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N/A 

 

Proceedings:  

 

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY 

APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT [224] 

 

I. Introduction 

 

Before the Court is Lead Plaintiff Arkansas Teacher Retirement System’s (“Lead Plaintiff”) and 

Defendants’1 joint motion for preliminary approval of class action settlement. ECF No. 224. For the 

following reasons, Plaintiff’s motion is GRANTED. 

 
1 In full, Defendants are: Olaplex Holdings, Inc., Jue Wong, Eric Tiziani, Tiffany Walden, Christine Dagousset, Tricia Glynn, 

Deirdre Findlay, Janet Gurwitch, Martha Morfitt, David Mussafer, Emily White, Michael White, and Paula Zusi 

Case 2:22-cv-08395-SVW-SK     Document 229     Filed 08/08/25     Page 1 of 75   Page ID
#:5446



 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL 

 

Case No. 

 

2:22-cv-08395-SVW 

 

Date 

 

August 8, 2025 

 

Title 

 

Leslie Lillien v. Olaplex Holdings, Inc. et al. 

 

 

 

 : 
 
 

 
Initials of Preparer 

 
     DT 

 
 
 CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL Page 2 of 9 

 

II. Background 

 

A. Factual Background 

 

Olaplex is a luxury haircare products manufacturer. Consolidated Complaint (“Compl.”) ¶ 2, ECF 

No. 123. One of Olaplex’s key products, and the one at issue in this case, is the No. 3 Hair Perfector (the 

“No. 3 Product”), which is a hair treatment designed to strengthen and repair damaged hair. Id. ¶ 83.2 

 

The No. 3 Product originally contained small amounts of a chemical known as lilial. Id. ¶ 5. In 

August 2020, the E.U. banned the use of lilial in consumer products (hereinafter “the E.U. Ban”), including 

Olaplex’s No. 3 Product, effective March 1, 2022. Id. ¶¶ 4-5. In response to the E.U. Ban, Olaplex 

reformulated its No. 3 Product to remove lilial. 

 

On September 29, 2021, Olaplex conducted its initial public offering (“IPO”). Id. ¶¶ 154-55. For 

its IPO, Olaplex filed a Registration Statement and Prospectus with the SEC (the “Offering Documents”). 

Id. ¶ 155. The Offering Documents warned of potential risks to the company, including that new laws 

might ban certain ingredients Olaplex uses, forcing product reformulations, interrupting sales, and 

damaging Olaplex’s brand. Id. ¶ 164. The Offering Documents did not, however, disclose any information 

about the EU Ban. 

 

In February 2022, a TikTok user posted a video discussing the E.U. Ban and its impact on Olaplex. 

Id. ¶ 197. The video went viral, leading mainstream news media to pick up the story. Id. ¶¶ 199, 202, 203. 

Shortly thereafter, Olaplex’s sales decreased, and its share price plummeted. Id. ¶¶ 207-258. 

 

 
2 Any allegations in Plaintiff’s complaint that the Court cites to relate to undisputed facts that the Court mentions solely to 

provide context to the reader.   
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B. Procedural Background 

 

On November 17, 2022, Plaintiff brought claims against Defendants under Section 11, 12(a)(2) 

(“Section 12” for short), and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933. ECF No. 1. Plaintiff eventually revised and 

consolidated its complaint in a Revised Consolidated Complaint, which Plaintiff filed on June 22, 2023. 

ECF No. 123. In short, Plaintiff alleged that Olaplex’s Offering Documents violated Sections 11, 12(a)(2) 

and 15 because they failed to disclose, among other things, the E.U. Ban. More specifically, Plaintiff 

alleged that the Offering Documents were misleading mainly because they only warned of potential risks 

to Olaplex’s products, reputation, and financial health, when in fact, those risks had already manifested 

and existed, or, at the very least, were significantly likely to occur. Compl. ¶¶ 163-170, 172-77, 179-185, 

188, 190, 192.  

