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I, Kristen Agnew, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law, duly licensed to practice before all Courts in the State of 

California, and am with the law firm Diversity Law Group, P.C., counsel of record for Plaintiffs 

Shaynia Vernon and Benjamin Castaneda-Rivera (“Plaintiffs”). I have personal knowledge of the 

facts set forth below and if called to testify I could and would do so competently. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

2. From the inception of the case, Class Counsel has zealously represented the 

interests of the putative class.  

3. On January 3, 2020, Plaintiff Shaynia Vernon (“Vernon”) filed a notice with the 

Labor Workforce & Development Agency (“LWDA”) alleging claims against Defendant McLane 

Foodservice, Inc. (“McLane Foodservice” or “MFS”) for violation of Labor Code section 226. 

4. On January 28, 2020, Vernon commenced a putative class and representative action 

against McLane Foodservice, in the Riverside County Superior Court, entitled Shaynia Vernon v. 

McLane Foodservice, Inc., Case No. RIC2000406 (“Vernon Action”). In the Vernon Action, 

Vernon alleged a class-wide claim for violation of Labor Code section 226. Vernon also asserted 

a derivative representative Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, California Labor Code section 

2698, et seq. (“PAGA”) claim predicated on McLane Foodservice’s alleged violation of Labor 

Code section 226. 

5. On August 21, 2020, Plaintiff Benjamin Castaneda-Rivera (“Castaneda-Rivera”) 

filed a notice with the LWDA alleging claims against Defendant McLane/Suneast, Inc. 

(“McLane/Suneast” or “MSE”) for violation of Labor Code section 226. 

6. On September 1, 2020, Castaneda-Rivera filed a separate putative class and 

representative action against McLane/Suneast in the San Bernardino County Superior Court, 

entitled Benjamin Castaneda-Rivera v. McLane/Suneast, Inc., Case No. CIVDS2017663. 

Castaneda-Rivera alleged class and representative claims for violation of Labor Code section 226.  

7. On January 12, 2021, Castaneda-Rivera filed a consolidated First Amended Class 

and Representative Action Complaint for Damages, which added Vernon as a named plaintiff and 

McLane Foodservice as a named defendant (the “Consolidated Action”). 
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8. On March 2, 2021, Vernon dismissed the earlier-filed Vernon Action without 

prejudice. 

9. On March 16, 2021, Defendants removed the Consolidated Action to the United 

States District Court for the Central District of California (the “Federal Action”).  

10. On April 15, 2021, Plaintiff filed a Second Amended Complaint in the Federal 

Action. As set forth in the Second Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants failed to 

provide Class Members with proper and accurate itemized wage statements, in violation of Labor 

Code section 226(a). Specifically, whenever overtime wages were paid, the corresponding wage 

statements did not identify the correct rates of pay. Instead, the wage statements showed overtime 

wages on two separate line items, with each line item showing the base rate of pay, instead of one 

and one-half times the regular rate of pay. Plaintiffs further allege that Defendants intentionally 

provided wage statements that displayed the incorrect overtime rate, and that Defendants did not 

have any good faith belief, in law or fact, as to their actions. Plaintiffs allege that such inaccuracy 

caused injury to Class Members, as it precluded employees from being able to accurately calculate 

their wages. 

11. On August 12, 2021, Vernon and Castaneda-Rivera filed a separate class action 

complaint against McLane/Suneast and McLane Foodservice in the San Bernardino County 

Superior Court, entitled Shaynia Vernon and Benjamin Castaneda-Rivera v. McLane/Suneast, Inc. 

and McLane Foodservice, Inc., Case No. CIVSB2123367 (“State Court Class Action”). The 

complaint alleged a single class-wide claim for violation of Labor Code section 226.7, predicated 

on Defendants’ alleged failure to pay meal and rest break premium payments at the regular rate of 

pay. 

12. On October 1, 2021, Castaneda-Rivera filed another complaint against 

McLane/Suneast entitled Benjamin Castaneda-Rivera v. McLane/Suneast, Inc., in the San 

Bernardino County Superior Court, assigned Case No. CIVSB2128980 therein (the “State Court 

PAGA Action”), alleging a derivative PAGA claim based on the alleged underpaid Section 226.7 

payments to employees of MSE.  
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DISCOVERY AND INVESTIGATION 

13. Plaintiffs and Defendants (collectively, the “Parties”) engaged in an extensive 

exchange of documents and information, through both formal and informal discovery. 

