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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

This .\1emorandum Of Agreement is made and entered into by and between ABC ['nion

Cab Company, Inc., Ace Cab, Inc., Vegas-\\'estern Cab, Inc. A-N.t. V. Cab Company and

Virgin Valley Cab Company, hereinafter collectively referred to as the Employers. and the

enited Steel, Paper and Forestry, Rubber Manufacturing, Energy, Allied Industrial And

Service \-Vorkers International Union (VSW) AFL-CIO, CLC, hereinafter referred to as the
Union.

\VHEREAS, the Employers and the Union are parties to and bound by a collective
bargaining agreement for the period September I I, 2006 to September I I, 2009 covering all
taxicab drivers of the Employers who are represented by the Union; and

WHEREAS, during the Course of the 2006 negotiations which resulted in the collective

bargaining agreement referenced above, , the Employers and the Union engaged in good faith

bargaining regarding, in addition to other articles, Article 34 - Compensation For Services and

Article 30 - Health and Welfare, which negotiations resulted in an increase in wages and benefits
for the taxicab drivers employed by the Employers; and

WHEREAS, at the time of the referenced negotiations, all taxicab drivers of the

Employers were specificaIIy exempt from the minimum wage laws of the State of Nevada,

pursuant to the provisions of Nevada Revised Statutes (N.R.S.) 608.250(2)(e); and

WHEREAS, the Employers and the Union, in negotiating the 2006 provisions of Article

34 - Compensation For Services and Article 30 - Health and Welfare and other relevant

provisions of their collective bargaining agreement, contemplated and intended that any Nevada

minimum wage law would not be applicable to the taxicab drivers covered by the collective
bargaining agreement;

NOW. THEREFORE. the Employers and the Union hereby agree

I, That, pursuant to the terms of their current collective bargaining

agreement covering the period September I L 2006 to September 1L

2009, all taxicab drivers of the Employers covered by that Agreement

are to be compensated for all hours of \vork performed in accordance

\vith the provisions of Anicle 34 - Compensation For Services, Article

31 - Annual Bonus. Article 17 - Vacations, and Article 30 _ Health
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and Welfare and any other relevant specific proVIsIOns of their

collective bargaining agreement and the level of compensation is not to

be affected or modified in any way by any law of the State of Nevada
establishing a minimum \vage.

:2. In accordance \vith the temlS of the 2006-2009 collective bargaining

agreement, the Employers and the L'niol1 agree to and do explicitly

waive all of the provisions of Section 16 of Article 15 of the Nevada

Constitution, pursuant to and in accordance '"\lith the provisions of

Section 16(B) of Article 15 of the Nevada Constitution.

3. The provisions of this Memorandum Of Agreement are part of and

hereby incorporated into the collective bargaining agreement between

the Employers and the Union as though they were set forth therein.

DATED: April 23, 2008

AGREED:

ABC UNION CAB COMPANY, INC.,
ACE CAB, INC., VEGAS-WESTERN
CAB, INC., A-N.L. V. CAB COIUP ANY

AGREED:

UNITED STEEL, PAPER AND
FORESTRY, RUBBER
~fANUFACTURING, ENERGY, ALLIED
INDUSTRIAL A."'DSERVICE WORKERS
INTERNATIONAL UNION AFL-CIO,
CLC,

By;

Its:

Date:

';/'1
;' 'rP~ /--
/

I _"~ I.'
I." •. ..,'::; J'..)

8Y:£~~/
Its: aN r. s'J;t/l ~
Date: r/Z~9
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The National Employment & Labor Law Firm™

1.888.littler    www.littler.com    info@littler.com

The Nevada Constitutional Minimum Wage 

By Rick D. Roskelley

Introduction
On November 7, 2006, the voters of six states 
passed ballot initiatives to raise the state 
minimum wage above the current federal 
minimum wage of $5.15 an hour. These 
states include Arizona, Colorado, Ohio, 
Missouri, Montana and Nevada. The Nevada 
initiative, entitled “Raise the Minimum Wage 
for Working Nevadans Act,” was presented 
as an amendment to the Nevada Constitution 
and listed on the ballot as Question 6.