 

Defendants moved to dismiss Plaintiff’s claims. ECF Nos. 127, 129, 130, 132. The Court granted 

in part and denied in part Defendants’ motion. ECF No. 171. In its order, the Court foreclosed some 

theories of liability, but otherwise held that Plaintiff had stated a claim under Sections 11, 12, and 15. See 

id. Specifically, the Court held that omitting the EU Ban from Olaplex’s offering documents could render 

two types of statements misleading under Sections 11 and 12: (1) statements regarding the potential impact 

of laws and regulations on Olaplex’s business; and (2) statements regarding the risks that an Olaplex 

products may be found unsafe.  

 

Plaintiff moved for class certification. ECF No. 199. After the issue was fully briefed, but before 

the Court’s hearing on the matter, the parties settled the case after engaging in a full-day mediation session 

before David Murphy of Phillips ADR Enterprises. They now move jointly for preliminary approval of 

their class action settlement. ECF No. 224. 

 

C. The Class Action Settlement 

 

In broad strokes, the terms of parties’ proposed class action settlement (the “Settlement 

Agreement” or “Settlement”) is as follows: 
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Defendants agree to pay $47.5 million in cash, to be distributed to Settlement Class Members who 

submit timely and valid claims in accordance with the agreed upon plan of allocation. In exchange, Lead 

Plaintiff and the Settlement Class Members agree to release all claims against Defendants related to the 

facts at issue in the case. The Settlement Class is defined as all persons and entities that purchased or 

otherwise acquired Olaplex’s publicly traded common stock on or before November 12, 2021 pursuant 

and/or traceable to the Offering Documents for Olaplex’s IPO. 

III. Discussion 

 

To preliminarily approve the proposed Settlement, the Court must consider: (1) whether to the 

certify the Settlement Class under Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; and (2) whether to 

grant preliminary approval of the Settlement itself. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 23. The Court will address each in 

turn. 

 

A. Class Certification 

 

  “A party seeking class certification must satisfy the requirements of Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 23(a) and the requirements of at least one of the categories under Rule 23(b).” Wang v. Chinese 

Daily News, Inc., 737 F.3d 538, 542 (9th Cir. 2013). “Rule 23 is to be liberally construed in a securities 

fraud context because class actions are particularly effective in serving as private policing weapons against 

corporate wrongdoing.” In re Cooper Cos. Sec. Litig., 254 F.R.D. 628, 642 (C.D. Cal. 2009). 

 

Here, upon review of the evidence and the parties’ arguments, the Court holds that the Settlement 

Class meets all of Rule 23(a)’s requirements. See Pl. Mot. for Class Cert. at 8-14, ECF No. 199-1 

(analyzing each 23(a) requirement).  
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The Settlement Class also satisfies Rule 23(b)(3), as common issues predominate over individual 

ones. For each Settlement Class Member, the main analysis regarding liability is the same: were the 

Offering Documents misleading?  

 

The two issues that could have undermined predominance: actual knowledge and traceability, are 

not barriers to class certification now that the Settlement Class is limited to those who purchased stock 

between the date of the IPO and November 12, 2021. For actual knowledge, each class member who 

purchased before November 12, 2021 had access to the same information regarding the E.U. Ban, so this 

defense to liability would be resolved on a common basis. There are likewise no individual issues with 

regard to traceability, as any purchase of Olaplex stock made before November 12, 2021 was by definition 

a purchase of IPO stock. 

 

The Court also finds that the Settlement Class satisfies Rule 23(b)(3)’s superiority requirement for 

the reasons stated in Plaintiff’s motion for class certification. See ECF No. 199 at 18. 

 

In sum, for the foregoing reasons, the Court will preliminarily certify the Settlement Class for the 

purposes of facilitating settlement.  