14. On September 18, 2020, in response to Vernon’s request for informal discovery in 

the Vernon Action, McLane Foodservice provided an estimate of the number of non-exempt 

employees employed through January 28, 2020, as well as the number of overtime wage statements 

issued to the employees during this period. McLane Foodservice also produced a copy of Vernon’s 

wage statements. 

15. Following the removal of the Consolidated Action to Federal Court, the Parties met 

and conferred to discuss the factual allegations and the merits of their respective claims and 

defenses.  

16. On or about June 10, 2021, I met and conferred with defense counsel, as required 

by Rule 26(f) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. During the meet and confer, defense counsel 

articulated Defendant’s position that, under the California Court of Appeal’s recent published 

decision in General Atomics v. Superior Court, 64 Cal. App. 5th 987 (2021), Defendants’ wage 

statements are legally compliant with Labor Code section 226(a)’s requirements.  

17. On August 11, 2021, the Parties exchanged initial disclosures and mutually 

identified percipient witnesses and key documents.  

18. Plaintiffs also propounded written discovery relevant to the class and PAGA claims 

alleged in the Federal Action. Amongst other relevant topics, the discovery required Defendants 

to provide documents and information relevant to class certification, including the number of 

putative class members, Defendants’ policies and procedures with respect to the display of the 

hourly rates of pay on wage statements, and payroll records of putative class members. 

19. On or about July 23, 2021, the Parties agreed to participate in a private global 

mediation with David Rotman, a respected and experienced mediator knowledgeable of both the 

wage and hour laws and representative claims at issue in this action.  

20. Prior to the mediation, Defendants produced data relevant to the potential value of 

the claims, including the number of putative class members/alleged aggrieved employees and wage 
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statements at issue in both actions. Defendant also produced exemplar wage statements 

demonstrating that the alleged Section 226 violation had been corrected, as of October 29, 2020. 

Using the data provided by Defendants, I conducted a full damage analysis. 

21. I also extensively met and conferred with defense counsel regarding the underlying 

merits of the State Court Class Action and State Court PAGA Action. Defense counsel provided 

information demonstrating that employees rarely earned both non-discretionary incentive wages 

and meal/rest period premiums in the same workweek. In reviewing Plaintiffs’ own wage 

statements, I confirmed that there were only a few workweeks in which Plaintiffs received both 

incentive wages and meal/rest period premium compensation. Defense counsel further represented 

that the alleged unpaid meal/rest period compensation and derivative waiting time penalties was 

less than $5,000.  

MEDIATION 

22. On December 10, 2021, the Parties engaged in an all-day mediation session before 

Mr. Rotman. In light of the limited damages at issue in the State Court Class Action and State 

Court PAGA Action, the Parties agreed to focus mediation on the wage statement claims alleged 

in the Federal Action. 

23. During the mediation, counsel zealously advocated on behalf of their respective 

clients. The Parties spoke at length about the strengths and weaknesses of each sides’ claims and 

defenses, the certifiability of the claims, and the scope of Defendants’ liability. The Parties gained 

valuable insight and exchanged significant information about their respective positions.  

24. After a full day of negotiation, the Parties were able to reach an agreement for 

settlement and the key terms. The Parties thereafter worked to memorialize the terms of the 

settlement in a long-form settlement agreement.  

25. On or about May 12, 2022, the Parties executed a Stipulation for Leave to File First 

Amended Complaint and Settlement and Release of Class Action and PAGA Claims (“Settlement 

Agreement” or “Agreement”) resolving all claims alleged in the Federal Action.  

26. As a condition of settlement, Plaintiffs agreed to the dismissal of the State Court 

PAGA Action without prejudice. The Parties further agreed to stipulate to the filing of a First 
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Amended Individual and Class Action Complaint for Damages (“Operative Complaint”). The 

Operative Complaint pleads the claims alleged in the Federal Action and limits the claims 

originally alleged in this State Court Class Action to individual, non-class claims solely on behalf 

of Plaintiffs. A copy of the proposed Operative Complaint is attached as Exhibit A to the 

Settlement Agreement. 

SUMMARY OF THE MONETARY TERMS OF THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 

27. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement.  

28. As defined by the Settlement Agreement, the proposed Class consists of the 

following groups of employees: (i) all current and former non-exempt employees employed by 

MSE and working in California at any time during the time period from April 6, 2019 through and 

including October 29, 2020 (the “MSE Settlement Period”) who were paid overtime wages at any 

time during the MSE Settlement Period (“MSE Subclass”); and (ii) all current and former non-

exempt employees employed by MFS and working in California at any time during the time period 

from January 28, 2019 through and including October 29, 2020 (the “MFS Settlement Period”) 

who were paid overtime wages at any time during the MFS Settlement Period (“MFS Subclass”). 

