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DECLARATION OF ARMOND M. JACKSON 

I, Armond M. Jackson, declare as follows: 

1.  I am the owner and managing attorney of the law firm Jackson Law, APC, attorneys of 

record for Plaintiff Diego Degante (“Plaintiff” or “Plaintiff Degante”) in this Action.  I am admitted 

to practice before all courts of the State of California.  I make this Declaration upon my personal 

knowledge and, if called as a witness, I could and would competently testify hereto. 

2.  I submit this Declaration in support of Plaintiff’s Motion for Final Approval of Class 

Action Settlement served herewith.  I have been involved in all aspects of this Action since before 

the filing of the original Complaint on August 18, 2020 and through mediation and preparation of 

the settlement of this Action, and have personal knowledge of the following facts. 

SUMMARY OF THE LITIGATION 

3.  Defendant Sun Lee, Inc. (“Defendant”) is a small, family-run business that imports and 

distributes Asian food products.  Defendant has distribution facilities in Santa Fe Springs, 

California, Hayward, California, Houston, Texas, and Tacoma, Washington.  Employees at the 

distribution facilities include three departments: Office, Sales, and Warehouse.  Plaintiff was 

employed by Defendant from 2000 to around June 15, 2020 as a non-exempt Warehouse helper at 

the distribution facility in Santa Fe Springs.  The Parties’ Stipulation of Class Action and PAGA 

Settlement (hereinafter “Stipulation” or “Settlement”) is limited to Defendant’s eighty-four (84) 

Warehouse workers in the State of California, during the Class Period, defined as August 18, 2016 

through the date the Court enters an order granting preliminary approval of the Settlement. 

4.  On August 18, 2020, I filed a Class Action Complaint in the Los Angeles County Superior 

Court alleging violations of the California Labor Code and applicable wage orders for the following 

claims: (1) failure to pay minimum wages; (2) failure to pay overtime wages; (3) failure to provide 

meal periods; (4) failure to provide rest breaks; (5) failure to provide and maintain accurate itemized 

wage statements; (6) failure to pay timely wages upon termination; as well as an addition claim for 

(7) unlawful business practices under Business and Professions Code section 17200 et. seq. in order 

to extend the claims back four years to August 18, 2020.  Plaintiff Degante also submitted a PAGA 

notice letter to the LWDA on August 21, 2020, and amended his Complaint to add that claim on or 
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around November 20, 2020. 

5.  Thereafter, I served a set of written discovery, including a Request for Production of 

Documents and Special Interrogatories.  Defendant served its responses on February 10, 2021.  In 

its responses, Defendant agreed to complete a Belaire West procedure prior to producing contact 

information for the putative class members.  The parties also agreed to produce the time records and 

wage statements for a 25% sample of the putative class members, upon completion of the Belaire 

West notice procedure. 

6.  I also agreed with Defendant to exclude the Office and Sales department employees and 

limit the class to the Warehouse workers only.  After completion of a Belaire West notice, mailed 

to all putative class members, 72 putative class members permitted disclosure of their contact 

information, and time and payroll data to my office. 

7.  After completion of the Belaire West notice procedure in May 2021, the parties agreed 

Defendant would produce a complete set of all the time cards and wage statements for a 25% of 

those 72 Warehouse workers who did not opt out, as a statistically significant sampling size for 

expert analysis.  Defendant produced such data for twenty (20) Warehouse workers, including 

Plaintiff Degante.  Prior to the mediation and for purposes of the Settlement, the parties relied upon 

expert analysis of the time cards and wage statements by a prominent expert consultant in the area 

of wage and hour class actions, Aaron Woolfson (“expert” or “the expert”) and, Defendant 

ultimately, provided the expert all of the wage statements for all 84 Warehouse workers. 

8.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to provide compliant meal periods by staffing 

employees too thinly in light of the work demands to allow them to take meal periods on time and 

for at least 30 minutes. 

9.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to permit and authorize rest breaks for the same 

reason they could not take their meal periods. 

10.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant’s practices of having employees begin work before 

clocking in and also having employees clock out at the end of their shifts but then finish their work 

effectively forced Class Members to work off-the-clock in order to complete all of their assigned 

daily duties, which resulted in unpaid hours worked that also should have been paid at the overtime 
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rate of pay. 

11.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to provide complete and accurate itemized wage 

statements in compliance with Labor Code section 226(a) by issuing wage statements to Plaintiff 

and Class Members that failed to reflect the correct total number of hours worked and therefore, the 

correct wages earned, on every wage statement. 

12.  After litigating this case for some time, the parties agreed to mediate and scheduled 

mediation for August 18, 2021.  Prior to the mediation, Defendant supplemented their formal written 

discovery by providing me with Plaintiff’s personnel file, Defendant’s Employee Handbook, the 

total number of Class Members, including those formerly employed during the class period, and the 

total number of pay periods and workweeks during the class period.  I thoroughly reviewed the 

foregoing documents prior to mediation. 

13.  The parties also relied upon the expert to analyze a statistically significant sampling of 

class-wide timekeeping data and then even provided the expert with the entire set of wage statements 

for all 84 putative class members, which was integral for assessing the value of the claims and 

determining a realistic range of recovery for settlement purposes. 