 

B. Preliminary Approval of Class Settlement 

 

To preliminarily approve a proposed class action settlement, Rule 23(e)(2) requires the Court to 

determine whether it is likely that the proposed settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate. See Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 23(e)(2); (e)(1)(B). Judicial review of a proposed settlement typically “proceeds in two stages, 

with preliminary approval followed by a final hearing.” LaFrano v. Loandepot, Inc., No. 8:21-cv-01449, 

2023 WL 12023569, at *6 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 8, 2023).  

 

Federal Rule 23(e) governs approval of a proposed class settlement. To determine whether to 

preliminarily approve of a proposed class settlement, courts consider whether:  
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“(A) the class representatives and class counsel have adequately represented 

the class;  

(B) the proposal was negotiated at arm’s length;  

(C) the relief provided for the class is adequate, taking into account:  

(i) the costs, risks, and delay of trial and appeal; 

(ii) the effectiveness of any proposed method of distributing relief 

to the class, including the method of processing class-member 

claims; 

(iii) the terms of any proposed award of attorney’s fees, including 

timing of payment; and 

(iv) any agreement required to be identified under Rule 23(e)(3); 

(D) the proposal treats class members equitably relative to each other. 

 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2).  

 

Here, the Court finds that for the purposes of granting preliminary approval, the proposed class 

settlement sufficiently meets the requirements of Rule 23(e)(2). 

 

First, Lead Plaintiff and Lead Counsel have adequately represented the Settlement Class. Not only 

have they litigated the case diligently, but they prevailed at the motion to dismiss stage. This is consistent 

with Lead Counsel’s consistent track record of serving as lead counsel on successful securities matters. 

See, e.g., In re AM. Int’l Grp., Inc. Sec. Litig., No. 04-cv-08141 (S.D.N.Y.) (recovering $1 billion). 

 

Second, the Settlement was negotiated at arm’s length and in good faith. It was achieved only after 

the parties engaged in a full-day mediation under the guidance of an experienced mediator. Two weeks 

later, the parties’ accepted the mediator’s proposal. That the Settlement was “the result of a mediator’s 

proposal in the context of a private mediation . . . supports the argument that [the agreement] is non-

collusive.” LeFrano v. Loandepot, Inc., 2023 WL 12023569, at *11 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 8, 2023). 
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Third, the relief provided to the Settlement Class appears adequate given the strength of Plaintiff’s 

case and the risk, expense, and complexity of continued litigation. At the time of settlement, Plaintiff’s 

case was far from a slam dunk. To start, Plaintiff faced serious predominance issues with its proposed 

class, which extended far beyond November 12, 2021. Defendants also had many potentially promising 

defenses. Their actual knowledge and tracing defense both could have plausibly undermined Plaintiff’s 

case for liability.  

 

Moreover, Defendants intended to bring a negative causation defense, in which they would argue 

that Olaplex’s stock decline was not due to E.U. Ban, but rather to other factors not at issue in this lawsuit. 

This defense was facially plausible and had significant potential to decrease Plaintiff’s maximum 

damages.  

 

Not only did Defendants have these defenses, but, at the time of Settlement, Plaintiff still faced 

three major procedural hurdles: class certification; summary judgment; and trial. It was by no means a 

guarantee that Plaintiff would prevail through all three. Accordingly, the Court preliminary finds $47.5 

million to be an adequate recovery, especially given that that figure is at lowest 6% of Plaintiff’s potential 

damages and at highest more than 100% of potential damages. See Mot. for Preliminary Class Settlement 

Approval (“Mot.”) (explaining that potential damages ranged between $753 million and $41.5 million 

depending on the success of some of Defendant’s defenses). 

 

The Court also preliminarily finds that the parties’ proposed process for distributing relief to the 

class is adequate. The parties propose using a claims administrator and having potential class members 

submit claims online and through the mail, all of which is standard practice in class action settlements. 

The parties’ proposed method of calculating damages is also reasonable, as they plan to calculate each 

claimant’s pro rata share of the full settlement amount based on that claimant’s recognized loss. This is 

also standard practice in these types of cases.  