See Settlement Agreement (“SA”) § 8. The are approximately 1,452 employees that comprise the 

Class. See id. at § 25. 

29. Class Members may opt-out of the Settlement if they so choose. See SA § 27. 

However, in light of the binding nature of a PAGA judgment on non-party employees, any Class 

Member who opts out of the Settlement Agreement for purpose of the proposed class action 

settlement will still be bound by the release of the PAGA claims. Id. at § 28. 

30. The Settlement Agreement requires Defendants to pay the gross settlement amount 

of Four Hundred Thousand Dollars ($400,000.00) (“Gross Settlement Fund” or “GSF”). See SA § 

14. The amount of the Gross Settlement Fund was calculated with, and is premised on, Defendants’ 

representation that Class Members received 31,013 wage statements reflecting the payment of 

overtime wage statements during the Settlement Periods. See id. at §§ 8, 25. If the actual number 

of overtime wage statements exceeds 32,564, Defendants will have the option to increase the 

amount of the Gross Settlement Fund in proportion to the increase or end the Settlement Periods 
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on the date at which the overtime wage statements reached 32,564. See id. at § 25.   

31. The Settlement allocates Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000.00) of the Gross 

Settlement Fund to PAGA penalties (“PAGA Amount”). See SA § 19. Pursuant to the PAGA, 

seventy-five percent of the PAGA Amount, i.e., the sum of Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars 

($7,500.00), shall be paid to the LWDA. See id. The remaining twenty-five percent of the PAGA 

Amount, i.e., the sum of Two Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500.00), shall be distributed to 

Aggrieved Employees.1 See id. 

32. The balance of the Gross Settlement Fund remaining after deduction of the 

approved Settlement Administration Costs, the PAGA Amount, Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, and 

Enhancement Awards (“Net Settlement Fund” or “NSF”), will be available for distribution to 

Participating Class Members (i.e., Class Members who do not opt-out). See SA §§ 16, 24. The 

amount allocated to each Participating Class Member will be based on the number of wage 

statements with overtime wages paid to each Class Member during the applicable Settlement 

Periods. See id. at § 26. Class Members do not need to do anything should they wish to receive 

their share of the settlement funds. See id. at § 24  

33. As part of the Settlement Agreement, Defendants do not object to Plaintiffs’ request 

for an Enhancement Award in the amount Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000.00) each. See SA § 21. 

This amount is intended to compensate Plaintiffs for their efforts and work in prosecuting this case, 

including meeting and communicating with their counsel, reviewing the pleadings in this case, and 

for executing a general release under California Civil Code § 1542. Plaintiffs expressly 

acknowledge that the Court has final discretion in any Enhancement Award.  

34. Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, Defendants also agree to not oppose Class 

Counsel’s request for attorney’s fees up to thirty-five percent (35%) of the Gross Settlement Fund, 

i.e., the sum of One Hundred Forty Thousand Dollars ($140,000.00), plus up to Thirty Thousand 

Dollars ($30,000.00) for reimbursement of litigation costs, subject to the Court finally approving 

 
1 The Aggrieved Employees have the same composition as the Class and will be subject to the 
same Settlement Periods. See SA § 19. 
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this Settlement. See SA § 20. Any portion of the requested attorneys’ fees and/or litigation costs 

not awarded to Class Counsel shall be added to the Net Settlement Fund. See id. at § 22. Class 

Counsel expressly acknowledges that the Court has final discretion in any fee award. 

35. Finally, the Settlement Agreement provides for the payment of the fees and 

expenses reasonably incurred by the Settlement Administrator. The Parties have received a quote 

from Simpluris for a fee of approximately Twenty Thousand Dollars ($20,000.00). See SA § 23. 

Any portion of the Settlement Administration Costs not used or approved by the Court shall be 

added to the Net Settlement Fund. See id. The Parties believe that the administration fee is 

reasonable and should be approved. 

PAYMENTS TO SETTLEMENT CLASS MEMBERS 

36. Assuming that the Court approves the Enhancement Awards for both Plaintiffs 

($20,000.00), attorney’s fees ($140,000.00), litigation costs ($30,000.00), the PAGA Amount 

($10,000.00) and the Settlement Administrator’s costs ($20,000.00), I estimate that the Net 

Settlement Amount will total $180,000. 

