meal period was not provided to them in compliance
with California law.

Accordingly, Employers violated the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor
Code sections 226.7, 512(a) and 1198.

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties pursuant
to California Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to penalties paragraph of the applicable
IWC Wage Orders; penalties pursuant to California Labor Code sections 558 and 1199; injunctive
relief; and attorneys’ fees and costs.

3. REST BREAK VIOLATIONS

California law requires employers to authorize and permit employees to take an
uninterrupted rest period of no less than ten (10) minutes for every four (4) hours, or major fraction
thereof, worked. Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7. For each day that an employer fails to authorize and
permit a compliant rest period, the employer owes the employee one hour of pay at the employee’s
regular rate of compensation. Cal. Lab. Code § 226.7(c¢).

Employers failed to authorize and permit Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees to take
compliant 10-minute rest periods. Employers required Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees
to work through rest periods. Claimant and Aggrieved Employees were not provided with
uninterrupted, duty-free rest periods when they worked more than four (4) hours or a major
fraction thereof. Further, Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees were not provided with a
second uninterrupted, duty-free rest period when they worked more than six (6) hours in a day, or
a third uninterrupted, duty-free rest period after working more than ten (10) hours in day. In the
rare event that a rest period was taken, it was frequently interrupted or cut short. Moreover,
Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees were not completely relieved of duty as required by
Augustus v. ABM Security Services, Inc., 2 Cal.5th 257 (2016).

Employers’ policies, practices, and procedures were responsible for the violations alleged
above and prevented Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees from taking timely and complete
rest periods because, amongst other reasons: (1) Employers did not have legally-compliant policies
regarding the provision and timing of rest periods or systematically disregarded its own purported
rest period policies; (2) Employers’ management at various levels failed and refused to implement
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and enforce legally compliant rest period policies and practices; (3) Employers failed to adequately
inform and train Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees regarding their right to take timely,
uninterrupted, and duty-free rest periods; (4) Employers failed to adequately inform and train
Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees about their right to premium wages for non-compliant
rest periods; (5) Employers failed to ensure that there was adequate staffing to allow Claimant and
other Aggrieved Employees to take timely, uninterrupted, and duty-free rest periods; (6)
Employers required Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees to respond to work-related requests
at all times, including during rest periods; and (7) Employers’ policy and culture prevented
Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees from taking timely, uninterrupted, and duty-free rest
periods because of the priority placed on completing job requirements over employees’ right to
receive rest periods.

Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees did not receive an extra hour of wages at their
regular rate of pay for each day a rest period was not provided to them in compliance with
California law. Accordingly, Employers violated the applicable IWC Wage Order and California
Labor Code sections 226.7 and 1198.

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties pursuant
to California Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Orders;
Labor Code sections 558 and 1199 penalties; injunctive relief; and attorneys’ fees and costs.

4. 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.
During the relevant time period, Employers willfully and intentionally failed to timely pay all
wages earned because Claimant and other Aggrieved Employees were not paid all the wages they
were owed including, inter alia, overtime compensation, straight time wages, minimum wages,
and meal and rest period premiums. Accordingly, Employers violated California Labor Code
section 204(a).

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties pursuant
to Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to California Labor Code sections 210 and 1199;
injunctive relief; and attorneys’ fees and costs.

5. FAILURE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE ITEMIZED WAGE STATEMENTS
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California Labor Code section 226(a) requires an employer semimonthly or at the time of
each payment of wages to furnish wage statements to its employees setting forth, inter alia, (1)
gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of piece-rate units
earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all
deductions, provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee may be
aggregated and shown as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period for
which the employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and only the last four digits of his or
her social security number or an employee identification number other than a social security
number, and (8) the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer.

As a result of the practices described above, the wage statements provided to Claimant and
other Aggrieved Employees failed to include the actual hours worked (including time spent
working off-the-clock), the actual gross wages earned (including wages owed for time spent
working off the clock and meal and rest period premiums), and the correct rates of pay. Employers’
failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements was knowing and intentional. Accordingly,
Employers violated California Labor Code section 226(a).

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties; penalties
pursuant to California Labor Code section 226.3; injunctive relief; and attorneys’ fees and costs.

6. FAILURE TO MAINTAIN ACCURATE RECORDS

California Labor Code section 1174(d) requires an employer to keep, 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. These records shall be kept with rules established for this purpose by the
commission, but in any case, shall be kept on file for not less than three years. During the relevant
time period, Employers have failed to maintain accurate records relating to Claimant and other
Aggrieved Employees’ work periods, meal periods, total daily hours worked, and total hours
worked per payroll period. Accordingly, Employers violated the applicable IWC Wage Order and
California Labor Code sections 1198.5 and 1174(d).

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties pursuant
to California Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to penalties paragraph of the applicable
IWC Wage Orders; California Labor Code section 1174.5 penalties; injunctive relief; and
attorneys’ fees and costs.