 

Regarding the proposed attorney’s fees, the Court will not address that issue at the preliminary 

approval stage. Rather, it will address the issue in full when the parties move for final approval.  
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Fourth, and finally, the Settlement treats class members equitably relative to one another. All 

Settlement Class Members with valid claims will be entitled to their pro rata share of the net settlement 

amount based on their actual losses. This is a fair, equitable, and standard method of distributing settlement 

amounts in class action securities cases.  

 

In addition to the factors outlined by Rule 23(e), the Ninth Circuit also outlines factors that courts 

should consider when deciding whether to grant preliminary approval of class settlement. Many of these 

factors overlap with Rule 23(e), but some are novel. Namely, in addition to the 23(e) factors, the Ninth 

Circuit asks courts to consider: “the amount offered in settlement; the extent of discovery completed and 

the stage of the proceedings; the experience and views of counsel; the presence of a governmental 

participant; and the reaction of the class members to the proposed settlement.” Hanlon v. Chrysler Corp., 

150 F.3d 1011, 1026 (9th Cir. 1998).  

 

These factors also favor granting preliminary approval of the class settlement. As already 

explained, the $47.5 million settlement is adequate given the risks and expenses involved with continued 

litigation.  

 

Moreover, Plaintiff conducted extensive discovery before entering the Settlement, enabling Lead 

Plaintiff to make an informed assessment of the case’s strengths and weaknesses before negotiations 

began. This further supports the Court’s confidence that the proposed settlement is reasonable. 

 

Next, both parties’ counsel in this case have extensive experience with class actions. Accordingly, 

the fact that both sets of counsel recommend the Settlement further supports preliminary approval. 

 

The last two Ninth Circuit factors—the presence of a governmental participant and the reaction of 

the class members to the proposed settlement—are either inapplicable to this case (there is no 

governmental participant) or inapplicable to this stage of the case (the reaction of the class members is not 

relevant to a preliminary approval of settlement).  
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In sum, the Court finds that the proposed settlement is sufficiently adequate to justify preliminary 

approval.  

C. Notice

Rule 23(e) requires that the Court “direct to class members the best notice that is practicable under 

the circumstances, including individual notice to all members who can be identified through reasonable 

effort.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(c)(2)(B). The Court has reviewed the parties’ proposed notice and 

administration procedures and finds them adequate.  

The parties’ adequately and thoroughly detailed the notice and claims administration process in 

the proposed order that they submitted in support of their motion for preliminary settlement approval. 

Upon review of that proposed order, the Court adopts the portions below as its own.  

SEE ATTACHMENT 
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NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, this  day of 

, 2025 that:  
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Settlement Hearing.
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Approval of Form and Manner of Giving Notice.
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Retention of Claims Administrator and Notice Date.
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Approval of Summary Notice. 

The Wall Street Journal PR Newswire
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Claims Process.
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Exclusion from Settlement Class.
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Lilien v. Olaplex Holdings, Inc., 

Objections to the Settlement.

Lilien v. Olaplex Holdings, Inc
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Supporting Papers.

Settlement Fund.

custodia legis
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Termination of Settlement.

Use of this Order.
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DATE: August 11, 2025
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NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF CLASS ACTION, PROPOSED SETTLEMENT, AND
MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND EXPENSES 
Case No.: 2:22-cv-08395-SVW(SKx) 

GLANCY PRONGAY & MURRAY LLP 
ROBERT V. PRONGAY (SBN 270796) 
rprongay@glancylaw.com 
1925 Century Park East, Suite 2100  
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Telephone: (310) 201-9150 
Facsimile: (310) 432-1495 

Liaison Counsel for Lead Plaintiff  
Arkansas Teacher Retirement  
System and the Proposed Class 

LABATON KELLER SUCHAROW LLP  
LAUREN A. ORMSBEE (pro hac vice) 
lormsbee@labaton.com 
140 Broadway 
New York, NY 10005 
Telephone: (212) 907-0700 
Facsimile: (212) 818-0477 

Counsel for Lead Plaintiff 
Arkansas Teacher Retirement System 
and Lead Counsel for the Proposed Class 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

LESLIE LILIEN, Individually and on 
Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated, 

       Plaintiff, 

      v. 

