
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

 
Lauren Biegel, Greg Maroney, Ryan 
Cosgrove, Clive Rhoden, Stephen Bradshaw, 
Angela Farve and Christina Henderson, 
individually and on behalf of all others 
similarly situated, on behalf of themselves 
and all others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
Blue Diamond Growers,  
 

Defendant. 

Case No.: 7:20-cv-03032-CS 
 
MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT 
OF PLAINTIFFS’ UNOPPOSED 
MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY 
APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT, 
PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION OF 
SETTLEMENT CLASS, AND 
APPROVAL OF NOTICE PLAN 
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