14.  On August 18, 2021, the parties participated in a full day of mediation with mediator 

Eleanor Barr, Esq., an experienced mediator of wage and hour class actions.  Mediator Barr helped 

to manage the parties’ expectations and provided a useful, neutral analysis of the issues and risks to 

both sides. At the conclusion of the mediation, the parties jointly drafted a Memorandum of 

Understanding containing the material terms of the parties’ agreement.  Thereafter, the Parties 

jointly drafted and executed the Stipulation.  A true and correct copy of the fully executed 

Stipulation of Class Action and PAGA Settlement (hereinafter “Stipulation” or “Settlement”) is 

attached hereto as Exhibit A.  At all times, the Parties’ negotiations were adversarial and non-

collusive, and the Stipulation thus constitutes a fair, adequate, and reasonable compromise of the 

claims at issue. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL CONDUCTED A THOROUGH INVESTIGATION OF 

THE FACTUAL AND LEGAL ISSUES AND WERE THUS ABLE TO OBJECTIVELY 

ASSESS THE SETTLEMENT’S REASONABLENESS 

15.  By engaging in a thorough investigation and evaluation of Plaintiff’s claims, I can opine 

that the Settlement, for the consideration and on the terms set forth in the Stipulation, is fair, 

reasonable, an adequate, and is in the best interests of the Class Members in light of all known facts 

and circumstances, including the risk of significant delay and uncertainty associated with litigation, 

various defenses asserted by Defendant. 

16.  Prior to the outset of the litigation, Plaintiff provided me with detailed accounts of his 

experience working for Defendant and the circumstances that gave rise to the alleged Labor Code 

violations.  In addition to informing my initial evaluation of the lawsuit, the information that Plaintiff 

and other employees provided through my interviews with them also influenced my discovery 

efforts. 

17.  Plaintiff’s discovery requests led to the production of considerable information relied 

upon for the Settlement, including a statistically significant sampling of thousands of pages of 

timekeeping and payroll records, and policies and practices directly pertaining to the alleged Labor 

Code violations at issue, as well as the contact information for seventy-two (72) Class Members.  

reviewed Defendant’s written policies provided in its Employee Handbook, and reviewed the entire 

set of thousands of pages of data and documents produced by Defendant through the analysis of the 

expert.  From this analysis, I was able to analyze Labor Code issues, theories and alleged violations 

that would have provided direct evidence for use at trial in a class and PAGA action.  I and the 

expert analyzed the timekeeping and payroll data, in order to assess, inter alia, the incidence of meal 

and rest period violations, and premiums paid for said violations, the minimum and overtime rates 

paid to Class Members, the amount of underpaid minimum, regular and overtime wages, the 

accuracy of the wage statements, and the amount of waiting time penalties under Cal. Labor Code 

§ 203. 

18.  I interviewed Plaintiff and various Class Members who provided accounts of their own 

experience, which enabled me to understand the theories explaining the respective frequencies of 
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the alleged violations borne out in the data and records produced and to learn more about the day-

to-day circumstances giving rise to the alleged violations.  Overall, I performed a searching 

investigation into the claims at issue, which included:  (1) determining Plaintiff’s suitability as a 

class representative through interviews, background investigations, and analyses of his employment 

files and related records; (2) researching similar wage and hour class actions as to the claims 

brought, the nature of the positions, and the type of employer; (3) analyzing employee time and 

wage records; (4) analyzing Defendant’s labor policies and practices; (5) researching settlements in 

similar cases; (6) researching Plaintiff’s novel theories of liability; (7) evaluating Plaintiff’s claims 

and estimating Defendant’s liability for purposes of settlement; (8) drafting the mediation brief; and 

(9) participating in the mediation. 

THE PARTIES SETTLED AT THE CONCLUSION OF MEDIATION 

19.  On August 18, 2021, the parties participated in a mediation with mediator Eleanor Barr, 

Esq., who helped manage the parties’ expectations and provided a useful, neutral analysis of the 

issues and risks to both sides.  At all times, the Parties’ negotiations were adversarial and non-

collusive.  After a full day of mediation, the Parties reached a settlement in principal and executed 

a detailed Memorandum of Understanding, before entering in the long form Settlement on October 

13, 2021. 

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

20. I have been a California licensed attorney since November 2011. I began my career 

in law while still in law school when in I served as a law clerk for the Pedersen Law & Dispute and 

Resolution Corporation (“PLDRC”) handling employment related litigation matters.  While clerking 

for PLDRC I analyzed and organized discovery documents and researched employment litigation 

issues such as Sexual Harassment, Race Discrimination and Wrongful Termination. I worked as an 

associate attorney at Pedersen McQueen between March 2013 through January 2017 almost 

exclusively engaging in employment matters representing employees. I have litigated several wage 

and hour case to trial and currently litigating or have litigated cases valued in the six and seven 

figure dollar range, including representative actions. I had primary responsibility for approximately 
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20 litigation matters on average throughout my employment at PLDRC and Pedersen McQueen and 

Pedersen Law. I regularly practice in state court and sometimes federal court.  As an associate, my 

responsibilities included carrying primary case responsibility which includes tasks like taking 

depositions, conducting damages analysis, analyzing discovery documents, conducting client 

intake, developing discovery and litigation strategies, participating in mediations and arbitrations, 

engaging in settlement negotiations, trial preparation and trial work, as well as other responsibilities 

that commonly coincide with managing cases from start to finish.  

21.  I have been a member of local bar associations, including the Orange County Bar 

Association, as well as the State Bar of California and American Bar Association and served in a 

number of leadership roles at all levels. Most notably, I served as a Committee Member of the 

Orange County Bar Association Young Lawyers’ Education Committee and Social Committee. 

22. In January 2017, I officially started my own practice Jackson Law, APC. Throughout 

my career, I have currently litigated over approximately 50 Private Attorney General Act cases 

and/or class action cases to resolution byway of settlement or trial. Over the course of my career, I 

have litigated above 100 employment cases, including wage and hour representative actions to 

resolution byway of settlement, default or trial.. 

23.   Below is a list of all prior wage and hour representative actions on which I have 

served as lead or co-counsel.  