Nevada voters overwhelmingly approved 
Question 6, by a margin of 69% in favor 
to 31% opposed. The initiative, previously 
approved in the election of 2004, was 
presented to the voters a second time in 2006 
in accordance with state law requiring voters 
to pass constitutional amendments in two 
consecutive general elections. Question 6 
amends the Nevada Constitution to provide 
a minimum wage that must be paid by all 
employers employing employees in this state. 
The Amendment effectively sets the Nevada 
minimum wage at least $1 higher than the 
federal minimum wage. The new minimum 
wage becomes effective November 28, 2006.

In general, the Nevada minimum wage 
amendment raises the minimum wage from 
$5.15 per hour to $6.15 per hour. The 
Amendment, however, is unique in that 
it permits employers who offer employees 
a qualified health insurance plan to pay a 
minimum wage at the former rate of $5.15 
per hour. This two-tiered approach, as well as 
existing daily overtime requirements, present 
challenges to proper application of Nevada’s 
new minimum wage laws.

Nevada employers now have a very short 

period to examine their current payroll 
practices and determine what changes need to 
be implemented to assure compliance with the 
new minimum wage requirements. To assist in 
this process, we have provided the following 
answers to common questions regarding the 
new minimum wage requirements.

Answers to Common 
Questions
When does the new minimum wage become 
effective?

Article 15, section 16 of the Nevada 
Constitution (“Amendment”), or the minimum 
wage law, becomes effective November 28, 
2006.

Under what circumstances must we pay a 
minimum wage of $6.15 per hour?

The Amendment establishes a two-tiered 
minimum wage system for Nevada. Employers 
who provide health benefits as defined by the 
Amendment are required to pay employees a 
minimum wage of $5.15 per hour. Employers 
who do not provide qualified health benefits 
must pay a minimum wage of at least $6.15 
per hour.

What constitutes health benefits under the 
Amendment?

To constitute qualifying health benefits, a 
health plan has to provide coverage for the 
employee and the employee’s dependents. 
In addition, the cost to the employee of 
participating in the plan offered by 
the employer cannot exceed 10% of the 
employee’s gross taxable income.

What if the health plan requires a waiting 
period before employees are eligible to 

in this issue:
NovEmbEr 2006

Nevada voters overwhelmingly 
approved a constitutional amendment 
to raise the state minimum wage 
above the current federal minimum 
wage. Employers have only until 
November 28, 2006 to implement a 
new two-tiered minimum wage.

A S A P ™
A Littler mendelson Time Sensitive Newsletter

Littler mendelson is the largest law 
firm in the United States devoted 
exclusively to representing management 
in employment and labor law matters.

6

RESPONDENT'S APPENDIX 6



The National Employment & Labor Law Firm™     

1.888.littler    www.littler.com    info@littler.com

ASAP™ is published by Littler mendelson in order to review the latest developments in employment law. ASAP™ is designed to provide accurate and informative information and should not be considered legal advice. 

A S A P ™

�

receive health insurance?

The Amendment does not specifically address 
this issue. The Amendment simply defines 
“offering health benefits” as making health 
insurance available to the employee and the 
employee’s dependents at a total cost to the 
employee for premiums of not more than 10% 
of his or her gross taxable income.

During informal discussions, the office of the 
Labor Commissioner has expressed the opinion 
that employers could pay the minimum wage 
of $5.15 an hour during a bona fide waiting 
period specified in the health plan offered 
employees. It is important to stress, however, 
that the Nevada Labor Commissioner has yet 
to provide formal guidance on this subject. 
Further, as is noted below, the Amendment 
creates a private right of action allowing an 
employee to sue the employer directly in 
state court for violation of the Amendment. 
A court will not be bound by the Labor 
Commissioner’s interpretations of the Nevada 
Constitution. Consequently, we urge caution 
in determining which minimum wage to pay 
during introductory or waiting periods. Our 
recommendation for the present is to pay a 
minimum wage of $6.15 per hour until such 
time as the employee is eligible to receive 
health insurance.

