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DECLARATION OF KRISTEN M. AGNEW 

I, Kristen M. 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 Plaintiff 

Tanis Clark (“Plaintiff”). 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, Plaintiff’s counsel has zealously represented the 

interests of the Aggrieved Employees. 

3. On November 18, 2020, Plaintiff submitted a written notice under Labor Code § 

2699.3 (the “PAGA Notice”) to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

(“LWDA”) and Defendant Now Optics, LLC (“Defendant” or “Now Optics”). As set forth in the 

PAGA Notice, Plaintiff alleged that Defendant failed to pay meal period premiums at the regular 

rate of pay, pay all wages owed upon separation of employment, and provide accurate itemized 

wage statements to its employees, in violation of California Labor Code sections 201, 202, 203, 

226, 226.7 and 512. 

4. On December 7, 2020, Plaintiff filed a class and representative PAGA action 

against Defendant in the Superior Court of California, County of San Diego. The complaint 

alleged causes of action for: (1) violation of Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512; (2) violation of 

Labor Code section 226; (3) violation of Business and Professions Code section 17200, et seq.; 

and (4) violation of Labor Code section 2698, et seq., based on the facts described in Plaintiff’s 

PAGA Notice. 

5. On or about February 4, 2021, Defendant filed a motion to compel arbitration of 

Plaintiff’s individual claims, based on an arbitration agreement containing a class waiver. 

Plaintiff opposed the motion. On August 6, 2021, the Court granted Defendant’s motion to 

compel arbitration, dismissed Plaintiff’s class claims, and stayed Plaintiff’s PAGA claims 

pending arbitration of the individual claims. 

6. On August 10, 2021, Plaintiff submitted a supplemental notice (“Supplemental 
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PAGA Notice”) to the LWDA and Defendant. In addition to the claims set forth in the PAGA 

Notice, Plaintiff further alleged that Defendant failed to pay sick pay at the regular rate of pay. 

The failure to properly pay sick pay wages resulted in derivative violations of California Labor 

Code sections 201, 202, and 203, because Defendant did not pay employees all owing and 

unpaid wages for work performed by them during their employment and at the end of their 

employment. 

7. In light of the Court’s order dismissing the class allegations, Plaintiff and 

Defendant (together, the “Parties”) entered into a stipulation to allow Plaintiff to file an amended 

complaint alleging a single cause of action for violation of Labor Code section 2698, et seq., 

based on the facts described in Plaintiff’s Supplemental PAGA Notice. The stipulation was 

subsequently approved by the Court, and on August 26, 2021, Plaintiff filed a First Amended 

Representative Action Complaint (“First Amended Complaint”). 

8. The First Amended Complaint alleged a single cause of action for violation of 

PAGA arising from claims that Defendant: (a) failed to pay meal period premiums at the correct 

regular rate of pay that included all non-discretionary remuneration, in violation of Labor Code 

sections 226.7 and 512; (b) failed to pay employee sick pay wages at the correct regular rate of 

pay that included all non-discretionary incentive wages, in violation of Labor Code sections 201, 

202, 203 and 246; (c) failed to pay all wages owed upon separation of employment due to the 

unpaid meal period premiums, in violation of Labor Code sections 201, 202 and 203; and (d) 

failed to provide accurate itemized wage statements, in violation of Labor Code section 226. 

DISCOVERY AND INVESTIGATION 

9. Following the filing of the First Amended Complaint, the Parties met and 

conferred regarding the proper liability period and the underlying merits of the case. The Parties 

discussed the settlement of a related lawsuit entitled Mayreli Martinez v. Vision Precision 

Holdings, LLC, Superior Court of California, County of Kern case number BCV-18-103076, 

alleging similar wage and hour PAGA claims against Vision Precision Holdings (“Vision 

Precision”). Vision Precision Holdings is an affiliated entity of Defendant.  

10. I reviewed a copy of the PAGA notice and operative complaint in Martinez. The 
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plaintiff in Martinez pursued PAGA penalties predicated on Vision Precision’s alleged failure to: 

(a) pay minimum wages, in violation of Labor Code section 1197.1; (b) pay overtime wages, in 

violation of Labor Code section 510; (c) provide meal periods, in violation of Labor Code 

section 510; (d) provide rest periods, in violation of Labor Code section 226.7; (e) pay wages due 

at termination, in violation of Labor Code sections 201, 202 and 203; (f) provide accurate 

itemized wage statements and payroll records, in violation of Labor Code section 226(a); (g) pay 

earned wages twice per month, in violation of Labor Code section 204; and (h) provide paid sick 

days, in violation of Labor Code section 246. 