1. Kim v. FNS, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. BC 578015 

2. Demery v. Pacific Rim Capital Alliance Corporation et al., San Diego Superior Court, 

Case No. 37-2017-00003415-CU-OE-CTL   

3. Goldbaum v. Dollarsmart et al., San Diego Superior Court, 30-2015-000077437-CU-WT-

CLT 

4. Hernandez v. Personnel Staffing Group, LLC et al., Orange County Superior Court, Case 

No. 30-2017-00899277-CU-OE-CXC 

5. Sanchez, et al v. Pueblo Restaurant, Inc. dba Casa Torres, Los Angeles Superior Court, 

Case No. BC697241 

6. Augusto v. HIOG Management Services, LLC, et al., San Bernardino Superior Court, Case 
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No. CIVDS1610431 

7. Mendoza v. McNeal, Duckworth and McNeal, Inc., Orange County Superior Court, Case 

No. 30-2017-00899290-CU-OE-CXC 

8. Ortiz v. Bayside Insurance Associates, Inc. et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 

30-2016-00895669-CU-OE-CXC 

9. Paramo v. Quest Nutrition LLC et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 

BC609306 

10. Luis v. Second Street Corporation dba Huntley House Hotel, Los Angeles County 

Superior Court, Case No. BC691018 

11. Venegas, at al. v. Bergen Shippers Corp, et al, Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case 

No. BC715217 

12. Bernal v. Bristol Equity Partners LP et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 30-

2016-00854699-CU-OE-CXC 

13. Rowe v. Rasier-CA, LLC, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00989673-CU-OE-CXC 

14. Abarca v. Habit Restaurants, LLC, The et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 

30-2016-00840385-CU-OE-CJC  

15. Radilla v. States Logistics Services, Inc., Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00978231-CU-WT-CJC 

16. Rodriguez v. Lampson Sewing Incorporated et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case 

No. 30-2017-00900653-CU-OE-CJC 

17. January v. Discovery Management Inc. et al, Los Angeles Superior Court,  

Case No. BC635918 

18. Angel Hernandez v. Merchants Landscape Services, Inc. et al., Los Angeles Superior 

Court, Case No. BC674131 

19. Quezada v. Garden Fresh Restaurant Corp. et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case 

No. 30-2016-00840321-CU-OE-CJC 

20. Munoz v. Batten Down, Inc. et al, Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 
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BC617880 

21. Salgado v. Resort at Pelican Hill, LLC et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 

30-2016-00840386-CU-OE-CJC 

22. Darmawati v. Westview Services Inc., Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 30-2

 015-00795449-CU-OE-CJC 

23. Escobar v. Westcoast Textiles, Inc. et al, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00979111-CU-OE-CXC 

24. Chacon v. Express Fashion Operations, LLC, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 

30-2017-00900648-CU-OE-CXC 

25. Chacon v. Express Fashion Operations, LLC, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 

8:19-cv-00564 

26. Plascencia v. RM HQ, LLC, dba Real Mex Restaurants, Orange County Superior Court, 

Case No. 30-2017-00926015-CU-OE-CXC 

27. Casas v. PC Hospitality et al., Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2016-00877489-CU-OE-CXC 

28. Leon v. SWH Mimi’s Café, LLC, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00978815-CU-OE-CXC 

29. Quintanilla v. Southwest Wine & Spirits, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 

BC653817 

30. Fabiola Rodriguez v. Second Floor Food, Drinks and Art, LLC, Orange County Superior 

Court, Case No. 30-2018-00981362-CU-WT-CXC 

31. Santisteban v. Rod Fraser Enterprises, Inc. et al, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2017-00904202-CU-OE-CXC 

32. Milano v. Lev Tambor dba Distractions Lounge, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00966582-CU-WT-CXC 

33. Ajin v. Lymi, Inc, Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BC696168 

34. Recinos v. Pacific American Fish Co., et al, Los Angeles Superior Court,  

Case No. BC710735 
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35. Valle-Valdez v. St. Jude Hospital Yorba Linda, et al, Orange County Superior Court, 

Case No. 30-2015-00795457-CU-OE-CJC 

36. Juarez v. Arakelian Enterprises, Inc., et al, Los Angeles Superior Court,  

Case No. BC710736 

37. Solarzano v. T&J Fresh Co. dba Chomp Sushi, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00981299-CU-OE-CXC 

38.Taylor v. G.I. Trucking Company dba Estes West et al, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case 

No. BC722778  

39. Rendon v. L & L Foods Holdings, LLC, et al, Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 

30-2018-00982745-CU-OE-CXC 

40. Magana v. Zara USA, Inc., et al, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 8:18-cv-02249-AG (ADSx)  

41. Flores v. ABM Industry Groups, LLC et al, Orange County Superior Court,  

Case No. 30-2018-00971152-CU-WT-CJC 

42. Diaz v. Macy’s West Stores, Inc. dba Macy’s, Central District of California,  

Case No. SACV19-00303 ODW (MAAx)  

43. Aguirre v. Shelfmaster el al, Orange County Superior Court, 30-2015-00787557-CU-

OE-CJC 

44. Goldman v. Encore Energy, Inc., Los Angeles County Superior Court, BC606773 

45. Munoz v. 8947 Sunset Pizza, LLC et al., Los Angeles Superior Court,  

Case No. BC646999 

THE SETTLEMENT IS REASONABLE IN LIGHT OF THE RISKS, EXPENSE, 

AND DELAY OF CONTINUED LITIGATION AND DEFENDANT’S DEFENSES 

24.  Based on the information and evidence provided by Defendant in discovery, the expert 

analysis of the time cards and wage statements, and my own independent investigation, I determined 

an appropriate range of recovery for settlement purposes by offsetting Defendant’s maximum 

theoretical exposure by:  (i) the strength of Defendant’s affirmative defenses; (ii) the risk of losing 

a motion for class certification on some or all of the claims; (iii) the risk of the Court finding that a 
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class and PAGA trial would be unmanageable; (iv) the risk of losing on various dispositive or quasi-

dispositive motions that Defendant will bring before trial (e.g., motion to strike class and 

representative allegations, motion to decertify a class action, and/or motions for summary judgment) 

which may eliminate all or some of Plaintiff’s claims, or bar evidence necessary to prove such 

claims; (v) the risk of losing some or all of the claims at trial; (vi) the chances a Court may find 

