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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE IMSTRICT OF FLORIDA

TAMPA DIVISON

ZEANDREW STAMPS and
DERRICK ARNETT, on behalf of
themselves and on behalf of all others
similarly situated,

Plaintiffs, Case No.:

LAKELAND CHOPHOUSE, LLC d/b/a
MANNY'S ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE and
EMMANUEL NiKOLAIDIS, an individual,

Defendants.

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs, ZEANDREW STAMPS and DERRICK ARNETT (Plaintiffs"), by and

throuab undersigned counsel, on behalf of thetnselves and on behalf of all others similarly

situated, bring this action against Defendants, LAKELAND CHOPHOUSE, LLC d/b/a

MANNVS ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE ("MANNY'S ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE") and

EMMANUEL NIKOLAIDIS, in his individual capacity ("Defendants"), and in support: of

their claims state as follows:

jURISDICTION AND VENUE

I. This is an action for damages under the Fair Labor Standards Act CTLSA"),

29 U.S.C. 201 et seq., for failure to pay a minimum wage, failure to pay overtime wages

under 29 U.S.C. 21.5(a)(3), and unpaid wages, This Complaint is filed as a collective

action under 29 U.S.C. 216(b) and a class action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23.
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2. Venue lies within this Judicial District because events giving rise to this claim

arose in this Judicial District at the time the lawsuit was commenced. Defendant MANNYS

ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE is a corporation authorized and doing business in this judicial

District.

PARTIES

3. Plaintiffs are residents of Polk County, Florida.

4. Plaintiffs were employed by Defendants from September 2013 to April 2016.

5. Defendants operate several restaurants in Polk County, Florida.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

6. Plaintiffs have satisfied all conditions precedent, or they have been waived.

7. Plaintiffs have hired the undersigned attorneys and agreed to pay them a fee.

8. Plaintiffs request a jury trial for all issues so triable.

9. At all times material hereto, Plaintiff's and the similarly situated employees

were "engaged in the production of goods" for commerce within the meaning of Sections 6

and 7 of the FLSA, and as such were subject to the individual coverage of the FLSA.

10. Plaintiffs handle and sell goods that have been moved in or been produced for

commerce. 29 U.S.C. 203(0(1).

11. At all times material hereto, Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees

were "employees" of Defendants within the meaning of the ELSA.

11 At all times material hereto, Defendant MANNY'S ORIGINAL

CHOPHOUSE was an "employer" within the meaning of the FLSA, 29 U.S.C. 203(4
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13. Defendant MANNY'S ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE continues to be an.

"employer" within the meaning of the FLSA.

14. At all times material hereto, Defendant MANNY'S ORIGINAL

CHOPHOUSE was andeontinues to be an enterprise covered by the FLSA, as defined under

29 U.S.C. 203(r) and 203(s).

15. At all times relevant to this action, Defendant MANNY'S ORIGINAL

CHOPHOUSE ermaged in interstate commerce within the meaning of the FLSA, 29 U.S.C.

203(s).

16. At all times relevant to this action, the annual gross sales volume ofDefendant

MANNY'S ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE exceeded $500,000 per year.

17. Defendant EMMANUEL NIKOLAIDIS is the owner of MANNY'S

ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE.

18. As part of his duties, Defendant EMMANUEL NIKOLAIDIS supervised

Plaintiffs, and exercised control over the wages, hours, and working conditions of Plaintiffs

and the similarly situated employees. Defendant EMMANUEL NIKOI„AIDIS also

controlled the payroll practices of MANNY'S ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE.

19. Through the exercise of dominion and control over all employee-related.

matters at MANNY'S ORIGINAL CHOPHOUSE, in his individual capacity EMMANUEL

N1KOLAIDIS is also an "employer" within the meaning of the FLSA.

20. At all times material hereto, the work performed by Plaintiffs and the

similarly situated employees was directly essential to the business performed by Defendant.
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FACTS

21. Defendants employed Plaintiff ZEANDREW STAMPS as a server from July

2014 to December 2015.

22. Defendants employed Plaintiff DERRICK ARNETT as a server and bartender

from September 2013 to April 2016.

23. At all times material hereto, Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees

worked hours at the direction of Defendant, and they were not paid at least the applicable

minimum wage for all of the hours that they worked.