What happens if an employee declines 
coverage?

This issue is also not specifically addressed in 
the Amendment. However, the Amendment 
requires only that an employer offer health 
benefits to the employee. Offering health 
benefits is defined as making health insurance 
available to the employee and the employee’s 
dependents at a total cost to the employee 
for premiums of not more than 10% of his or 
her gross taxable income. Consequently, if an 
employer offers an employee health benefits 
that meet the coverage and the premium 
requirements, the employer’s obligations 
should be met. The Labor Commissioner has 
informally confirmed the position that the 
Amendment requires only that the employer 
offer qualified health coverage and that the 
employee’s declining such coverage does 
not obligate the employer to pay the higher 
minimum wage. Once again, an employer 
should proceed with caution in determining 
which minimum wage to pay. The employer 

should watch for official guidance and 
clarification on this issue from the Nevada 
Labor Commissioner.

What if an employee drops below the required 
number of working hours to remain eligible 
for coverage?

Once again, the Amendment does not address 
this issue. However, if an employee is ineligible 
to participate in health benefits of his or her 
employer, arguably the employer has not 
“offered” health benefits as required by the 
Amendment. Consequently, the best practice 
would be to monitor employees’ eligibility 
for health benefits and to pay the increased 
minimum wage of $6.15 an hour for any work 
week in which the employee is not eligible for 
coverage.

If an employer offers the employee the choice 
between two or more health plans, do all of 
the choices need to meet the 10% test for the 
employer to be able pay the $5.15 minimum 
wage?

Probably not. Although the Amendment does 
not specifically address this scenario, the fact 
that one of the options offered to the employee 
meets the requirement that the employee 
contribution be 10% or less of his or her gross 
taxable income appears to be sufficient. The 
Amendment only requires that the employer 
offer health benefits to the employee and 
his or her dependents at a total cost to the 
employee of 10% or less of his or her gross 
taxable income. It does not mandate that the 
particular plan selected by the employee meet 
the 10% test. The Labor Commissioner has 
confirmed informally that it is the position 
of his office that an employer may pay the 
$5.15 minimum wage as long as one of the 
choices offered to the employee meets the 10% 
test regardless of the actual option selected 
by the employee. Once again, however, the 
employer should watch for official guidance 
and clarification on this issue from the Nevada 
Labor Commissioner.

What is the period of time an employer must 
use to determine the gross taxable income for 
purposes of determining if the employer has 
offered qualified health benefits?

Offering health benefits is defined in the 
Amendment as making health benefits 
available to the employee and the employee’s 

dependents at a total cost to the employee 
of not more than 10% of his or her gross 
taxable income. The Amendment does not 
discuss the period of time that must be 
taken into account in determining if the 10% 
ceiling has been surpassed. At this point, we 
have received no formal guidance from the 
Labor Commissioner on the issue. Because 
health premium contributions are generally 
made on a pay period basis, the best practice 
would appear to be to measure the employee 
contribution for health benefits against the 
gross taxable wages for the pay period.

May an employer count tips or gratuities 
toward payment of the minimum wage?

No. The amendment specifically provides that 
tips and gratuities received by employees 
cannot be credited or offset against the 
minimum wage.

May an employer count commissions and 
similar compensation toward payment of the 
minimum wage?

Yes. Nevada law defines wages to include 
commissions owed the employee. It also defines 
wages as any amount that an employer agrees 
to pay an employee for the time the employee 
has worked, computed in proportion to time. 
To the extent employee compensation is a 
commission or is paid for time worked, it may 
be credited toward payment of the minimum 
wage.

What effect does the amendment have on 
daily overtime under Nevada law?

The effect of the Amendment on daily overtime 
is not certain at this point as the Labor 
Commissioner and the Attorney General have 
taken differing positions on the issue.