37. Based on the size of the Class, the number of pay periods at issue and the amount 

of the Gross Settlement Fund, employees will be entitled to recover, on average, up to $123.96 

each, or $5.80 per overtime wage statement received during the Settlement Periods. The amount 

any particular Class Member will be entitled to recover will be greater or lower than this average 

depending on the number of overtime wage statements he or she received, with some entitled to 

receive more, and others less, and the number of opt-outs received. This is fair, as it directly 

allocates greater recovery to individual Class Members who have allegedly suffered greater harm. 

The Settlement Agreement Individual Settlement Shares shall be allocated as 100% to statutory 

non-wage damages. See SA § 34. 

38. In addition to the Individual Settlement Shares, Class Members are also entitled to 

receive a pro rata share of the Aggrieved Employee Payment. See SA §§ 19, 27. As detailed in the 

Settlement, the amount of the payment will be based on the number of overtime wage statements 

the employee received during the applicable PAGA Periods. See id. at § 27. All Class Members, 

including those who opt-out of the class settlement, shall receive a portion of the Aggrieved 
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Employee Payment. See id. at § 28. The Aggrieved Employee Payment shall be allocated as 100% 

civil penalties. See SA § 34. 

39. Participating Class Members and Aggrieved Employees will have 180 days from 

the mailing of the settlement payment to cash the check. See SA at § C-24. After the expiration of 

180 days, the funds represented by uncashed settlement checks will be remitted to the California 

State Controller’s Office—Office of Unclaimed Property Fund in the name of the Participating 

Class Member or Aggrieved Employee. Id. 

STRENGHTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF PLAINTIFF’S CLAIMS AND POTENTIAL 

RECOVERABLE DAMAGES AND PENALTIES 

40. Based on an analysis of the facts and legal contentions in this case, documents and 

information from Defendants, I negotiated the settlement with a clear understanding of the value 

of the class and representative PAGA claims. I took into account the risk of not having the claims 

certified and the risk of not prevailing at trial, even if the claims are certified.  

41. Plaintiffs’ class and PAGA claims are predicated on Defendants’ alleged failure to 

provide accurate itemized wage statements, in violation of Labor Code section 226(a). Section 

226(a) is clear and unequivocal in its mandate that employers furnish wage statements that include, 

among other items of information, “all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period.” See 

Cal. Lab. Code § 226(a)(9). Here, Plaintiffs contend that the wage statements provided to Class 

Members do not accurately identify the correct overtime rate. More specifically, the wage 

statements display overtime wages on two-lines, with both lines listing the base hourly rate of pay. 

Thus, a reasonable employee reviewing his or her wage statement would believe their overtime 

rate of pay is significantly higher than what they were paid. 

42. Plaintiffs’ claims are contested. Defendants contend that recent state appellate court 

cases have held that section 226(a)(9) allows employers to display the base rate paid for overtime 

hours separately from the overtime premium rate paid for overtime hours, including General 

Atomics, 64 Cal. App. 5th 987.  

43. Counsel further argued that, even if Plaintiffs established a technical violation of 

the statute, the alleged violation was not a “knowing and intentional failure” by Defendants to 
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comply with Labor Code section 226(a), and penalties are therefore unwarranted. As framed by 

defense counsel, there was no injury because employees could promptly and easily determine from 

the wage statements alone the applicable overtime rate, and no employees were underpaid for any 

hours worked. Furthermore, because the alleged violation did not result in the underpayment of 

wages, defense counsel argued that any award of PAGA penalties would be subject to significant 

reduction. In this respect, counsel argued that several factors supported the award of modest, if not 

nominal, penalties, including the absence of willfulness. Defendants further argue that a court 

would not award duplicative statutory and PAGA civil penalties for the same alleged wage 

statement violations 

44. The data produced by Defendants indicates that 1,452 Class Members received 

approximately 31,013 overtime wage statements during the Settlement Periods. Thus, the 

maximum Labor Code section 226(e) penalties total $3,028,700 [($50 x 1,452) + ($100 x 29,561)].  

45. The Class and Aggrieved Employees completely overlap. The data produced by 

Defendant indicates there were approximately 31,013 pay periods in which Aggrieved Employees 

received an overtime wage statement during the PAGA Periods. Applying the standard civil 

penalty of $100 per pay period, yields $3,101,300 in potential civil penalties under PAGA. 