24. Specifically, Defendants have been taking advantage of a tip credit wthich

allows Defendants to include in their calculation of wages a portion of the amounts

employees receive in tips.

25. Defendants did not provide proper notice proper notice of its intent to utilize. a

"tip credit"

26. Defendants required Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees to "tip
ote a portion of their tip each shift to a tip pool controlled by Defendant.

27. Defimdants required Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees to make

"tip out" payments to the expeditors, who do not customarily and usually receive tips.

28. The expeditors worked in Defendantskitchen, did not run food to tables, and

had no customer contact.
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29. Defendants required the class to participate in an illegal and mandatory tip

pool (or tip sharing arraneement) which Defendants distributed to individuals who are not

considered "customarily and regularly tipped employees." Therefore, Defendants forfeited

their right to claim a tip credit adjustment to minimum wage obligations for each hour

Plaintiffs worked in the last three years.

30. At various times material hereto. Plaintiffs and the similarly situated

employees worked hours in excess of forty (40) hours within a work week for Defendants,

and they were entitled to be paid an overtime premium equal to one and one-half times their

regular hourly rate for all of these hours.

31. Defendants required Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees to work

for Defendants off the clock.

32. Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees did not receive minimum wage

or overtime due fbr hours worked over 40 hours and were not c.ompensated in accordance

with the:IA—SA for hours worked over 40.

33. By failing to accurately record all of the hours worked by Plaintiffs and the

similarly situated employees. Defendants have failed to make, keep, and preserve records

with respect to each of its employees in a manner sufficient to determine their wages, hours,

and other conditions of employment, in violation of the RSA. See 29 C.F.R. 516,2

34. Defendants' actions were willful, and showed reckless disregard far the

provisions of the RSA.
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COLLECTIVE ACTION ALLEGATIONS

35. Plaintiffs bring this case as an "opt-in" collective action on behalf of similarly

situated employees of Defendants pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 216(b). The similarly situated

employees are tipped employees, including servers and bartenders.

36. Plaintiffs ZEANDREW STAMPS and DERRICK AR.NETT, on behalf of

themselves and all similarly situated employees, seek relief on a collective basis challenging

Defendantsillegal tip pooling and overtime payment policy and practice.

37. Therefore, notice is properly sent to: "All tipped employees of Manny's

Original Chophouse who were required to contribute a portion of their tips to employees who

were not customarily and regularly tipped employees, and/or who worked off the clock,

and/or who worked more than 40 hours per week during the three years preceding the filing

of this Complaint."

38. The total number and identities of the similarly situated employees may be

determined from the records of Defendants and may easily and quickly be notified of the

pendency of this action.

39. Plaintiffs are representative of similarly situated employees because they have

been required to participate in an illegal tip pooling scheme and have been unlawfully denied

payment of minimum wage and overtime.

40. Plaintiffs' experience with Defendants' payroll practices is typical of the

experiences of the similarly situated employees.

41. Specific job titles or job duties of Plaintiffs and the similarly situated

employees do not prevent collective treatment.
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42. Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees, irrespective of their particular

job duties, are entitled to the difference between the "tip credit" and the minimum wage for

all hours worked.

43. Plaintiffs and the similarly situated employees, irrespective of their particular

job duties, are entitled to compensation for aH hours worked, including hours worked over 40

for which they only received tips, in accordance with the FLSA.

44, Although the issues of damages can be individual in character, there remains a

common nucleus of operative facts concerning Defendantsliability under the FLSA in this

case.

RULE 23 CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

45. Plaintiffs assert their Rule 23 class claim on behalf of the Putative Class

defined as follows:

UNPAID WAGES RULE 23 CLASS: All persons employed by Defendant
Manny's Original Chophouse, who were denied compensation for work
performed within four years of the filing of this complaint through the date of
final judgment in this action.

46. Plaintiffs are and have been members of the Putative Unpaid Wages Class

("Putative Rule 23 Class") described herein.

47. The number of persons in the Putative Rule 23 Class herein is so numerous

that joinder of all such persons would be impracticable. While the exact number and.

identities of all such persons are unknown to Plaintiffs at this time and can only be obtained

through appropriate discovery, Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege,
that the Putative Rule 23 Class herein include over 100 persons.
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48. Disposition of Plaintiffs' claims in a Class action will benefit all parties and

the Court.