Defendant did not willfully refuse to pay discharged or terminated employees (i.e. a good faith 

failure) under Cal. Lab. Code section 203; (vii) the chances a Court may find Defendant did not 

willfully and intentionally refuse to comply (i.e, a good faith failure) with the wage statement 

requirements under Cal. Labor Code section 226(e); (viii) the chances of the Court exercising its 

discretion to reduce PAGA penalties (see Cal. Lab. Code section 2699(e); (ix) the delay in payment 

to class members due to years of protracted litigation in certifying a class, obtaining a favorable 

verdict at trial, upholding that verdict on appeal, and administering class notice and payments to the 

class at that later stage instead of now; (x) the chances of a favorable verdict being reversed on 

appeal; and (xi) the difficulties attendant to collecting on a judgment (collectively, the “Discount 

Factors”).  Based on the preceding and considering the aggregate value of the claims in light of the 

Discount Factors, I valued the claims for settlement purposes at between $0 and $677,245.86. 

25.  Expert evaluation of the entire set of wage statements for all 84 Warehouse workers revealed 

the following:  (1) approximately 3,673 semi-monthly pay periods since August 18, 2016; (2) 

approximately 1,800 pay periods since August 18, 2019; (3) approximately 7,500 workweeks since August 

18, 2016; (4) approximately 33,936 shifts since August 18,. 2016; (5) 34 currently employed Warehouse 

workers and 50 formerly employed Warehouse workers since August 18, 2016; and (6) an average final 

rate of pay of $15.64/hour.  The following is a table of potential damages: 

August 18, 2016 through August 18, 2021 

Claim 
Highest Theoretical 
Damage Exposure  

Reasonable Range of Damages 
and Penalties 

Failure to Provide Meal Breaks 

$ 227,296.12 
(damages) and 
$180,000.00 (civil 
penalties) for a total 
of $407,296.12 $0  

$113,648.06 
(damages) and 
$90,000.00 
(civil penalties) 
for a total of 
$203,648.06 
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Failure to Provide Rest Breaks 

$227,296.12 
(damages) and 
$180,000 (civil 
penalties) for a total 
of $407,296.12 $0  

$56,824.03 
(damages) and 
$45,000 (civil 
penalties) for a 
total of 
$101,824.03. 

Failure to Pay Minimum and 
Overtime Wages $375,867.54   $0 $187,933.77  

Failure to Provide Accurate Wage 
Statements $90,000.00  $0 $90,000.00  

Waiting Time Penalties $187,680.00  $0 $93,840.00  

Total Damages (excluding 
attorneys’ fees and interest): $1,468,139.78.00  $0  $677,245.86  

 

 Meal and Rest Periods 

26.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant understaffed shifts and scheduled meal periods such that 

employees did not take their meal periods within the first five hours of a shift, were less than thirty 

minutes, or did not take a meal period at all, on some occasions.  Similarly, Plaintiff alleges 

employees were not authorized to take rest periods due to understaffing.  Expert analysis of the 

sample time records Defendant produced for 20 of the 84 Warehouse workers, and an extrapolation 

of the result of the analysis to all 84 Warehouse workers revealed the following findings:  (1) 

Approximately 31,202 shifts greater than 3 and a half hours and 28,855 shifts greater than 5 hours; 

(2) Out of the 28,855 shifts greater than 5 hours, the estimated meal period violation rate is 50.3%, 

or 14,533 potential shifts with a violation, while avoiding double counting of shifts with both a late 

or short or missing second meal period, and impacting 2,679 pay periods. 

27.  Although Defendant’s time records may create a rebuttable presumption that it did not 

provide meal periods on those occasions, in compliance with California law, see, e.g., Donahue v. 

AMN Services, LLC (2021) 11 Cal.5th 58, the claims are likely overwhelmed by individual inquiries, 

and substantial other evidence either rebuts the presumption or minimizes the potential value of the 

claims. 

28.  First, Defendant maintains an Employee Handbook, which sets forth meal and rest 

period policies consistent with California law.  To the extent Plaintiff may allege he felt pressured 

by his duties or schedule, Defendant will argue this is not evidence that Defendant did not authorize 
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or provide Plaintiff his meal and rest periods.   

29.  Second, expert analysis of the time and payroll data for all Warehouse workers only 

reveals meal period violations and in only fifty percent of the shifts greater than 5 hours.  

Furthermore, since employees are not required in California to record their rest periods times, it 

would be difficult to show rest break violations.  

30.  Third, expert analysis revealed evidence of 8,061 potentially short meal periods (i.e. less 

than 30 minutes) and 2,340 potentially “late” meal periods (i.e. started after the fifth hour), but many 

of the “meal period violations” are just a few minutes short or late.    Furthermore, in opposition to 

any motion for class certification, Defendant will has represented it will present declarations from 

dozens of employees attesting to Defendant’s lawful meal and rest period policies and practices, and 

how employees personally chose to skip, delay or shorten breaks on their own without any influence 

from Defendant 

31.  .  Therefore, based on the foregoing and the “Discounted Factors” described above, these 

claims should be discounted.  After taking into account the foregoing considerations and the 

Discount Factors, I have assessed the combined value of the meal and rest period claims, inclusive 

of civil penalties, at between $0 and $305,472.09. 