7. FAILURE TO REIMBURSE NECESSARY EXPENDITURES

California Labor Code sections 2800 and 2802 require an employer to reimburse its
employees for all necessary expenditures incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the
discharge of his or her job duties or in direct consequence of his or her obedience to the directions
of the employer. The applicable IWC Wage Order requires employers to provide employees with
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the tools or equipment necessary for the performance of their job. During the relevant time period,
Claimant and Aggrieved Employees incurred necessary business-related expenses and costs that
were not fully reimbursed by Employers.

Accordingly, Employers violated the applicable IWC Order and California Labor Code
sections 2800 and 2802. Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default
penalties pursuant to California Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to penalties
paragraph of the applicable IWC Wage Orders; injunctive relief; and attorneys’ fees and costs.

8. FAILURE TO TIMELY PAY ALL 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 if an employee quits 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’ 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.

During the relevant time period, upon the termination of employment (including but not
limited to when they were temporarily laid off, laid off, discharged, and/or resigned), Employers
failed to pay all wages due to their employees within twenty-four (24) hours of termination or even
within seventy-two (72) hours for those who resigned. Specifically, as a result of Employers’
practices of requiring Claimant and Aggrieved Employees to work off-the-clock without
compensation, failing to pay proper overtime compensation, failure to properly calculate regular
rates, and failure to accurately record all hours actually worked, Employers failed to pay Claimant
and Aggrieved Employees for all straight time wage, minimum wages and overtime compensation
owed to them upon termination of their employment. Employers also failed to pay Claimant and
Aggrieved Employees for meal period premiums and rest period premiums they were owed,
amongst other wages. Accordingly, Employers violated California Labor Code sections 201 and
202.

Claimant and Aggrieved Employees will therefore seek PAGA default penalties pursuant
to California Labor Code section 2699; penalties pursuant to California Labor Code sections 203
and 1199; and attorneys’ fees and costs.

9. CONCLUSION

Claimant hereby provides notice to the LWDA under the California Labor Code Private
Attorneys General Act of 2004, California Labor Code Sections 2698, et seq., and specifically
asks for an investigation, or if the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, a
letter confirming the same so that Claimant may allege a cause of action under PAGA against
Employers for the violations discussed in this letter.

This letter is sent in compliance with the reporting requirements of California Labor Code
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section 2699.3. By law, an employee alleging a violation of one of the above referenced sections
must notify his or her employer and the Labor and Workforce Development Agency (LWDA)
before he or she can invoke the provisions of Sections 2699, et seq., by seeking redress in court.
Cal. Lab. Code § 2699.3(a)(1). The LWDA must then notify the employer and the employee within
60 calendar days regarding whether it intends to investigate the alleged violation. Cal. Lab. Code
§ 2699.3(a)(2)(B). If the LWDA advises it will not investigate, or if no notice is provided within
65 calendar days, the employee may file a lawsuit invoking the provisions under Labor Code §
2699. Cal. Lab. Code § 2699.3(a)(2)(A). It is Claimant’s intention to file a civil complaint and to
bring the appropriate claims under California Labor Code § 2699 on behalf of themselves, the
State of California and all Aggrieved Employees should your office not address Employers’
alleged violations within this timeframe.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact my office. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

BLACKSTONE LAW

Alexandra Rose, Esq.

cc: By E-Mail and U.S. Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested

Barbara A. Blackburn
BBlackburn@littler.com

Rachel E. Simons
RESimons@]littler.com
LITTLER MENDELSON P.C.
500 Capitol Mall, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attorneys for Pape’ Machinery, Inc. and The Pape’ Group, Inc.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT

I, Lorena Bautista, certify and declare as follows:

I am over eighteen years of age and not a party to the within action; my business
address is 8383 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 745, Beverly Hills, California 90211. On March 10,
2026, | served a copy of the following document(s):

e FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR ENFORCEMENT ACTION UNDER
THE PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT, CAL. LABOR CODE §§ 2698
ET SEQ.

on the interested parties as follows:

Barbara A. Blackburn

Rachel E. Simons

LITTLER MENDELSON, P.C.
500 Capitol Mall, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

Tel: (916) 830-7200

Fax: (916) 561-0828

E-mails: bblackburn@littler.com;
resimons@littler.com;
jjhughey@littler.com;

Attorneys for Defendants PAPE MACHINERY, INC.
and THE PAPE’ GROUP, INC.

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL (E-MAIL): | caused said document(s) to be delivered
electronically to be delivered to the above referenced addressee(s) via email from
email address Ibautista@blackstonepc.com pursuant to California Code of Civil
Procedure section 1010.6(e)(1). I did not receive any electronic message or other
indication that the transmission was unsuccessful.

State of California, Labor & Workforce Development Agency
Web URL.:
http://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html

BY ONLINE SUBMISSION: The above-referenced documents were transmitted to
the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency through the online system
established for the submission of notices and documents, in conformity with California
Labor Code section 2699(1). I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the
transmission, any electronic message or other indication that the transmission was
unsuccessful.

1

PROOF OF SERVICE
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STATE: | declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the above is true and correct.

Executed on March 10, 2026 at Beverly Hills, California.

2

/s/ Lorena Bautista
Lorena Bautista

PROOF OF SERVICE