49. There is a well-defined comm.unity of interest presented by the Putative Rule

23 Class herein in that, among other things, each member of the Putative Rule 23 Class has

an interest in collecting unpaid wages, obtaining other appropriate legal relief .for the harm of

which Plaintiff's complain, and obtaining other adequate compensation for the common

damages which Plaintiffs and all other persons similarly situated have suffered as a result of

Defendants' actions.

50. Each Class Menther herein has performed work. for Defendants at Defendants'

request at some time during the Class Period, and were denied all wages earned because of

the willful withholding of compensation by Defendants.

51. A class action in this ease is superior to any other available method for the fair

and efficient adjudication of the claims presented herein.

52. The prosecution of separate actions by individual members of the Putative

Rule 23 Class herein would create a risk of inconsistent and/or varying adjudications with

respect to individual members of the Putative Rule 23 Class which would or may establish

incompatible standards of conduct for Defendants and which would also create a riSk of

adjudications with respect to individual members of the Putative Rule 23 Class herein which

would, as a practical matter, be dispositive of the interests of other members of the Putative

Rule 23 Class not parties to the particular individual adjudications, and/or would or may

substantially impede or impair the ability of those other members to protect their interests.
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53. Common questions of law and fact exist in this case with respect to the

Putative Rule 23 Class which predominate over any questions affecting only individual

members of the Class and which do not vary between members thereof

54. At some time during the Class Period, all of the individuals in the Putative

Rule 23 Class herein have been employed by Defendants and were denied wages for all

hours worked, as described more fully herein,

55. The claims of the named Plaintiffs in this case are typical of those of the other

Class MeMbers which they seek to represent, in that, among other things, Plaintiffs and each

other Class Member have sustained damages and are facing irreparable harm because of, and

arising out of, a common course of conduct engaged in by Defendants as complained of

herein.

56. The claims of the named Plaintiffs herein are coincident with, and not

antagonistic to, the claims of other Class Members which the named Plaintiffs seek to

represent.

57. The named Plaintiffs herein will fairly and adequately represent and protect

the interests of the members of the Putative Class which they seek to represent. Plaimiffs do

not have any interests which are antagonistic to the interests of the Putative Class herein.

58. Counsel -for Plaintiffs are experienced, qualified and generally able to conduct

complex class action legislation.

59. The relief sought in this action is necessary to restore to members of the

Putative Class the money and property which the Defendants have illegally acquired through
the unlawful treatment of eaeh Class Member as described herein.
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60. Plaintiffs intend to send notice to all members of the Putative Class to the

extent required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 21 The names and addresses of the Putative Class

members are available from Defendant's records.

COUNT I RSA MINIMUM WAGE VIOLATION

61. Plaintiffs reallege and readopt the allegations of paragraphs I through 60 of

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein.

62. Defendamspolicy and practice of requiring its tipped employees to tip out

employees who do not customarily and regularly receive tips, violates the ELSA. 29 U.S.C.

203(m).

63. Defendants' policy and practice by which it fails to inform tipped employees

of the provisions of 29 U.S.C. 2013(m) violates the FLSA.

64. During the statutory period Defendants violated the tip credit exception to the

minimum wage provisions of the ELSA. Accordingly, Defendants are not permitted to take a

tip credit.

65. Defendants knew or should have known that its policies and practices relating

to tip pooling violates the FLSA,

66. Defendants have not made a good faith effort to comply with the FLSA.

67. Rather, Defendants have knowingly, willfully, and/or with reckless disregard,
carried out, and continues to carry out its illegal tip-pooling practices.
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68. Plaintiff's and the similarly situated employees are entitled to the difference

between the wage received by them from Defendants and the applicable minimum wage for

all hours worked, in addition to the amount they were required to tip-out to Defendants'

employees who are not customarily tipped.

69. Defendants also failed and refused to pay Plaintiffs minimum wage tbr all the

work. that Plaintiffs perfomied for Defendants, including work that Defendants required

Plaintiffs to do off the clock.

70. The similarly situated employees were all tipped employees employed by

Defendants, were compensated in the same manner, and were all subject to Defendants"

common policy and practice of working off the clock, in violation of the FLSA.

