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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

GRANT FRITSCH, an individual.

Plaintiff,

vs.

SWT TRANSPORTATION CO. OF
ARIZONA, LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company; and,DOES 1through 10,
inclusive.

Defendants.

Case No: CIVDS1518012

}.* (he Hon. Michael Sachs,
'>^tS28]

CLASS ACTION

THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT

FOR:

1. Failure to Pay Wages;

2. Failure to Provide Accurate

Itemized Wage Statements in
Violation ofLabor Code § 226;

3. Unfair CompetifioiiA'iolatlon of
California Business &

Professions Code §17200, et
seq.; and '

4. Violation of tiie Labor Code

Private Attorneys General Act
("PAGA"), Lab. Code, § 2698 et
seq.

Complaint Filed: December 10,2015

TO ALL PARTIES HEREIN AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF KECORD:

Plaintiff GRANT FRITSCH on behalf of himself and all current and past aggrieved

employees ofdefendants SWIFTTRANSPORTATION CO. OFARIZONA. LLC and DOES 1

TMRD AMENDED COMPLAINT
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through 10, (collectively the "Plaintiff and the "Putative Class"), hereby submits the following

Second Amended Complaint against defendants SWIFT TRANSPORTATION CO. OF

ARIZONA, LLC and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive (hereinafter collectively referred to as the

"Defendants"), and each of them, as follows:

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

1. At all times herein mentioned. Plaintiff FRITSCH is an individual who worked

for Defendants, in the County of San Bernardino, State of California, within the last four (4)

years.

2. At all times herein mentioned, defendant SWIFT TRANSPORTATION CO. OF

ARIZONA, LLC was and is a Delaware limited liability company doing business in the State of

California.

3. Defendants have been the employers of Plaintiff and the Putative Class at various

locations in California. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon allege, that Defendants

engaged in the business of providing trucking and transportation services.

4. Pursuant to Mathieu v. Norrell Corp., 115 Cal. App. 4th 1174 (2004) and other

California decisional law, each of the defendants named herein exercised sufficient powers of

control over the Plaintiff herein such that Defendants are both regarded as the employer or "co-

employers" of Plaintiff

5. At all times mentioned herein. Defendants DOES 1 through 10 were entities doing

business in California. The Doe Defendants, and each of them, were also joint employers of

Plaintiff and the Putative Class at various locations in California. Hereinafter, Defendants

including DOES 1 through 10 are collectively referred to as the "EMPLOYER."

6. Venue is appropriate in San Bernardino County, because Plaintiff and other

members of the Putative Class performed work in San Bernardino County for which they were

not paid, and EMPLOYER conducted business in San Bernardino County.

7. Plaintiff and the Putative Class are ignorant of the true names and capacities of

Defendants Does 1 through 10, inclusive, and by reason thereof sue said Defendants by their

fictitious names. Plaintiff will ask leave of court to amend this Complaint to allege the true

THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT


