The Labor Commissioner has publicly taken 
the position that employees who are offered 
qualifying health benefits will be entitled to 
daily overtime if they make $7.725 or less per 
hour. He has also stated the employees who 
are not offered a qualifying plan must be paid 
overtime on a daily basis if their hourly rate is 
less than $9.225 per hour.

That advice, however, conflicts with an official 
Opinion of the Nevada Attorney General 
issued March 2, 2005. The Nevada overtime 
law is found in Nevada Revised Statutes 
(NRS) section 608.018. Currently, Nevada 
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imposes an overtime obligation for more than 
8 hours work in a day for an employee whose 
regular wage rate is less than 1 1/2 times 
the minimum rate prescribed pursuant to 
NRS section 608.250. The minimum wage 
set in NRS section 608.250 is the same as 
the federal minimum wage, currently $5.15 
an hour. In his March 2, 2005 opinion, the 
Attorney General concluded that the passage 
of Question 6 would not effect the triggering 
of or exemption from daily overtime under 
Nevada law. He concluded that employees 
who make at least 1 1/2 times the minimum 
rate set pursuant to NRS section 608.250 
(which mirrors the federal minimum) would 
continue to be exempt from daily overtime in 
Nevada. This would mean that daily overtime 
would not be required for employees making 
at least $7.73 an hour.

Are certain employees exempt from the new 
minimum wage law?

The Amendment increases the number of 
employees who are entitled to be paid minimum 
wage. The only exemption allowed under the 
new Amendment is for employees who are 
under the age of eighteen and are employed 
by nonprofit organizations for after-school or 
summer employment or employed as trainees 
for a period not longer than 90 days.

No other employees qualify for the exemption. 
This will make it necessary for Nevada 
employers to track the hours of a much 
broader number of employees, including 
salaried employees who are exempt from 
overtime but not the new minimum wage.

Employers that have employees who were 
previously exempt from the minimum wage 
will need to make the necessary payroll 
adjustments. Domestic service employees, 
outside salespersons, agricultural employees, 
taxicab and limousine drivers, and casual 
baby sitters will no longer be exempt from 
the minimum wage. In addition, the special 
minimum wage for severely handicapped 
persons with certificates issued by the 
Rehabilitation Division of the Department of 
Employment, Training and Rehabilitation are 
not included among the exemptions identified 
in the Amendment.

Are there automatic increases built into the 
minimum wage?

Yes. The Amendment provides that the 
minimum wage will automatically be adjusted 
by the amount of increases in the federal 
minimum wage over $5.15 per hour, or, if 
greater, by the cumulative increase in the 
cost of living. The cost of living increase is 
to be measured by the percentage increase 
as of December 31 in any year over the level 
as of December 31, 2004 of the Consumer 
Price Index (All Urban Consumers, U.S. City 
Average) as published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor or the 
successor index or federal agency. No CPI 
adjustment for any one-year period may be 
greater than 3%.

How can we find out about subsequent 
increases to the minimum wage?

The Governor or a State agency designated 
by the Governor will publish a bulletin by 
April 1 of each year announcing the adjusted 
rates, which shall take effect the following 
July 1. This bulletin will be made available to 
all employers and to any other person who 
has filed with the Governor or the designated 
agency a request to receive the bulletin, but 
lack of notice shall not excuse noncompliance 
with this section.

Are we required to provide employees notice 
of increases to the minimum wage?

Yes. Employers must provide written 
notification of the rate adjustments to each 
employee and make the necessary payroll 
adjustments by July 1 following the publication 
of the bulletin.

May an employee agree to earn less than the 
minimum wage?

No. The Amendment may not be waived by 
agreement between an individual employee 
and employer. The only exception to this 
rule is in the case of a bona fide collective 
bargaining agreement, but only if the waiver 
is explicitly set forth in the agreement in 
clear and unambiguous terms. Unilateral 
implementation of terms and conditions of 
employment by either party to a collective 
bargaining relationship shall not constitute, or 
be permitted, as a waiver of all or any part of 
the provisions of the Amendment.