71. In addition, Plaintiffs' and the similarly situated employees are entitled to an

amount equal to their unpaid wages as liquidated damages, as well as reasonable attorney's

fees and costs of this action. 29 U.S.C. 216(b).

72. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs and similarly situated individuals have

suffered damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff's demand:

a) Judgment against Defendants for an amount equal to Plaintiffs unpaid
back wages;

b) Judgment against Defendants that its violations of the FLSA were

e) An equal amount to the overtime damages as liquidated damages;
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d) To the extent liquidated damages are not awarded, an award of

prejudgment interest;

e) All costs and attorney's fees incurred in prosecuting these claims; and

For such further relief as the Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT 'ELSA OVERTIME VIOLATIONS

73. Plaintiffs reallege and readopt the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 60 of

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein.

74. During the statutory period, Plaintiff's and similarly situated individuals

worked overtime hours while employed by Defendants and were not compensated thr these

hours in accordance with the FLSA.

75. The actions of Defendants as set fbrth above in failing to pay overtime to

Plaintiffs constitutes a violation of the FLSA„ 29 U.S.C. 207.

76. Defendants knew or should have known that their policies and practices

relating to tip pooling violates the ELSA.

77. Defendants have not made a good faith eftbrt to comply with the FLSA.

78. Rather, Defendants have knowingly, willfully, and/or with reckless disregard,
earned out, and continues to carry out its illegal tip-pooling practices.

79. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs and similarly situated employees have

suffered damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand:

a) Judgment against Defendants for an amount equal to Plaintiffs unpaid

back wages at the applicable overtime rate;
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b) judgment against Defendants that its violations of the FLSA were

willful;

c) An equal amount to the overtime damages as liquidated damages;

To the extent liquidated damages are not awarded, an award of

prejudgment interest:

c) All costs and attorney's fees incurred in prosecuting these claims; and

For such further relief as the Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT HI UNPAID WAGES UNDER FLORIDA COMMON LAW CLASS
ACTION CLAIM

80. Plaintiffs reallege and readopt the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 60 of

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein,

81. During the statutory period, Plaintiffs and similarly situated individuals

worked for Defendant Manny's Original Chophouse, and Defendant Manny's Original

Chophouse agreed to pay them for their services.

WI Defendant Manny's Original Chophouse failed to pay Plaintiffs and similarly

situated individuals all "wages" owed to them, including wages for work that Defendant

Manny's Original Chophouse required them to complete off the clock.

83. As a result of the Ibregoing. Plaintiffs and similarly situated individuals have

suffered damaQes.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand:

a) A jury tTial on all issues so triable;

b) That process issue, and that this Court take jurisdiction. over the case;

c) Judgment against Defendant Manny's Original Chophouse for an
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amount equal to Plaintiff sunpaid back wages;

d) All costs and attorney's fees incurred in prosecuting these claims, in

accordance with Fla. Stat. 448.08;

e) For such .further relief as this Court deems just.

JURY TRIAL DEMAND

Plaintiffs demand trial by jury as to all issues so triable.

Dated this 94NaY of January, 2017.

Respectfully submitted,

MATT W K. FENTON
Florida Bar Number: 0002089
Direct Dial: 813-223-6413
BRANDON J. HILL
Florida Bar Number: 37061
Direct No.: 813-337-7992
WENZEL FENTON CABASSA, PA.
1110 North Florida Avenue, Suite 300
Tampa, Florida 33602
Main Number: 813-224-0431
Facsimile: 8.13-229-8712
E-Mail: mfenton@wfclaw.com
E-Mall: bhillwfclaw.com
E-Mail: tsorianoaiWclaw.com.
E-Mail: mk@wfclaw.corn
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

14



UONTRACT TORTS H)RFEITURE7P1.,NAL I 1' I BANKRUPTCY OTHER STATUTES

Case 8:17-cv-00192-EAK-TGW Document 1-1 Filed 01/25/17 Page 1 of 1 PagelD 15

.11S. 44
1 Res 12 f CIVIL COVER SHEET

'Me JS 44 cis II cos er sheet and the El Innuation contained herein neither replace t1.04 supplement the filirm and seri, ice pleadinns or other papeis as required h^ \cepi as
provided hy local [Ines ofcouri This form. approvi In- din Jui.ficial Conference or the United Stales in 'September 1474. is ti-equ-ired the use of the ClerL iif.Coun for the
purpose or initrazinn the civil docket sheet. 'nuns .1H1S te MAL!