OLAPLEX HOLDINGS, INC., et al., 

       Defendants. 

Case No. 2:22-cv-08395-SVW(SKx) 

CLASS ACTION 

NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF 
CLASS ACTION, PROPOSED 
SETTLEMENT, AND MOTION 
FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND 
EXPENSES 
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NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF CLASS ACTION, PROPOSED SETTLEMENT,  
AND MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND EXPENSES

If you purchased or otherwise acquired the publicly traded common 
stock of Olaplex Holdings, Inc. (“Olaplex” or the “Company”) on or 
before November 12, 2021, pursuant and/or traceable to the Offering 
Documents for Olaplex’s initial public offering (“IPO”), and were 
allegedly damaged thereby, you may be entitled to a payment from a 
class action settlement. 

A Federal Court authorized this Notice.  This is not a solicitation from a lawyer. 

 

 

 

If you are a Settlement Class Member, the Settlement will affect your legal 
rights whether you act or do not act.  Please read this Notice carefully.
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YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN THIS SETTLEMENT 
SUBMIT A CLAIM 
FORM BY _______, 2025

See

EXCLUDE YOURSELF 
FROM THE SETTLEMENT 
CLASS BY _____, 2025

See

OBJECT BY _______, 2025

See

PARTICIPATE IN A 
HEARING ON 
______________, 2025 AND 
FILE A NOTICE OF 
INTENTION TO APPEAR 
BY _______, 2025

See

DO NOTHING

 —and the deadlines to exercise them—

 

WHAT THIS NOTICE CONTAINS 
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PSLRA SUMMARY OF THE NOTICE 

Statement of the Settlement Class’s Recovery 

 

Case 2:22-cv-08395-SVW-SK     Document 229     Filed 08/08/25     Page 27 of 75   Page ID
#:5472



These average recovery amounts are only estimates 

and Settlement Class Members may recover more or less than these estimates.

See

Statement of Potential Outcome of Case if the Action Continued to Be Litigated  
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Statement of Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses Sought 

 

Reasons for the Settlement 
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Identification of Representatives   

 

 

Olaplex Securities 

Settlement

Please Do Not Call the Court with Questions About the Settlement.

BASIC INFORMATION 

1.  Why did I get the Postcard Notice? 

 

Receipt of the Postcard Notice does not mean that you are a Member of the 
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Settlement Class or that you will be entitled to receive a payment.  The Parties 

to the Action do not have access to your individual investment information.  If 

you wish to be eligible for a payment, you are required to submit the Claim Form 

that is available at www.____.com.  See Question 8 below.

 

 

Lilien v. Olaplex Holdings, 

Inc., 

2.  How do I know if I am part of the Settlement Class? 

 

see

All persons and entities that purchased or otherwise acquired Olaplex 
publicly traded common stock on or before November 12, 2021, pursuant 
and/or traceable to the Offering Documents for Olaplex’s IPO, and who 
were allegedly damaged thereby.    

 

 

The Parties to the Action do 

not independently have access to your trading information. 
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3.  Are there exceptions to being included? 

 

4.  Why is this a class action? 
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5.  What is this case about and what has happened so far?  

 

 Leslie Lilien v. Olaplex 

Holdings, Inc. et al
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6.  What are the reasons for the Settlement? 

 

Case 2:22-cv-08395-SVW-SK     Document 229     Filed 08/08/25     Page 37 of 75   Page ID
#:5482



 

THE SETTLEMENT BENEFITS 
7.  What does the Settlement provide? 