32.  More specifically, the high end of the realistic range for the meal period claim accounts 

for all the Discount Factors to consider the best scenario of a trier of fact finding for liability and 

damages as half of the 50.3% violation rate (14,533 shifts divided by 2 = 7,266.5 multiplied times 

average final rate of pay of $15.64 per hour = $113,648.06) and $100 in civil penalties under PAGA 

for half of the eligible pay periods during the PAGA period (i.e. approximately 1,800 wage 

statements since August 18, 2019 divided by 2 = 900 multiplied times $100 = $90,000.00) for a total 

of $203,648.06 as the realistic case scenario for the meal period claim. 

33.  For the rest periods, the risk to Plaintiff is greater due to the additional consideration of 

a lack of rest period recordkeeping requirement.  Therefore, I estimate the best case scenario at one 

quarter of a 50.3% violation rate found in the meal period records.  The calculation is as follows: 

14,533 shifts divided by 4 = 3,633.25 multiplied times average final rate of pay of $15.64 per hour 

= $56,824.03; and $100 in civil penalties under PAGA for one quarter of the eligible pay periods 
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(1,800 divided by 4 = 450) multiplied times $100 = $45,000, for a total of $101,824.03 as the 

realistic best case scenario for the rest period claim. 

 Minimum Wage and Overtime Claim 

34.  Based on Plaintiff’s experiences and discussion with other Warehouse workers, Plaintiff 

alleges that the lack of sufficient staffing and relief coverage effectively forced Class Members to 

work off-the-clock before and after their shifts for about 10-15 minutes per day, to complete all 

assigned duties, particularly at the end of the day after clocking out, including clean-up work and 

sometimes a security screening prior to leaving the premises.  Plaintiff further alleges that even a 

cursory comparison and review of employees’ time cards and corresponding wage statements 

evidences clear underpayment of wages based on the hours worked as indicated in the time cards. 

35.  In this case, common proof of unpaid minimum and overtime wages for “off-the-clock” 

work will be especially difficult to present to the court at the motion for class certification stage, for 

purposes of commonality and superiority (i.e. a manageable trial plan), as well as to demonstrate at 

trial for purposes of finding class-wide liability and damages.  As with the preceding claims, I had 

to discount the value of the minimum wage and overtime claim to account for the risks of continued 

litigation and Defendant’s affirmative defenses. 

36.  For example, Defendant will simply argue:  (i) that Plaintiff will not be able to present 

any evidence of a company-wide, uniform policy requiring employees to work off-the-clock and (ii) 

it cannot be held liable because it did not know employees were actually performing work off-the-

clock. 

37.  Furthermore, although employees are permitted to arrive early at the job site, Defendant 

will argue that its policies align with those in the See’s Candy Shops, Inc. matter in that employees 

were expressly prohibited from working, when on premises before and after their scheduled shift, 

but allowed to pursue personal activities.  [See, e.g. See’s Candy Shops, Inc. v. Superior Court 

(2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 889, 907 (Court found employees were not subject to control of employer 

for time spent on employer’s premises prior to the start of a shift, even when clocked in, because 

employer prohibited employees from performing any work before scheduled start time and 

employees were free to pursue any personal activities during that time before a shift.)]  . 
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38.  Expert analysis of the 20-employee sample of time cards and wage statements, and 

extrapolation to all 84 class members, revealed that, in the aggregate, Defendant underpaid 

Warehouse workers by 14,696 minutes (244.93 hours), across 249 paychecks, but overpaid 

Warehouse workers by 39,129 minutes (652.15 hours), across 1,078 paychecks, for a net 

overpayment of 407.22 hours. 

39.  Defendant’s maximum exposure for 15 minutes of unpaid wages per day is calculated 

as follows:  33,396 shifts x 15 minutes per shift divided by 60 (minutes per hour) = 8,349 unpaid 

hours during the class period.  8,349 x $15.64 average hourly rate x 1.5 overtime rate (assuming all 

off the clock work should have been paid overtime wages) = $195,867.54.  PAGA civil penalties 

could theoretically be as high as $180,000.00 ($100 civil penalty x 1,800 eligible pay periods since 

August 18, 2019), for a total theoretical exposure of $375,867.54 for Plaintiffs’ minimum wage and 

overtime claims. 

40.  However, based on certain Discount Factors (i.e. lack of common evidence such as 

express policies and customer deadlines), the lack of documentary evidence, and Defendant’s ability 

to garner numerous declarations in support of its defense to this claim creates uncertainty. , I estimate 

that a more realistic high end of exposure discounts the top end by at least 50% of the highest 

theoretical amount, leaving a more realistic range of recovery between $0 and $187,933.77. 

 Wage Statement Claim 

41.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to provide Plaintiff with timely and accurate wage 

statements as a derivative claim of the foregoing allegations for failure to provide breaks, pay for 

all hours worked, and improper overtime premium pay.  Plaintiff also alleges Labor Code section 

226 damages should apply to an anomaly on certain Warehouse workers wage statements that label 

some of them as “Salaries-Warehouse” and omit their regular rate of pay and hours worked at that 

rate of pay.  This claim will likely fail at the class certification stage and/or at trial. 

42.  Defendant provided wage statements with the itemized information, as required under 

Cal. Lab. Code section 226, to its Warehouse workers, including Plaintiff, on a semi-monthly basis.  

To the extent this claim is derivative of the claims set forth above - that Plaintiff’s wage statements 

were not accurate because Plaintiff was not paid an additional hour of pay when he was not provided 
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meal and rest periods, not paid for all hours worked, and not properly compensated for all overtime 

premium pay - the claim bears the same risk for failure as the factual reasons discussed above. 