I. (a) PLAINTIFFS DEFENDANTS

ZEANDREW STAMPS and DERRICK ARNETT, on behalf of themselves LAKELAND CHOPHOUSE, LLC d/b/a MANNY'S ORIGINAL
and on behalf of ail others similarly stuated, CHOPHOUSE and EMMANUEL NIKOLAIDIS, an individual.

(b) County of Residence ol First Listed Plaintiff (Thum) of Residence oi-FirS1 Listed Derendom POLK
/-3; !:.N. .-11.\711.1.•

No] IN LAND CONDLNINATION CASES. 1111: [(IC VI ION OF
IL TRACT OF LAND INVOL VED.

(C) AUS11-11,2yS .VrVae. ;Hid ..Vlipther) Allorne:vs kilt,1110

MATTHEW K. FENTON, WENZEL FENTON CABASSA, P.A., 1110
North Florida Avenue, Suite 300, Tampa. Florida 33602, Main No.:
813-224-0431

II. BASIS OF JURISI)ICTION (Pat. 1,
op -.5- m i" »N, irk, erri.•, IH. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (1120, -0 wi .1" m r .J.th. 2051go,.

2ke,,,00-,,,, 0l-r 10,-1.-, r)711.1'),1, 1, 1r ie., fi, ir, 1}.'frlhhrolli
1 I t S Gm ornmem XI 3 Federal Question PTF DEE PIE DEE

Plaintiff f.1 S c i,ovrcm 'co ri iirry., coLten ofThis Slahe 7 I 1 I Illa:PrpOralod,,1 Pfla, lpal PiaL:.0 1 I, -1 .1
or Flusint-±cs In -NIS Stale

1 2 I•Govenlment 1 -1 Diversity Ott /en ofi Another State 1 2 -1 2 Incorporatcd .m,1 Principal Place 171
Defendant C Mobt m's. f. 70Zeli1/17. of 1,,,, hor, III, or finuiess In Another Sian:

Car/Ca Of SillhicLa Or a 1 3 71 3 Foreign Nation o

Ebreion Countr.

IN': NA1111F. ()V S 'IT
r

.01

I 1 II 0151trant.c. PE-Intioy4.1, IN.It'RyPERSONAL [NJ [RI n 1125 Ilnig Related Secolue -1 •22 Appeal 28 L.SL 158 .1 375 False Claims :set
7 120 Marmo. 71 310 Alsol:me 1 365 Personal !Muir:, of Propent 21 1.153C 21R1 71 -123 Withdrassal 1 100 Slam 12ea110nnlonrtionl
1 130 Idler Ael 1 315 Airplano Product Produci I_ PIM* 1 660 1 nhei 25 I1SC 157 1 -110 Amornst
-11 140 Negimable Instrument Lability 71 367 Health Care. 71 430 Ranks and Bankinu
1 1501•tlatliVely 01 Os up:I:smell: 1 120 Assault. 1..11x1 & Pharmaceutical PROPERTY RIGHTS 1 150 Commerce

& Felifn cement of Judnincin Slander Personal Injury 71 320 Copynghts 1 -160 Depm union
1 151 11udica, c Ael 1 3311Ft:clam] 1-201p1overs' PrdLouci abili-1fy 1830 Patent 1 4 711 Racketeel Influenced and
1 152 Recovery trl Deianfied 1 aalnlity 7 ;fili Asbestos Persona! 71 840 Trademiuk Col i upi 1.0 gam/atoms

Student I.muis 11 340 Marine I01010 Product -1 -180 Clinh11111121 (lefill
i F,:cludes VeicT•ans) 1 3-15 N1arinc Porninci Labilo.y 11.A1110121 SOCIAI, sEculuve n .1.01 I':11)1,2/51:li -IA'

1 15-3 ReCOVLly or Or cipaial.Lan I 100114 PERSONAL vitopilc.ry A 7101 air 1.:thor Siandards 71 861 111A {130)5E1) 1 850 SoCal'0101 roIllalOildies
01 VI:U.:lads BellerdS 1 3511 motcw Vellicle -I 370 000:1 Fnurl. Ae1 7 862 Blacl, Imo 6 i 023/ Exchange