 

see
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8.  How can I receive a payment? 

 

 

postmarked or received no later 

than ______________________, 2025. 

9.  What am I giving up to receive a payment and by staying in the Settlement 
Class? 

 

 “Released Plaintiffs’ Claims”
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Carla Ciuffo 

v. Christine Dagousset et al.

 “Released Defendant Parties”
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 Unknown Claims
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A general release does not extend to claims that the creditor or 
releasing party does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at 
the time of executing the release and that, if known by him or her, 
would have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor 
or released party. 
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 Effective Date

 

EXCLUDING YOURSELF FROM THE SETTLEMENT CLASS 

 

Please note: If 

you decide to exclude yourself from the Settlement Class, there is a risk that any 

lawsuit you may file to pursue claims alleged in the Action may be dismissed, 

including because the suit is not filed within the applicable time periods required 

for filing suit.  

10.  How do I exclude myself from the Settlement Class? 

 

Lilien v. 

Olaplex Holdings, Inc
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received no later than _________, 2025 

Olaplex Securities Settlement 

 

 

11. If I do not exclude myself, can I sue Defendants and the other Released 
Defendant Parties for the same reasons later? 

 

speak to your lawyer in that case immediately

2025. 
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THE LAWYERS REPRESENTING YOU 
12.  Do I have a lawyer in this case? 

 

13.  How will the lawyers be paid? 

 

OBJECTING TO THE SETTLEMENT, THE PLAN OF ALLOCATION, OR 
THE FEE AND EXPENSE APPLICATION 

14.  How do I tell the Court that I do not like something about the proposed 
Settlement? 
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Lilien v. Olaplex Holdings, Inc., 

 no later than 

_______________, 2025 and  

received no later than __________________, 2025: 
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Court Lead Counsel Defendants’ Counsel 
 

Clerk of the Court 

 

 
Labaton Keller Sucharow LLP Ropes & Gray LLP 

 

15.  What is the difference between objecting and seeking exclusion? 

 

only

THE SETTLEMENT HEARING 
16.  When and where will the Court decide whether to approve the 

Settlement? 

 ___________, 2025 at 

____ _.m.
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17.  Do I have to come to the Settlement Hearing? 
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no later than 

_____________, 2025

18.  May I speak at the Settlement Hearing? 

 

no later than _________ __, 2025,

Lilien v. Olaplex Holdings, Inc., 

IF YOU DO NOTHING 
19.  What happens if I do nothing at all? 

 

see

see
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GETTING MORE INFORMATION 
20.  Are there more details about the Settlement? 

 

Olaplex Securities Settlement, 

 

Please do not call the Court with questions about the Settlement.

PLAN OF ALLOCATION OF THE NET SETTLEMENT FUND 
21.  How will my claim be calculated? 

 

i.e
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pro rata

pro rata

 

pro rata
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CALCULATION OF RECOGNIZED LOSS AMOUNTS 
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 For each share of Olaplex’s publicly traded common stock 

purchased or otherwise acquired pursuant or traceable to the Offering 

Documents for Olaplex’s IPO from September 29, 2021 through, and including, 

November 12, 2021 and:

 

minus

 
[day before execution of the Stipulation]

minus

 [day before execution of the 
Stipulation]

minus

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
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pro rata

pro rata

pro rata

 

pro rata
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SPECIAL NOTICE TO SECURITIES BROKERS AND NOMINEES 

 

WITHIN TEN (10) CALENDAR DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THE 

POSTCARD NOTICE YOU MUST EITHER

WITHIN TEN (10) 

CALENDAR DAYS
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Olaplex Securities Settlement 
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Exhibit
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GLANCY PRONGAY & MURRAY LLP 

Liaison Counsel for Lead Plaintiff  
Arkansas Teacher Retirement  
System and the Proposed Class 
 