11. As materially relevant to Defendant’s liability in this Action, Vision Precision 

ceased employing individuals in California, effective December 31, 2019. As of January 1, 2020, 

Defendant became the employer of all hourly, non-exempt employees of Vision Precision. 

Defendant represented that it did not employ any individuals in California prior to January 1, 

2020, and that to the extent any aggrieved employees worked for Vision Precision, such claims 

would be compensated in the Martinez settlement. Defendant explained that it intended to move 

to dismiss and/or stay the claims of the Aggrieved Employees who previously worked for Vision 

Precision, pending the outcome of the Martinez litigation. Should Defendant have prevailed, the 

State of California and Aggrieved Employees would have been left with no or a substantially 

delayed recovery.  

12. In light of the narrow liability period in this Action, the Parties agreed to engage 

in early settlement discussions. Over the course of several months, the Parties engaged in arm’s 

length negotiations. In connection therewith, Defendant produced data relating to the number of 

pay periods worked by aggrieved employees and the number of pay periods in which aggrieved 

employees earned non-discretionary remuneration and meal period premium and/or sick pay. I 

reviewed the data and records produced and conducted a full damages analysis. 

13. On or about December 15, 2021, the Parties reach a settlement of the entire 

action, as detailed in the Joint Stipulation of Settlement and Release Under the Private Attorneys 

General Act, California Labor Code § 2698, et seq. (“Settlement Agreement”). Attached hereto 

as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement. 
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14. As a condition of the settlement, Plaintiff filed a second supplemental notice 

(“Second Supplemental PAGA Notice”) with the LWDA and Defendant, on January 19, 2022. 

Given the overlap between the aggrieved employees represented in this Action and Martinez, the 

Second Supplemental PAGA Notice encompasses the PAGA allegations at issue in Martinez. In 

the Second Supplemental PAGA Notice, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to pay minimum 

and overtime wages to employees for time spent performing work-related tasks, failed to provide 

paid, duty-free rest periods and/or pay rest period premium pay, failed to pay all earned wages 

twice a month and upon separation of employment, and failed to maintain accurate time records.1 

15. On March 21, 2022, Plaintiff filed a Second Amended Representative Action 

Complaint (“Second Amended Complaint”). The Second Amended Complaint is the operative 

complaint and alleges claims based on the facts described in Plaintiff’s Second Supplemental 

PAGA Notice.  

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 

16. As defined by the settlement, “Aggrieved Employees” means all current and 

former California non-exempt employees of Defendant who were paid wages by Defendant at 

any time during the PAGA Period.” Settlement Agreement § B-2. The PAGA Period 

encompasses “the period of January 1, 2020 to March 31, 2022.” Id. at § B-15. Based upon 

Defendant’s records, there are an estimated 293 Aggrieved Employees who worked 

approximately 9,300 workweeks during the PAGA Period. Id. at § C-2. The 9,300 workweeks 

translates to approximately 4,650 pay periods during the PAGA Period. 

17. The Settlement Agreement requires Defendant to pay the gross amount of One 

Hundred Seventy-Four Thousand Dollars ($174,000.00) (the “Maximum Settlement Amount”). 

Settlement Agreement § B-13. 

18. The balance of the Maximum Settlement Amount remaining after deduction of 

 

1 On April 6, 2022, the Kern County Superior Court entered an order granting approval of the 
PAGA settlement in Martinez. The court approved releases encompasses claims for PAGA civil 
penalties predicated on alleged violations of the following California Labor Code sections 201, 
202, 203, 204, 210, 226, 226.3, 226.7, 510, 512, 558, 1174, 1174.5, 1194, and 1198. 
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the approved enhancement payment to Plaintiff, attorneys’ fees and costs, and settlement 

administration costs (the “PAGA Penalties Fund”), will be available for distribution to the 

LWDA and Aggrieved Employees. Settlement Agreement §§ B-14, C-4. The PAGA Penalties 

Fund is estimated to be at least $102,143.76. Seventy-five percent (75%) of the PAGA Penalties 

Fund, or approximately $76,607.82, will be paid to the LWDA for PAGA penalties. Id. at § C-4. 

The remaining twenty-five percent (25%), or approximately $25,535.94, will be distributed to 

Aggrieved Employees. Id. 