43.  Additionally, to the extent Plaintiff alleges wage statement violations for the Warehouse 

workers labeled as “Salaries-Warehouse” because their wage statements omit their regular rate of 

pay and hours worked at that rate of pay, that will most likely not be considered the type of omission 

that creates damages.  The wage statement does include the gross wages earned at the regular rate 

of pay, and Plaintiff’s overtime rate and overtime hours from which Plaintiff can promptly and easily 

determine their regular rate and hours worked during that pay period (i.e. multiply the overtime rate 

by 2/3 to determine the regular rate.).  [See, e.g., Price v. Starbucks Corp. (2011) 192 Cal.App.4th 

1136, 1143; and Morgan v. United Retail, Inc. (2010) 186 Cal.App.4th 1136, 1147.]  As such, there 

is no need to reference other documents or information. 

44.  Moreover, Labor Code section 204(b) permits employers to advance wages or pay for 

excess hours worked in one pay period onto the next pay period.   

45.  Furthermore, to award statutory penalties under section 226(e), Plaintiff would have had 

to show that Defendant knowingly and intentionally issued wage statements with unlawful 

deficiencies which justifies a discount for this claim.  [See Labor Code § 226; Price v. Starbucks 

Corp., 192 Cal. App. 4th 1136, 1142–43 (2011); see also Elliot v. Spherion Pac. Work, LLC, 572 F. 

Supp. 2d 1169, 1180–81 (2008).]   

46.  Defendant issued approximately 1,800 wage statements since August 18, 2019 (one year 

prior to the filing of the Complaint).  Assuming all wages statements dating back one year prior to 

the filing of the complaint are inaccurate, then the Defendant is liable for no more than a range 

between $90,000 to $180,000 depending upon the application of penalties from Labor Code Section 

226 penalties (1,800 x $50 or $100 = $90,000- $180,000.)  Therefore, in light of these considerations 

and the Discount Factors, Plaintiff assessed the settlement value of the wage statement claim at 

between $0 and $180,000. 

 Waiting Time Penalties 

47.  This claim is based on Plaintiff’s allegations that an extra hour of pay was not provided 

when meal or rest breaks were not provided, and that Warehouse workers were not paid all minimum 
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and overtimes premium wages.  On the assumption that all 50 formerly employed Warehouse 

workers are owed some unpaid wages, then the highest theoretical amount for potential waiting time 

penalties is calculated as follows: 50 former employees x 30 days x 8 hours per day x $15.64 average 

hourly wage = $187,680.00.  However, for the reasons discussed above, it will be difficult for 

Plaintiff to present substantial common evidence that he and the putative class members were not 

paid all wages due at the time of termination as to all formerly employed Warehouse workers. 

48.  Additionally, actions for violations of Labor Code's meal break provisions do not entitle 

employees to pursue the derivative waiting time and itemized wage statement penalties.  [See 

Naranjo v. Spectrum Security Services, Inc., supra, 40 Cal.App.5th 444.)  Moreover, nothing in the 

data indicates any willful violation necessary to trigger Labor Code section 203 waiting time 

penalties anyway.  As such, I estimate that the reasonable best case scenario is 50% of the theoretical 

best case scenario of $187,680.00.  Therefore, a reasonable range of potential waiting time penalties 

is $0 to $93,840. 

49.  On October 4, 2022, I gave notice to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency of 

the proposed settlement and request for final approval.  A true and correct copy of that notice is 

attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

50.  On October 4, 2022, I extrapolated the cost and time sheet entries for this matter  

maintained through my firm’s Legal Practice Management Software Clio. Attached hereto as 

Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the record maintained on my Clio practice management 

software for cost incurred. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the record 

maintained on my Clio practice management software for time entries regarding this case  

51. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of the Laffey Fee Matrix.  

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

is true and correct.  

Executed this 4th day of October 2022, in Irvine, California. 

 

                        /s/ Armond M. Jackson  

        Armond M. Jackson
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EXHIBIT C 



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:57 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

09/12/2022  Case_Anywhere_Invoice_263594

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $120.00 - $120.00

07/21/2022  Mail Out - Signed W9 requested by

thirsd party administration

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

1.00 $0.57 - $0.57

06/08/2022  Caseanywhere Invoice #255104

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $120.00 - $120.00

03/16/2022  Mail Out: Case Management

Statement

Address:

Supoj Pitaknarongphorn

19300 GREEN OAKS ROAD

YORBA LINDA CA 92886

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

1.00 $0.73 - $0.73

03/07/2022  Case_Anywhere_Invoice_246576

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $126.00 - $126.00

02/16/2022  One Legal - Invoice 13520579

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

1.00 $19.20 - $19.20

12/08/2021  Case Anywhere Invoice #238355

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $144.00 - $144.00

10/15/2021  Nationwide Legal Invoice

OC74104

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $99.30 - $99.30

$0.00
0.00h

$8,518.65
0.00h

1/4



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:57 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

10/15/2021  One Legal Invoice 13273495

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $80.20 - $80.20

09/03/2021  CaseAnywhere Invoice #230005

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $126.00 - $126.00

08/25/2021  Vcourt Remote Appearances

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $15.00 - $15.00

08/17/2021  BARR Mediation Invoice No.1107

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $5,150.00 - $5,150.00

08/16/2021  Downloaded related case

complaint.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.00 $13.80 - $13.80

06/25/2021  Nationwide Legal OC62999

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $72.95 - $72.95

06/03/2021  Caseanywhere invoice#221587

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $120.00 - $120.00

04/27/2021  Vcourt Remote Appearance

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $15.00 - $15.00

04/06/2021  Vcourt Remote Appearance

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $15.00 - $15.00

03/31/2021  Nationwide Legal Invoice

OC54268

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $57.40 - $57.40

03/05/2021  Caseanywhere invoice #213301

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $100.80 - $100.80

$0.00
0.00h

$8,518.65
0.00h

2/4



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:57 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