The non-waiver provision of the Amendment 
will also make it more difficult to informally 
resolve disputes with employee over payment 

of the minimum wage. Because an employee 
cannot waive his or her rights, a settlement 
agreement and release may not be binding on 
the employee.

What protections are offered to employees 
that complain about non-compliance with the 
Amendment?

The Amendment prohibits employers from 
discharging, reducing the compensation of or 
otherwise discriminating against any employee 
for using any civil remedies to enforce his or 
her rights under the Amendment. An employee 
claiming violation of the Amendment may 
bring an action against his or her employer in 
the courts of this State to enforce the provisions 
of the Amendment. An employee successfully 
prosecuting a suit under the Amendment is 
entitled to all remedies available under the 
law or in equity appropriate to remedy any 
violation, including but not limited to back pay, 
damages, reinstatement or injunctive relief. An 
employee who prevails in any action to enforce 
his or her rights under the Amendment shall 
be awarded his or her reasonable attorney’s 
fees and costs.

Conclusion
The Amendment and interpretation of the 
new minimum wage requirements raise 
numerous questions, many of which will need 
to be resolved by the implementation of new 
regulations or statutes and maybe even resort 
to the courts.

It is currently anticipated that the Legislative 
Counsel will issue an opinion regarding the 
interaction of the Amendment and existing 
minimum wage and overtime statutes. It is 
also anticipated that the Labor Commissioner 
will issue formal guidance and regulations on 
implementation of the minimum wage. Until 
that happens, employers in Nevada will need 
to proceed with caution and carefully consider 
their course of action in complying with the 
Amendment.

All employers, however, should take the 
following steps to ensure compliance with the 
minimum wage:

Conduct an audit of all hourly employees 
to ascertain any potential issues of non-
compliance with the two-tiered minimum 
wage. Employees who earn less than 

1.
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$6.15 an hour should either have their 
pay raised to $6.15 an hour, or they must 
be provided with health insurance that 
meets the minimum coverage and cost 
requirements. 

Review the salaries and hours worked of 
all salaried employees considered exempt 
under the Fair Labor Standards Act to 
determine if any arguably make less 
than the new minimum wage during any 
workweek. Remember, salaried exempt 
employees are not exempt from the new 
minimum wage. 

Review the methods of tracking hours of 
all employees to ascertain that all hours 
worked are properly accounted for. 

Implement, where necessary, procedures 
for tracking the hours worked of salaried 
employees. Remember, salaried exempt 
employees are not exempt from the new 
minimum wage. The employer will be 
required to demonstrate compliance with 
minimum wage requirements for even 
the traditionally exempt employees. Time 
records is one way to do this. 

Review your compliance decisions with 
and responses to the new minimum wage 
with your labor counsel.

Rick D. Roskelley is a Shareholder in Littler 
Mendelson’s Las Vegas office. If you would like 
further information, please contact your Littler 
attorney at 1.888.Littler, info@littler.com, or Mr. 
Roskelley at rroskelley@littler.com.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Ex. 7(C), Ex. 7(E)

Ex. 7(E)

Ex. 7(E)

16

RESPONDENT'S APPENDIX 16



Ex. 7(E)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(E)

Ex. 7(E)

Ex. 7(C)
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Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(C)

Ex. 7(E)
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA  

 
THOMAS E. PEREZ, Secretary of 
Labor, United States Department of 
Labor, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 v. 
 
 
A CAB LLC, a Nevada Limited  
  Liability Company,  
CREIGHTON J. NADY, an individual, 
   
   
       
   Defendants.  