LABATON KELLER SUCHAROW LLP  

pro hac vice

Counsel for Lead Plaintiff 
Arkansas Teacher Retirement System 
and Lead Counsel for the Proposed Class 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

 
PROOF OF CLAIM AND 
RELEASE FORM 
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I. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Lilien v. Olaplex Holdings, Inc., 

THIS CLAIM FORM MUST BE SUBMITTED ONLINE AT

WWW.____________.COM NO LATER THAN ___________, 2025 OR, IF 

MAILED, BE POSTMARKED NO LATER THAN ____________, 2025, 

ADDRESSED AS FOLLOWS: 

Olaplex Securities Settlement 
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II. CLAIMANT IDENTIFICATION 
 

i.e.,

 Part I

 

III. IDENTIFICATION OF TRANSACTIONS 
 Part II
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day before execution of Stipulation

 

 

THE 

PARTIES DO NOT HAVE INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR TRANSACTIONS 

IN OLAPLEX PUBLICLY TRADED COMMON STOCK.
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PART I – CLAIMANT IDENTIFICATION 
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PART II:    SCHEDULE OF TRANSACTIONS IN OLAPLEX PUBLICLY  
 TRADED COMMON STOCK

1.  PURCHASES/ACQUISITIONS FROM SEPTEMBER 29, 2021 THROUGH 
NOVEMBER 12, 2021

 
 

   
   
   
   

2.  NUMBER OF SHARES PURCHASED/ACQUIRED FROM NOVEMBER 
13, 2021 THROUGH [DAY BEFORE EXECUTION OF STIPULATION] – 

  
_____________________________ 
3.  SALES FROM SEPTEMBER 29, 2021 THROUGH [DAY BEFORE 
EXECUTION OF STIPULATION] 
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4.  HOLDINGS AS OF CLOSE OF TRADING ON [DAY BEFORE 
EXECUTION OF STIPULATION] – 

 
IF YOU NEED ADDITIONAL SPACE TO LIST YOUR 

TRANSACTIONS YOU MUST 
PHOTOCOPY THIS PAGE AND CHECK THIS BOX   

IV. SUBMISSION TO JURISDICTION OF THE COURT AND 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

 

V. RELEASES, WARRANTIES, AND CERTIFICATION 
 

 

Case 2:22-cv-08395-SVW-SK     Document 229     Filed 08/08/25     Page 65 of 75   Page ID
#:5510
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e.g.,

 

 

REMINDER CHECKLIST: 

Your claim is not deemed submitted until you 
receive an acknowledgment postcard.
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Exhibit
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GLANCY PRONGAY & MURRAY LLP 

Liaison Counsel for Lead Plaintiff  
Arkansas Teacher Retirement  
System and the Proposed Class 
 
LABATON KELLER SUCHAROW LLP  

pro hac vice

Counsel for Lead Plaintiff 
Arkansas Teacher Retirement System 
and Lead Counsel for the Proposed Class 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 
SUMMARY NOTICE OF 
PENDENCY AND PROPOSED 
SETTLEMENT OF CLASS 
ACTION AND MOTION FOR 
ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND 
EXPENSES

To: all persons and entities that purchased or otherwise acquired the publicly 
traded common stock of Olaplex Holdings, Inc. (“Olaplex” or the “Company”) on 
or before November 12, 2021, pursuant and/or traceable to the Offering 
Documents for Olaplex’s initial public offering (“IPO”), and who were allegedly 
damaged thereby (the “Settlement Class”). 
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Olaplex Securities Settlement 

no later than ___________ __, 2025

no later than _____________ __, 2025
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no later 

than ____________ __, 2025

PLEASE DO NOT CONTACT THE COURT, DEFENDANTS, OR  

DEFENDANTS’ COUNSEL REGARDING THIS NOTICE 

Case 2:22-cv-08395-SVW-SK     Document 229     Filed 08/08/25     Page 72 of 75   Page ID
#:5517



Exhibit
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