12/10/2020  Vcourt Remote Appearance

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $15.00 - $15.00

12/09/2020  Nationwide Legal Invoice

OC43298

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $54.45 - $54.45

11/23/2020  Janney and Janney Inv 3927529

Service of Process, Routine, Urban

Area

Not Found, 11/20/2020

PARTY TO SERVE: Sun Lee, Inc.,

A California Corporation

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $75.00 - $75.00

11/20/2020  Janney and Janney 4012756

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $75.00 - $75.00

11/20/2020  Nationwide Legal Inv OC42337

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $53.55 - $53.55

11/09/2020  Nationwide Legal invoice OC40783

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $75.20 - $75.20

11/06/2020  Vcourt Remote Appearance

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $15.00 - $15.00

08/25/2020  Check #1010 Filing fee LWDA

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $75.00 - $75.00

08/25/2020  Mailed out: PAGA Filing Fee

LWDA

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $0.50 - $0.50

$0.00
0.00h

$8,518.65
0.00h

3/4



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:57 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

08/21/2020  Certified Mail Receipts

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

2.00 $4.25 - $8.50

08/21/2020  Nationwide Filing Fee Order

No.OC33485

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $1,674.85 - $1,674.85

07/23/2020  Mailed out: Request for Personnel

fille

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

1.00 $0.65 - $0.65

$0.00
0.00h

$8,518.65
0.00h

4/4
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

09/12/2022  Processed Invoice and added

Expense

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.05h $125.00 - $6.25

07/12/2022  Drafted final approval motion

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.09h $640.00 - $1,977.60

07/11/2022  Drafted Final Approval Motion.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.42h $640.00 - $2,188.80

06/02/2022  Continued final approval motion

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Anthony

Filer

0.83h $0.00 - $0.00

05/27/2022  Began drafting Final Approval

Motion

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Anthony

Filer

1.26h $0.00 - $0.00

04/12/2022  Review notice of rulings

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Anthony

Filer

0.07h $0.00 - $0.00

04/05/2022  Prepared for CMC

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Anthony

Filer

1.55h $0.00 - $0.00

03/16/2022  Administration: Created new

expense postage fee for Case

Management Statement.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.01h $0.00 - $0.00

03/16/2022  Administration: Created mail out

envelope for Case Management

Statement.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.02h $0.00 - $0.00

03/16/2022  Administration: Updated POS and 00198-Degante Norma 0.08h $0.00 - $0.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h

1/11



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

subsequent filing for Case

Management Statement .

 Unbilled

Class Action /PAGA Gourdine

03/14/2022  Administration: Process certificate

of service

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.01h $0.00 - $0.00

03/14/2022  Administration: Updated Status

Conference re: Status of Motion for

Preliminary Approval of Settlement

to new date per minute order

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.03h $0.00 - $0.00

03/14/2022  Administration: Process minute

order (re: 21STCV07574)

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.01h $0.00 - $0.00

03/14/2022  Administration: Calendared OLDTF

file motion for final approval.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.06h $0.00 - $0.00

03/14/2022  Administration: Calendared FINAL

fairness hearing

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.03h $0.00 - $0.00

03/14/2022  Administration: Process minute

order e-served for 03/10/2022

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.02h $0.00 - $0.00

03/07/2022  Administration: Calendared

deadline for tentative ruling.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.10h $0.00 - $0.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h

2/11



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

03/07/2022  Administration: Process tentative

Ruling.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.03h $0.00 - $0.00

02/17/2022  Administration: (PAGA) Process

One Legal Invoice.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.03h $0.00 - $0.00

02/17/2022  Administration: Create new

expense entry for One Legal

Invoice 13520579. $19.20

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.02h $0.00 - $0.00

02/16/2022  Administration: (CLASS) Process

CONFORMED copy of

Supplemental Declaration of AJ

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.03h $0.00 - $0.00

02/16/2022  Administration: Deleted from

calendar Case Management

Conference- D.Degante under

incorrect class

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.04h $0.00 - $0.00

02/15/2022  Drafted supplemental PA motion.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.90h $640.00 - $1,216.00

02/15/2022  Called client to request signature,

explain document; signed on his

behalf and AJ's; served opposing

counsel.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.25h $145.00 - $36.25

01/05/2022  Administration: Saved: Minute

Oder.

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.03h $0.00 - $0.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h

3/11



Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

 Unbilled

11/22/2021  Administration: Rcvd document via

mail : Defendants Notice of Motion

document already saved in Clients

Folders

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.06h $0.00 - $0.00

11/18/2021  Administration: Process Notice of

Ruling.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.04h $0.00 - $0.00

11/18/2021  Administration: Process Notice of

Ruling.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.02h $0.00 - $0.00

11/01/2021  Process document "Notice of

Related Case"

Case No. 20STCV31759 and

Related Case (21STCV07574).

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Norma

Gourdine

0.02h $0.00 - $0.00

10/27/2021  Transferred CT notes from

Monday.com

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.10h $125.00 - $12.50

10/18/2021  updated ct notes

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.10h $125.00 - $12.50

10/14/2021  Downloaded Minute Order

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.10h $125.00 - $12.50

10/13/2021  Called client to ask him to sign

declaration, client came to sign

and had some questions about his

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.50h $145.00 - $72.50

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

case. I explain and read to him the

declaration in Spanish.