1 101 Stoolsholders. Suns 1 355 Motor VdlicIc i1 3 71 tnitli iri Lendinit 7211 liaboriNl1i1lagement 1 863 DI WC1D1WW 14 1051g3) 1 800 r Uhler 51011161:-. Mons
11 1101 fill er C^fonaol Product liahi lily 71 380 °flier Per:301101 Relations 1 21645 SID Title NV] 71 .S.01 3.urnailitual Ack
1 105 Comm:: Produci I labilay 1 360 Miller Personal Po3poriy flamage 11 710 Pallway Labor Ata 71 365 RS11-1115tuo 1 Sq."; Ftivironmenial Mineel5
1 06 Franeln0e I man:: .1 385 Property Darlatje 71 731 F.:1110y and Medical -1 8-5;' I in,:d0111 01 101.11, 11alioa

1 31.2 1-tcr,toal I sinr.. 1roduCII.iabil1ty I .eave Act .(..0
NIcrias: Alaloraefice 1 700 nher Labor Lang:mon 1 1106 saintration

I REAL PROPERTI OHL WAITS PRISONER PETITIONS 1 701 Employee Retiremem FEDERAL TAX SUITS 1 50, ...-5000.43Eraiin-c- Of OioCILII.:
1 21 1,41 Ci.d, on:;, t, H, 1 .14.:} (11110137, 11:204fits Ilabeas Corpus: Ineortic Securo A.si 1 370 Taxes ILLS PLainti If Sel Review 01 51/11C111 of
1 2:1.1Foreelosure 1 -141 Vmins 71 463 Alien Detainee Or Defendant; ."1:00cy Dec10161
1 124 Rent Lease & 11.1cieunont 7 -142 1 .mployment J 510 Simons 10 Vaeale 1 371 1RS-Third Pods- 1 12111 .01111nabonalLty di
1 I1' Fogs 10 Luc! 1 I-I5 I loasins: Soraeoce 2c, 1 SC MOQ l'n:th: Slaunes
7 2-15 'Fort Product 1.1161110; Accommodations .1530 General
1 201 All Other Peal P1011005 1 145 Amer. sy DI sabilihes 1 535 100.101 'Penally IMMIGRATION

Employment Oilier: 71 -362 Nninralizallcul Appheandu
-1 -14 o Amer. sv Disabilities 1 540 Mandamus & (Am 71 465 Miner Immigrabon

Mfner 71 550 CA il Rights Actions
1 4 13 Education 71 555 Prison (.'ondition

1 501 Civil 1)01ala0e

Corlditiiirl, 01
Confinement

V. RI C. I N,.04, :Ill n rine Itqv iMiy,
X 1 0 [-w i nal 1 2 Removed iron) 7 3 Remanded from -I 4 Reinstated oi 17 5 Translerred from 7 6 NIui Lidisioiel

Proenedino Slate Cram Adpel late C0101 l&c0pe00.1 Another Dismc t I Auti.ation
(Ip, 01

cite the U S Civt! Statute under svhichi you ace Nam f1M no/ citejurisrlicriinhul •uwees unless dirersily
29 U.S.C. 201 et seq.VI. ('A LSIFOAC'TION lOrw I. description or cause:

FLSA MINIMUM WAGE VIOLATION, FLSA OVERTIME VIOLATIONS, and UNPAID WAGES UNDER FLORIDA
VII. REQUESTED IN CFI CHECK IF 11115 is A ("Ass AurION DEMAND S C1 [ECK YES unly if Jeinanik.....1 in crimplaint

('OM P LA INT: LINDIT RULE 23, 1:.1/ .Cv P .11C-R\ IIIINIAND: )11 Yes 1 M.1
VIII. RELATED C'ASE(S)

1,,,, OIL 1?, In,IF ANN' JUDGE DOCKET NUN-1E1FR

IJ 5111 S G: .5

pNLY izi, colzo

For/ CU- F-11-1 I 11%1

RITIrf AN101:NT APPLYING 10/1 JUDOE MAG JUDG1



ClassAction.org
This complaint is part of ClassAction.org's searchable class action lawsuit database and can be found in this 
post: Lakeland Chophouse Facing Unpaid Wage Class Action

https://www.classaction.org/news/lakeland-chophouse-facing-unpaid-wage-class-action