46. However, I believe it is unrealistic to assume that the Court will award the full 

amount of PAGA penalties if Plaintiffs prevail at trial. Indeed, the potential recovery is uncertain 

because the Court can decline to award the full amount of PAGA penalties where “…if, based on 

the facts and circumstances of the particular case, to do otherwise, would result in an award that is 

unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory.” See Cal. Labor Code § 2699(e)(2). 

47. Under the facts of this case, I appreciate the risk that Defendants could present a 

persuasive argument to reduce the amount of PAGA penalties at trial. As shown in the Court of 

Appeal’s decision in Carrington v. Starbucks Corp., while the plaintiff prevailed on his PAGA 

claim upon trial, the trial court reduced the maximum PAGA penalty amount by 90%, citing the 

employer’s good faith attempt at complying with the law. 30 Cal. App. 5th 504, 517 (2018). Upon 

review, the Court of Appeal found such reduction to be proper. Id. at 539. Thus, assuming that the 

Court uses Carrington as a benchmark and assesses PAGA penalties of approximately 10% of the 
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total maximum, a more realistic estimate of the PAGA penalties at issue is $310,130. 

48. Based on the class data provided by Defendants, I estimate that Defendants’ 

maximum liability exposure is approximately $3,338,830.  

THE SETTLEMENT IS FAIR, REASONABLE, AND ADEQUATE 

49. The Gross Settlement Fund is approximately 11.98% of the maximum recovery of 

the class and representative PAGA claims.   

50. Based on my own independent investigation and evaluation, I am of the opinion 

that the settlement for the consideration and on the terms set forth in the Settlement Agreement is 

fair, reasonable, and adequate and that the settlement is in the best interests of the Settlement Class, 

in light of all known circumstances and the expenses and risks inherent in litigation. I also believe 

in the fairness of the settlement based on factoring in the uncertainty and risks to Plaintiff involved 

in not prevailing on the class claims at trial and the possibility of appeal. 

NOTICE TO THE LWDA 

51. Concurrent with the filing of the Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action 

and PAGA Settlement, my office uploaded the Motion, Settlement Agreement, and proposed order 

to the LWDA’s website.  

ATTORNEY EXPERIENCE 

52. Class Counsel has a great deal of experience in wage and hour class action litigation 

and has been approved as class counsel in a number of class actions. My co-counsel and I can and 

will adequately represent the Class Members in this action. I have no conflicts with the Class and 

will adequately represent the Class. 

53. My qualifications are as follows: I was the 2003 recipient of the Spelman 

Presidential Scholarship to Emory University School of Law. During law school, I was a summer 

associate at the law firm of Sonnenschein, Nath and Rosenthal, and clerked with the Atlanta office 

of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. I received my J.D. from Emory University in 

2006 and was admitted to the California Bar in December 2006. Following law school, I was an 

associate at Sonnenschein from September 2006 to May 2009.  

54. Since 2009, my primary area of practice has been employment litigation. I have 
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practiced law at two preeminent employment defense firms. From May 2009 to June 2011, I was 

an associate at Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. I was also an associate, and then 

senior associate, in the labor and employment practice group of Seyfarth Shaw, LLP from June 

2011 to May 2016. At both Ogletree and Seyfarth, I represented a wide array of fortune 500 

companies in employment litigation in both state and federal courts, as well as before government 

agencies, including the California Department of Labor. My practice included the defense of single 

plaintiff and multi-plaintiff lawsuits involving claims under the California Fair Employment and 

Housing Act, the California Labor Code and the Fair Labor Standards Act. I also handled a number 

of wage and hour class actions.  

55. As an associate at Ogletree and Seyfarth, I served as the lead associate on a number 

of wage and hour class actions, including Martha Cardenas v. Gold’s Gym, Los Angeles County 

Superior Court Case No. BC445112; Nathaniel Werner v. Crown Equipment Corporation, Los 

Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC439428; Christopher Williams v. Allstate Insurance 

Co., Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC382577; Hwang v. Caltech, Los Angeles 

County Superior Court Case No. BC464894; Melissa Roberts v. Zale Delaware, Inc., Los Angeles 

Superior Court Case No. BC523610; Michael Oliver v. Konica Minolta Business Solutions U.S.A., 

Inc., Santa Clara County Superior Court Case No. 114-CV-263183; Tessa Hodge v. Zale 

Delaware, Inc., d/b/a Piercing Pagoda, San Bernardino Superior Court Case No CIVVS1301632; 

Warren v. Paychex, Inc., N.D. Cal. Case No. 3:10-cv-02006; Tapia v. Zale Delaware Inc. et al, 

S.D. Cal. Case No. 3:13-cv-01565; and Benjamin Burgess et al v. Tesoro Refining and Marketing 

Company et al, C.D. Cal. Case No. 2:10-cv-05870. 