 Unbilled

10/13/2021  Finalized preliminary approval for

class action motion.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.20h $640.00 - $2,048.00

10/07/2021  Reviewed email from opposing

counsel.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.30h $640.00 - $192.00

10/04/2021  Client communications to obtain

signature on settlement

agreement. Client came in person

to sign and processed the doc and

updated in monday.com

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.34h $145.00 - $49.30

10/04/2021  Reviewed and finalized settlement

agreement.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.70h $640.00 - $448.00

10/04/2021  Drafted preliminary approval

papers.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.70h $640.00 - $2,368.00

10/04/2021  Reviewed settlement agreement.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.60h $640.00 - $384.00

10/01/2021  called court clerk to inquire a

reservation date for motion.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.10h $125.00 - $12.50

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

09/24/2021  Reviewed settlement agreement.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.94h $640.00 - $1,241.60

08/19/2021  Reviewed status conference

statement.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.20h $640.00 - $128.00

08/18/2021  Helped client set up zoom for

mediation

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.10h $125.00 - $12.50

08/18/2021  Prepared for and sat for mediation.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

9.00h $640.00 - $5,760.00

08/18/2021  Interpret for Mediation

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.25h $145.00 - $36.25

08/18/2021  mediation

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Andrea

Fernandez

5.00h $300.00 - $1,500.00

08/17/2021  Called client to remind him of

Mediation and to bring a mask and

his cellphone with charger.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.02h $145.00 - $2.90

08/16/2021  Contacted Mr. Degante in regards

mediation, he prefers to be present

since he does not know how to use

his phone. Explained to him what a

Mediation is.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.17h $145.00 - $24.65

08/16/2021  Drafted mediation brief.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

5.70h $640.00 - $3,648.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

08/13/2021  Reviewed and continued to

analyze class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

4.10h $640.00 - $2,624.00

08/13/2021  Reviewed email re: class size etc..

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.30h $640.00 - $192.00

08/12/2021  Analyzed class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.80h $640.00 - $2,432.00

08/09/2021  Analyzed class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

6.40h $640.00 - $4,096.00

08/06/2021  Analyzed class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

4.90h $640.00 - $3,136.00

08/05/2021  Analyzed class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

7.90h $640.00 - $5,056.00

08/04/2021  Reviewed class data and meeting

with counsel.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.50h $640.00 - $320.00

08/03/2021  Analyzed class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

5.90h $640.00 - $3,776.00

08/02/2021  Analyzed class data.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

6.40h $640.00 - $4,096.00

07/29/2021  Downloaded Class Data

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.10h $125.00 - $12.50

06/25/2021  Sent stipulation.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.50h $640.00 - $320.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

06/17/2021  Read and reviewed email.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.30h $640.00 - $192.00

06/09/2021  Mediation discussion with oc.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.30h $640.00 - $192.00

04/06/2021  Attended status conference.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.80h $640.00 - $512.00

04/06/2021  Attended status conference.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.80h $640.00 - $512.00

04/02/2021  scheduled court hearing through

LA Connect

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.09h $125.00 - $11.25

03/22/2021  Drafted email re: extension to

motion to compel.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.20h $640.00 - $128.00

03/16/2021  Client called asking for status, I

sent an email to AJ, he provided

status and gave to client.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.07h $145.00 - $10.15

03/11/2021  served discovery

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.04h $125.00 - $5.00

03/11/2021  Finalized special interrogatories

set two.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.50h $640.00 - $320.00

02/24/2021  Formatted Separate Statements

for Motion.

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.55h $145.00 - $79.75

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

 Unbilled

02/23/2021  Formatted Discovery Motions (RFP

and SI); created folders.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Yesenia

Villalba

0.95h $145.00 - $137.75

02/23/2021  Met and conferred w/ opposing

counsel.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.50h $640.00 - $320.00

02/19/2021  Drafted MC letter.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.70h $640.00 - $448.00

02/10/2021  downloaded respondents

documents and production of

documents

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Maria

Ocampo

0.09h $125.00 - $11.25

01/11/2021  Drafted Belaire West notice.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.41h $640.00 - $262.40

12/16/2020  Finalized discovery.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.50h $640.00 - $960.00

12/10/2020  Prepared for and attended status

conference.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.50h $640.00 - $320.00

12/02/2020  Drafted Join Report

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

2.35h $640.00 - $1,504.00

11/20/2020  Drafted FAC.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.90h $640.00 - $576.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

11/12/2020  Investigation of Defendant's

organizational and corporate

structure and executive reporting

structure as it relates to the

employment and management of

the putative class members.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

6.90h $640.00 - $4,416.00

11/11/2020  Investigation of Defendant's

organizational and corporate

structure and executive reporting

structure as it relates to the

employment and management of

the putative class members.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

6.30h $640.00 - $4,032.00

09/11/2020  Analyzed regarding upcoming

court hearings.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

0.30h $640.00 - $192.00

08/21/2020  Finalized PAGA letter.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.20h $640.00 - $768.00

08/17/2020  Finalized complaint for filing.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

2.30h $640.00 - $1,472.00

08/14/2020  Drafted Complaint.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.50h $640.00 - $2,240.00

08/12/2020  Drafted class action complaint.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

2.00h $640.00 - $1,280.00

08/12/2020  Drafted PAGA Letter.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.00h $640.00 - $640.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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Activities Export 10/04/2022

12:55 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

08/11/2020  Drafted PAGA letter.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

3.50h $640.00 - $2,240.00

08/05/2020  Pre-Lawsuit Investigation of the

Key Facts with a Focus on Class

Certification Elements, Including

Adequacy, Typicality, Superiority

and Commonality.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

5.20h $640.00 - $3,328.00

08/04/2020  Researched case theory, drafted

and filed complaint.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

4.90h $640.00 - $3,136.00

08/03/2020  Pre-Lawsuit Investigation of the

Key Facts with a Focus on Class

Certification Elements, Including

Adequacy, Typicality, Superiority

and Commonality.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

4.60h $640.00 - $2,944.00

07/23/2020  Automated tasks.

 Unbilled

00198-Degante

Class Action /PAGA

Armond

Jackson

1.30h $440.00 - $572.00

140.58h $0.00
0.00h

$83,212.65
140.58h
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