19. As part of the Settlement Agreement, Defendant does not object to Plaintiff’s 

Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees of approximately thirty-three and one-half percent (33.5%) 

of the Maximum Settlement Amount, i.e., Fifty-Eight Thousand Three Hundred Thirty-Three 

Dollars and Thirty-Three Cents ($58,333.33), plus up to Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000.00) for 

reimbursement of litigation costs, subject to the Court approving this Settlement. Settlement 

Agreement § C-8. Plaintiff’s Counsel’s anticipated actual litigation costs total $2,022.91. The 

costs were all directly incurred in the prosecution of this action, including filing fees, postage, 

copying, and service of process fees. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of 

my office’s cost bill, which reflects costs incurred in prosecuting this case. Any costs not 

awarded by the Court will revert to the PAGA Penalties Fund for distribution to the LWDA and 

Aggrieved Employees. 

20. Defendant has also agreed to not object to Plaintiff’s request for an Enhancement 

Payment of Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($7,500.00). Settlement Agreement § C-7. 

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

expenses reasonably incurred by the Settlement Administrator. Settlement Agreement § C-9. The 

Parties have agreed to utilize Phoenix Settlement Administrators to administer the settlement, 

with the administration costs estimated to be $4,000.00. The Parties believe the administration 

fee to be reasonable. 

VALUE OF SETTLEMENT PER PAY PERIOD 

22. Based on the total settlement amount, Defendant will pay approximately $37.42 

per pay period ($174,000 ÷ 4,650 pay periods) to resolve the claims in this case.  
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23. The amount any particular Aggrieved Employee will be entitled to recover will 

depend on the number of pay periods he or she worked during the PAGA Period, with some 

entitled to receive more and others less. Settlement Agreement § C-5. This is fair, as it directly 

allocates greater penalties to individuals who have allegedly suffered greater harm. 

POTENTIAL CIVIL PENALTIES 

24. PAGA penalties are difficult to evaluate in a matter like this, but there are reasons 

to believe that they would be limited. Defendant has indicated that there were approximately 

9,300 workweeks (or 4,650 pay periods) that Aggrieved Employees worked during the PAGA 

Period. Assuming that Plaintiff were to prevail on the merits of the PAGA claim, applying the 

standard penalty of $100 per pay period yields $465,000 in potential liability. 

25. In the alternative, if the Court were to “stack” penalties, (ie, award multiple 

PAGA penalties for different Labor Code violations in the same pay period), the potential PAGA 

the could total as high as $2,338,900: 

Lab. Code Section Violation Pay Periods PAGA 

Penalties 

Lab. Code §§ 226.7, 512 Failure to provide 

meal/rest periods 

4,650 $465,000 

Lab. Code §§ 510, 558, 

1194, 1197, and 1197.1 

Failure to pay minimum 

and/or overtime wages 

4,650 $465,000 

Lab. Code § 204 Failure to pay wages twice 

per month 

4,650 $465,000 

Lab. Code § 246 Failure to pay sick pay at 

the correct rate 

139  $13,900 

Lab. Code § 226 Failure to provide accurate 

wage statements 

4,650 $465,000 

Lab. Code § 1174 Failure to maintain 

accurate payroll records 

4,650 $465,000 
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TOTAL   $2,338,900 

 

26. However, I believe that is unrealistic to assume that the Court would permit the 

“stacking” of PAGA penalties in this manner. I am not aware of any PAGA award in which the 

trial court assessed more than one penalty per pay period.  

27. The above penalty calculations further assume that Plaintiff will prevail on the 

merits. However, Plaintiff’s claims are contested. Defendant contends that it maintains compliant 

written meal/rest period and overtime policies, which strictly prohibit employees from working 

off-the-clock. With respect to the alleged unpaid sick time, Defendant maintains that there is no 

private right of action to bring a paid sick pay claim. This argument presents novel legal issues 

and there is substantial ground for difference of opinion as to the remedies, if any, available to 

employees who have experienced a violation of the Healthy Workplaces, Healthy Families Act 

(“HWHFA”), codified at Labor Code section 245, et. seq. I am unaware of the existence of any 

published California Court of Appeal decision that grapples with this issue. There are a handful 

of unreported district court opinions, including Titus v. McLane Foodservice, Inc., which have 

held that only the Labor Commissioner may recover penalties for a violation of HWHFA. 2016 

WL 4797497. While Titus is by no means controlling authority, the Court may look to it as a 

persuasive authority, despite Plaintiff’s contention that it was wrongly decided. Even had 

Plaintiff ultimately prevailed on the merits, given the novelty of the legal questions it raised, 

Defendant may have sought immediate appellate review through a writ or appeal. Furthermore, 

the alleged wage statement violation is in part derivative in nature, and therefore vulnerable to a 

motion for summary judgment. See Maldonado v. Epsilon Plastics, Inc., 22 Cal. App. 5th 1308 

(2018) (finding that the employees did not suffer a violation under 226(a) where their wage 

statement cause of action was derived from an underlying wage and hour violation for overtime). 

