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I. INTRODUCTION AND OPENING SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Plaintiffs Kali Bates and Michael Johnson (“Plaintiffs”) seek preliminary approval of a wage and
hour class action and Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) settlement in the gross amount of
$175,000. See generally Exhibit A (Joint Stipulation Regarding Class Action and PAGA Settlement and|
Release [“Agreement”]). Plaintiffs brought this class action individually and on behalf of similarly
situated employees who were staffed to work for Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Defendant”) by MVP
Event Productions, LLC and performed work for Legends Hospitality, LLC, whether as an employee or
independent contractor, at any time during the Class Period (Plaintiffs and Defendant sometimes
collectively referred to as the “Parties”).! See generally Exhibit B (Plaintiffs’ First Amended
Complaint). There are approximately 1,687 Class Members.

Plaintiffs have alleged that Defendant violated the California Unfair Competition Law, failed to
provide accurate wage statements, failed to pay minimum wage for all hours worked, failed to provide
meal and rest periods, waiting time penalties, failed to pay overtime wages, failed to reimburse business
expenses, failed to comply with sick leave requirements, and failed to timely pay wages during
employment. See generally Exhibit B; see also Declaration of Brittany V. Berzin (“Decl. Berzin”), § 2.
Plaintiffs have also alleged Defendant is liable for civil penalties under the PAGA based on these
violations. See id.; Exhibit C (Plaintiffs’ Ltrs. to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency
[“LWDA”] Regarding PAGA Claims). Defendant has denied all of Plaintiffs’ allegations in their
entirety and any liability or wrongdoing of any kind. See Decl. Berzin, § 4. Defendant has also denied
that this case is appropriate for class certification other than for purposes of settlement. See id.
However, subject to Court approval, the Parties have been able to compromise and settle all asserted
claims as a result of extensive investigations, document and data exchanges, and extended negotiations.
See Exhibit A. Defendant has also denied that this case is appropriate for class certification other than
for purposes of settlement. See id. However, subject to Court approval, the Parties have been able to
compromise and settle all asserted claims as a result of extensive investigations, document and data

exchanges, and extended negotiations. See Exhibit A. Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ counsel believe the

! Plaintiffs only reached a settlement with Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC. Therefore, this motion only seeks
approval of a settlement releasing Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC, not defendant MVP Event Productions, LLC.
1

MPA ISO MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT
507306469.1