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No.:  2:14-cv-1615 
 
COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATIONS OF 
THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS 
ACT 

 

 1. Plaintiff, THOMAS E. PEREZ, Secretary of Labor, United States 

Department of Labor, brings this action to enjoin defendants A CAB LLC, as a 

Case 2:14-cv-01615-JCM-VCF   Document 1   Filed 10/01/14   Page 1 of 1920
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Nevada Limited Liability Company, CREIGHTON J. NADY, as an individual, 

from violating the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, 

29 U.S.C. §§ 201-219, hereinafter called the Act, pursuant to section 17 of the Act, 

29 U.S.C. § 217; and to recover unpaid minimum wage compensation owing to 

defendants’ employees, together with an equal amount as liquidated damages, 

pursuant to section 16(c) of the Act, 29 U.S.C. § 216(c). 

 2. Jurisdiction of this action is conferred upon the Court by sections 

16(c) and 17 of the Act, 29 U.S.C. §§ 216(c) and 217, and 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 

1345. 

 3. Venue lies in the United States District Court, District of Nevada, 

Southern Division, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) as a substantial part of the 

events giving rise to the claim occurred in Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 4. (a) Defendant, A CAB LLC, is and at all times hereinafter 

mentioned was a corporation with an office and a place of business at 1500 Searles 

Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, 89101, within the jurisdiction of this Court, and is 

and at all times hereinafter mentioned was engaged in the operation of a taxicab 

business. 

  (b) Defendant, CREIGHTON J. NADY, an individual, at all times 

hereinafter mentioned acted directly or indirectly in the interest of A CAB LLC, in 

relation to its employees, by setting wages, hours, record keeping procedures, and 

hiring and firing such employees.   

 5. Defendant A CAB LLC, is and at all times hereinafter mentioned was 

engaged in related activities performed through unified operation or common 

control for a common business purpose, and is and at all times hereinafter 

Case 2:14-cv-01615-JCM-VCF   Document 1   Filed 10/01/14   Page 2 of 1921
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mentioned was an enterprise within the meaning of section 3(r) of the Act, 29 

U.S.C. § 203(r). 

 6. Defendant A CAB LLC, is and at all times hereinafter mentioned was 

an enterprise engaged in commerce or in the production of goods for commerce 

within the meaning of sections 3(s)(1)(A) of the Act, 29 U.S.C. § 203(s)(1)(A), in 

that said enterprise at all times hereinafter mentioned had employees engaged in 

commerce or in the production of goods for commerce, or employees handling, 

selling, or otherwise working on goods or materials that have been moved in or 

produced for commerce by any person and in that said enterprise has and has had 

an annual gross volume of sales made or business done of not less than $500,000. 

 7. Defendants have willfully and repeatedly violated, and continue to 

violate, the provisions of sections 6 and 15(a)(2) of the Act, 29 U.S.C. §§ 206 and 

215(a)(2), by paying many of their employees wages at rates less than the 

applicable federal minimum wage in workweeks when said employees were 

engaged in commerce and in the production of goods for commerce or were 

employed in an enterprise engaged in commerce or in the production of goods for 

commerce, within the meaning of the Act, as aforesaid. 

 8. Defendants, employers subject to the provisions of the Act, repeatedly 

have violated, and continue to violate the provisions of sections 11(c) and 15(a)(5) 

of the Act, 29 U.S.C. §§ 211(c) and 215(a)(5), in that they failed to make, keep, 

and preserve adequate and accurate records of all employees and the wages, hours 

and other conditions and practices of employment maintained by them as 

prescribed by regulations duly issued pursuant to authority granted in the Act and 

found in 29 C.F.R. § 516, in that the defendants did not maintain and preserve 

records for at least one employee and/or such records fail to show adequately and 
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accurately, among other things, the hours worked each workday and the total hours 

worked each workweek, thereby depriving, interfering and impeding the ability of 

the employees, and derivatively the Secretary, to detect, identify and have notice of 

the underpayment of minimum wages due under the Act. 

 9. During the relevant statutory period and thereafter, defendants have 

willfully and repeatedly violated, and continue to violate, the aforesaid provisions 

of the Act.  A judgment which enjoins and restrains such violations and includes 

the restraint of any withholding of payment of unpaid minimum wage and 

overtime compensation found by the court to be due to present and former 

employees under the Act is expressly authorized by section 17 of the Act, 29 

U.S.C. § 217. 