28. In negotiating the amount of the settlement, I also took into account the inherent 

uncertainty in the potential recovery in a PAGA action. By statute, 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 
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oppressive, or confiscatory.” See Cal. Labor Code § 2699(e)(2). Assuming that Plaintiff 

prevailed on liability, under the facts of this case, I appreciate the substantial risk that Defendant 

could present a persuasive argument to reduce the amount of PAGA penalties at trial. The Court 

has discretion under PAGA to reduce the maximum allowable PAGA penalties. 

29. I am also aware that Courts routinely award far less than the statutory maximum 

amount of civil penalties, even where an underlying violation of the Labor Code is found. As 

shown in the Court of Appeal’s decision in Carrington v. Starbucks Corp., while the plaintiff 

prevailed on his PAGA claim at 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; see O'Connor v. Uber Technologies, Inc., 201 F.Supp.3d 1110, 1133 (N.D. Cal., 

2016). Thus, assuming that the Court uses Carrington as a benchmark and assesses PAGA 

penalties of approximately 10% of the total maximum, a more realistic estimate of the maximum 

PAGA penalties at issue—even with “stacking”— is $233,890. 

THE SETTLEMENT IS FAIR, REASONABLE AND ADEQUATE 

30. I believe that Plaintiff could prevail at trial. However, I also believe in the fairness 

of the settlement, which is based on factoring in the uncertainty and risks attendant to not 

prevailing on one or more theories of liability, the possibility of losing at trial and potential for 

appeals. Moreover, as Defendant adamantly denies that it should be liable for the full extent of 

the alleged penalties, there is a possibility that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees would be 

awarded less or recover nothing at trial. Thus, after taking into account sharply disputed legal 

issues involved in this litigation, the risks associated with further prosecution, delays caused by 

potential appeals, and the substantial benefits to be received pursuant to the Settlement, I believe 

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

Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees. 

NOTICE TO LWDA 

31. Concurrent with the filing of the Motion to Approve PAGA Settlement, my office 

uploaded the Motion, Settlement Agreement, and proposed order to the LWDA’s website. 
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ATTORNEY’S EXPERIENCE 

32. My firm 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. 

33. I am one of the primary attorneys on this matter. 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. 

34. Since 2009, my primary area of practice has been employment litigation. I have 

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. 

35. While 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 
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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. 

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

handling employment cases. I primarily represent employees. 

37. I have been approved as class counsel in numerous other 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. 

38. 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 
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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. More 

recently, I was lead trial counsel on a PAGA bench trial, in which the plaintiff was the prevailing 

party.  

39. To date, I have incurred approximately 54.10 hours in connection with the 

litigation of this lawsuit. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a summary of the hours I have spent on 

this case to date. This figure does not include the estimated hours for appearing at the fairness 

hearing, conferring and reviewing e-mails with defense counsel and the Settlement 

Administrator, and answering questions from Aggrieved Employees regarding payments and 

related issues. I anticipate I will expend approximately five (5) hours working on these matters, 

in addition to the hours described in Exhibit C. 

40. The total lodestar for my hours will be approximately $41,370 based on an hourly 

rate of $700.00 per hour ([54.10 hours + 5 hours] x 700). I have been approved at an hourly rate 

of $700.00 per hour by various Courts, including: 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; Prexxie Pascual and 

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

Chavez v. Converse, Inc., United States District Court, Northern District of California Case No. 

15-cv-03746-NC; and Carrillo v. New Balance Athletics, Inc., Santa Clara Superior Court Case 

No. 19CV352469. 

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

foregoing is true and correct.   

Executed on this 24th day of May 2022, at Los Angeles, California. 