56. I also second chaired two jury trials where I represented the prevailing defendant. 

Both cases involved employees who brought claims against their former employers pursuant to 

the Fair Employment & Housing Act. The cases are: Jeff Cowell v. Eaton Aerospace LLC et al, 

Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC401543; and Richard Gulden v. Pratt & Whitney 

Rocketdyne Inc. et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC468909. 

57. In June 2016, I joined Diversity Law Group, P.C. where I spend most of my time 

handling employment cases. I primarily represent employees. 
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DECLARATION OF KRISTEN M. AGNEW IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY 
APPROVAL OF CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION SETTLEMENT 

1

2

3
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58. I have been approved as class counsel in numerous wage/hour class actions that 

have been granted class certification and final approval, including: Antonio Becerra-Mata v. PSC 

Industrial Outsourcing, LP, San Benito County Superior Court Case No. CU-15-00030; Kosal So 

v. Owens-Brockway Glass Container, Inc., Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. 

BC608609; Sarah Rodriguez v. Manpower, Inc., Santa Clara County Superior Court Case No. 1-

16-CV-294904; Shannon Sanchez v. American Para Professional Systems, Inc., Santa Clara 

County Superior Court Case No. 17CV306751; Foaad Hanna v. Equinix, LLC, Santa Clara County 

Superior Court Case No. 18CV339365; Alicia Harris v. 24 Seven LLC, Los Angeles County 

Superior Court Case No. BC720144; Mary Della Maggiora v. Watsonville Community Hospital, 

Santa Cruz Superior Court Case No. 18CV00191; Michael Randolph v. Pacific Racing 

Association, Alameda County Superior Court Case No. RG18908139; Cody Wirbick v. Sundt 

Construction, Inc., U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California Case No. 2:19-cv-

02067-MCE-CKD; Jose Vasquez Ruiz v. Perdue Foods, LLC, Sonoma County Superior Court 

Case No. SCV 264649; Delmer Wood III v. Reeve Trucking Company Inc., San Joaquin Superior 

Court Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2018-0004414; Eric Chavez v. Converse, Inc., U.S. District Court 

for the Northern District of California Case No. 15-cv-03746-NC; Jharett Siron v. Raypak, Inc., 

Ventura County Superior Court Case No. 56-2019-00527959-CU-OE-VTA; Prexxie Pascual and 

Arturo Fonseca v. Satellite Healthcare, Inc., Santa Clara Superior Court Case No. 19CV345211; 

and Markham v. Quik Stop Markets, Inc., Santa Clara Superior Court Case No. 19CV341582. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.   

Executed on this June 1, 2022, at Los Angeles, California. 

 
_________________________________ 

     Kristen M. Agnew 
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STIPULATION FOR LEAVE TO FILE FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT AND SETTLEMENT AND 

RELEASE OF CLASS ACTION AND PAGA CLAIMS

1

2

3

4
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8
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20

21

22

23

24

25
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27
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DATED: _____, 2022 _________________
SHAYNIA VERNON
Plaintiff and Proposed Class Representative

DATED:    __  , 2022 MCLANE/SUNEAST, INC.

By: _________________
Charlyn Renfrow
Senior Director, Human Resources

DATED:    __  , 2022 MCLANE FOODSERVICE, INC.

By: ________________
Stuart Masters
Senior Director, Human Resources

__
AGREED AND APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

DATED: _______________, 2022 DIVERSITY LAW GROUP, P.C.

By:
Larry W. Lee, Esq.
Kristen M. Agnew, Esq.
Nicholas Rosenthal, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiffs BENJAMIN CASTANEDA-
RIVERA and SHAYNIA VERNON

DATED: _______________, 2022 POLARIS LAW GROUP LLP

By:
William L. Marder, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiffs BENJAMIN CASTANEDA-
RIVERA and SHAYNIA VERNON

DATED: _______________, 2022 BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP

By:
Matthew C. Kane, Esq.
Sylvia J. Kim, Esq.
Amy E. Beverlin, Esq.

Attorneys for Defendants MCLANE/SUNEAST, 
INC. and MCLANE FOODSERVICE, INC.

5/6/2022 | 7:46 AM EDT

5/17/2022 | 12:05 PM EDT

5/12/2022 | 7:13 PM EDT












