 WHEREFORE, cause having been shown, plaintiff prays for a judgment 

against defendants as follows: 

 (a) For an Order pursuant to section 17 of the Act, 29 U.S.C. § 217, 

permanently enjoining and restraining defendants, their officers, agents, servants, 

employees, and those persons in active concert or participation with them from 

prospectively violating the provisions of section 15 of the Act, 29 U.S.C. § 215; 

and  

 (b) For an Order 

  (1) pursuant to section 16(c) of the Act, 29 U.S.C. § 216(c), finding 

defendants liable for minimum wage compensation due defendants’ employees and 

for liquidated damages equal in amount to the unpaid minimum wage 

compensation found due defendants’ employees, including those listed in the 

attached Exhibit A (additional back wages and liquidated damages may be owed to 
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certain employees presently unknown to plaintiff for the period covered by this 

complaint);  

  (2) In the event liquidated damages are not awarded, pursuant to 

section 17 of the Act, 29 U.S.C. § 217, enjoining and restraining defendants, their 

officers, agents, servants, employees and those persons in active concert or 

participation with defendants, from withholding payment of unpaid back wages 

found to be due defendants’ employees, and pre-judgment interest at an 

appropriate interest rate; and  

 (c) For an Order awarding plaintiff the costs of this action; and 

 (d) For an Order granting such other and further relief as may be 

necessary or appropriate,  

Dated:  October 1, 2014 

      M. PATRICIA SMITH 
      Solicitor of Labor 

     JANET M. HEROLD 
      Regional Solicitor 

      SUSAN SELETSKY 
      FLSA Counsel      
      

By: /s/ Andrew J. Schultz 
     ANDREW J. SCHULTZ 

      Trial Attorney 
 
        UNITED STATES 
      DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

    Attorneys for the Plaintiff 
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Western Cab Company Case ID: 1574184

The corporate officers are: Helen Tobman Martin, Director; Marylin Tobman Moran, Director; Janie 
Tobman Moore, President; and Jean Tobman, Secretary & Treasurer. 
Mrs. Jean Tobman is retired and mother of Helen, Marylin and Jean.     

The General Manager Martha Sarver and Director Helen Tobman Martin handle all the day to day 
operations of the business; they hire and fire the staff; therefore they're both the 3(d) Employer (see 
Exhibit Tab C-1). 

Individual Coverage: The cab drivers do have individual coverage since they receive credit card 
payments from the customers.  

203(s)(A)(1)ii:  The subject company does meet ADV with gross revenues of  in  2008, 
in 2009, and  YTD thru September 2010 (see Exhibit Tab C-1c). 

 

Period of Investigation:  January 1, 2009 thru September 30, 2010 

MODO Office:  LVDO is MODO office.

EXEMPTIONS

213(a)(1) applicable to:  
(1) Helen Tobman Martin, Director
     541.100 Exemption 
    Manages business, hires & fires staff, and does the employee scheduling
       
(2) Martha Sarver, General Manager
    541.100 Exemption

Page 2
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Ex. 7 (c), Ex. 4
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Western Cab Company Case ID: 1574184

record of the employees work hours. Almost all cab drivers work a 12 hour shift, 5 days per week for a 
total of 60 hours per week,   

Section 212: No record of child labor violations were found, employer stated during initial conference 
that they did not hire minors under the age of 18. Minors cannot operate a taxicab, and the insurance will 
not insure a taxicab driven by a minor.  
 
Civil Money Penalty Assessments: No CMPs recommended, as prior cases found occurred 10 years 
ago. Employer has agreed to comply and pay back wages.  

DISPOSITION

A final conference was held on Nov. 15, 2011 with Owners, Helen Tobman Martin and Marylin Tobman 
Moran; General Manager Martha Sarver, Attorney John T. Moran, WHI , and WHI  

 The conference was held at employers' establishment.  
When employer was asked why minimum wage violations occurred, their response was they were not 
checking the employees were making atleast the minimum wage rate by dividing their weekly earnings by 
the hours worked. Since my initial conference appointment they have started checking for minimum 
wage.