 
     ___________________________ 
     Kristen M. Agnew 
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EXHIBIT B 



5/4/2022
4:08 PM Slip Listing

DIVERSITY LAW GROUP
Page 1

Selection Criteria

Slip.Classification Open
Client (hand select) Include: Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics
Slip.Transaction Ty 2 - 2

Rate Info - identifies rate source and level

Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time
Posting Status
Description

Activity
Client
Reference

DNB Time
Est. Time
Variance

Rate Info
Bill Status

65048 EXP  Olympia 1 75.00 75.00
11/18/2020
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

LWDA  

65397 EXP  Olympia 1 6.90 6.90
11/30/2020
WIP

Postage
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Postage  

65180 EXP  Olympia 1 1492.31 1492.31
12/8/2020
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

OneLegal - Complaint  

65634 EXP  Olympia 1 63.25 63.25
12/22/2020
WIP

Atty Service
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Attorney Service - Complaint Service  

65550 EXP  Olympia 1 12.00 12.00
1/7/2021
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

OneLegal - POS of Summons  

68187 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 16.47 16.47
7/22/2021
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

One Legal - CMS  

69901 EXP  Olympia 1 30.95 30.95
7/26/2021
WIP

Delivery serv
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Federal Express  

68208 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 12.35 12.35
7/26/2021
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

One Legal - Opposition  



5/4/2022
4:08 PM Slip Listing

DIVERSITY LAW GROUP
Page 2

Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time
Posting Status
Description

Activity
Client
Reference

DNB Time
Est. Time
Variance

Rate Info
Bill Status

68276 EXP  Kristen Agnew 1 94.00 94.00
8/6/2021
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Courtcall  

68612 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 38.09 38.09
8/24/2021
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

One Legal - Stipulation and Proposed Order  

68647 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 17.50 17.50
8/27/2021
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

One Legal - FAC  

68763 EXP  Olympia 2 0.25 0.50
8/31/2021
WIP

Photocopies
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Photocopies  

68764 EXP  Olympia 1 6.96 6.96
8/31/2021
WIP

Postage
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Postage  

71243 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 37.58 37.58
3/18/2022
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

One Legal - Stip  

71256 EXP  Olympia 1 19.05 19.05
3/22/2022
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

OneLegal - NOE  

71635 EXP  Olympia 1 100.00 100.00
5/4/2022
WIP

Court fees
Clark, Tanis v. Now Optics   

Filing Fees re PAGA Approval Motion  

Billable
Unbillable
Total

0.00
0.00
0.00

2022.91
0.00

2022.91

Grand Total



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
EXHIBIT C 



Clark v. Now Optics 
Time and Task Chart for Kristen M. Agnew 

 
Hours Description of Work 

2.10 Initial research and review of background facts in preparation for filing of 
complaint; confer with co-counsel re theories of liability. 

1.70 Draft PAGA letter and Complaint. 

4.30 Review and respond to correspondence from defense counsel re motion to 
compel arbitration; review Defendant’s arbitration agreement and research re 
same; confer with co-counsel re same. 

.80 Conference call with defense counsel re August 6, 2021 case management 
conference; draft Plaintiff’s case management conference statement. 

13.60 Review Defendant’s motion to compel arbitration and research re same; 
prepare opposition to motion to compel arbitration; review Defendant’s reply 
in support of motion to compel arbitration; prepare for and appear at hearing 
re motion to compel arbitration; confer with co-counsel re order to compel 
arbitration 

2.20 Draft supplemental PAGA letter; draft First Amended Complaint; draft 
stipulation to file First Amended Complaint; review and respond to 
correspondence from defense counsel re same. 

3.40 Conference calls with defense counsel re Mayreli Martinez v. Vision 
Precision Holdings, LLC and limitations on scope of aggrieved employees; 
review Martinez complaint and PAGA notice; review and respond to email re 
same; confer with co-counsel re same; confer with plaintiff’s counsel in 
Martinez re same.  

1.00 Meet and confer with defense counsel re October 15, 2021 case management 
conference; review and revise joint report. 

1.60 Analysis and research re information required from Defendant to engage in 
settlement negotiations; draft and revise data requests for defense counsel. 

3.90 Meet and confer with defense counsel re settlement; review and respond to 
correspondence re settlement; confer with co-counsel regarding settlement. 

2.20 Draft second supplemental PAGA letter; draft Second Amended Complaint; 
draft stipulation to file Second Amended Complaint; review and respond to 
correspondence from defense counsel re same. 

9.40 Draft Joint Stipulation of Settlement and Release Under the Private Attorneys 
General Act; conference calls with defense counsel re revisions to settlement 
agreement. 

7.90 Prepare Motion for Approval of PAGA Settlement and supporting 
declarations. 

54.10 TOTAL HOURS 
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