I discussed the sections of Fair Labor Standards Act that were reviewed in the course of the investigation: 
Sections 206, 207, 211, 212 & 213). I explained in full details each section of the FLSA reviewed. 
I also explained in full detail the minimum wage violations found under sections 206, and record keeping 
violations found under Section 211. I then asked how they would come into compliance and correct the 
problems that lead up to the violations to avoid future violations. The employers Martha Sarver and Helen 
Tobman explained they have added an area in the trip sheets the drivers fill out daily where they must 
document the hours worked in the day, from start to end of shift. They are also verifying drivers' are 
documenting the work hours that they don't forget to complete this new setion of the trip sheet. They are 
also closely tracking the work hours, adding them up weekly, and making sure the driver has earned 
minimum wage rate or higher. 
They are also implementing a program to monitor closely the non-productive drivers for potential lay-off if 
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Western Cab Company Case ID: 1574184

they do not make minimum wage or higher. They are also working on implementing a change for the 
drivers to pay for a percentage of the gas, but have not yet decided what percent the drivers will pay. All 
these changes they stated will help eliminate potential future violations.  

Once compliance was discussed and agreed upon, I let them know the amount of the back wages found 
due for the number of employees. The back wages found were $402,897.55 for 391 employees. Attorney 
John Moran asked if they could have a few days to look over the Summary of Unpaid Wages, and discuss 
how back wages would be paid and from where. I agreed and we planned to meet back on Wednesday, 
November 30, 2011 at 9:00am to sign WH-56 Summary of Unpaid Wages. 

On December 1, 2011 I received a call from General Manager Martha Sarver explaining to me that the 
“wages” I had counted from the payroll records did not include the tips. I explained that the payroll 
records has the commission earned and the tips right below and underneath both is a total column for both 
and that is the amount that was counted as the employees' total wages. She pointed out to me that the two 
columns were not added to reflect the total underneath them. So I pulled up one of the payroll to verify 
and indeed she was correct. The total amount was the same as the commission amount therefore not 
adding in the tips the employee had declared. I explained to her I would need a week or two to add up the 
payroll records and make the necessary changes on the back wage computations. I also explained that 
although some employees may drop off the back wages computed, others may be added that had not been 
on the summary of unpaid wages before. She stated she understood. After I the added the payroll records 
and made the changes to the back wage computations, the results were: $285,229.89 due 431 employees. 
On Tuesday, December 13, 2011 I dropped off the new computations sheets and Summary of Unpaid 
Wages (WH-56) to Martha Sarver, General Manager at employers' establishment. She explained the 
owners Helen Tobman and Marylin Tobman as well as Attorney John Moran were all on vacation and 
would not return until after Christmas. I told her I needed to have the Summary of Unpaid Wages back 
and signed before the end of the year. She agreed to have it to me by Wednesday, December 28th. 

On December 28th the Summary of Unpaid Wages (WH-56) was delivered to the office by courier. The 
owner Helen Tobman has agreed to pay the back wages to employees by Jan. 31, 21012, see signed 
Summary of Unpaid Wages in case file. The Receipt of Unpaid Wages (WH-58) for all 431 employees 
were printed and delivered to employers' establishment on Dec. 29th to be included in the envelope with 
checks. 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

The undersigned certifies that on December 28, 2015, she served the within:

RESPONDENTS’ ANSWER AND
APPENDIX TO WRIT OF MANDAMUS

by court electronic service to 

Robert A. Winner
WINNER & CARSON, P.C.
510 South Eighth Street
Las Vegas, NV   89101

and 

by depositing the same in the U.S. mail, first class postage, prepaid, addressed as
follows:

The Honorable Timothy C. Williams
Regional Justice Center
200 Lewis Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada   89155

          /s/Sydney Saucier
                                           

                        Sydney Saucier
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