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Larry W. Lee (State Bar No. 228175) 
Kristen M. Agnew (State Bar No. 247656)  
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DIVERSITY LAW GROUP, P.C. 
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Attorneys for Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

JAMES FLOURNOY, as an individual and on 
behalf of all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

PARTNERS PERSONNEL – 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company; and 
DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, 

 Defendants. 

Case No. CVRI2102372 

[Assigned for all purposes to the Hon. 
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I, Nicholas Rosenthal, 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 

James Flournoy (“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 or around March 3, 2021, Plaintiff submitted his written notice under Labor

Code section 2699.3 (the “PAGA Notice”) to the California Labor and Workforce 

Development Agency (“LWDA”) and Defendant Partners Personnel – Management Services, 

LLC (“Defendant”). Plaintiff alleged that Defendant failed to provide off-duty rest periods, 

failed to pay all wages owed upon separation of employment, and failed to provide accurate 

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

202, 203, 226(a), and 226.7. 

4. As set forth in the PAGA Notice, Plaintiff alleged Defendant required employees

to remain on work premises during their rest breaks. Consequently, Plaintiff alleged that 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees remained on-duty and under Defendant’s control during 

their rest breaks. Thus, Plaintiff contends that Defendant is responsible for paying premium 

compensation for missed/noncompliant rest periods pursuant to Labor Code section 226.7.  

5. Additionally, as a result of rest period violations, Defendant failed to provide all

rest period premium wages due and owing to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees upon 

separation of employment. Plaintiff further alleged that, as a pattern and practice, Defendant 

violated Labor Code sections 201, 202 and 203 by issuing final payment of wages to Plaintiff 

and Aggrieved Employees more than 72 hours after termination of employment. For example, 

while Plaintiff’s employment ended on June 18, 2020, he did not receive his final paycheck 

until approximately two weeks later.  

6. On May 7, 2021, Plaintiff filed a representative PAGA action against Defendant
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in the Superior Court of California, County of Riverside. The Complaint alleged a single cause 

of action for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 2698, et seq., based on the facts 

and the alleged Labor Code violations described in Plaintiff’s PAGA Notice. 

DISCOVERY AND INVESTIGATION 

7. After the filing of Plaintiff’s Complaint, the Parties discussed possible informal 

resolution of this matter. The Parties engaged in a robust meet and confer effort regarding the 

underlying merits of the case and subsequently agreed to participate in mediation. 

8. In connection with these discussions, Defendant produced copies of the relevant 

rest period policies. As a part of Plaintiff’s on-boarding in June 2018, Defendant provided 

Plaintiff with its Associate Employee Handbook. The Handbook states that employees “are 

required to remain on the work premises during your rest break(s).” However, in December 

2018, Defendant revised its rest period policy. The 2018 revision removed language that 

explicitly required employees to remain on-site during their rest breaks. The policy, however, 

did not inform employees of their right to leave the premises during rest periods.  In June 

2020, Defendant rolled out a facially compliant written rest period policy.  

9. The Parties further discussed the unique challenges of maintaining a state-wide 

PAGA claim due to Defendant’s business model. Defendant is a comprehensive staffing 

company headquartered in Santa Barbara, California. Defendant provides employees to a 

variety of different industries in California, including production, packaging, manufacturing, 

administrative and clerical, logistics and distribution, and professional services. These 

employees work across hundreds of different client sites with varied policies and practices. In 

light of this, the Parties agreed that, for the purpose of mediation, they would limit 

negotiations to employees placed at the job site where Plaintiff worked (StarCrest) during the 

PAGA liability period. 

10. On or about February 8, 2022, Defendant produced payroll data, including the 

number of California employees Defendant placed at StarCrest, the number of pay periods 

where these employees worked at least one shift in excess of 3.5 hours, the number of 

separated employees who worked at StarCrest, and the number of wage statements issued to 
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employees placed at StarCrest during the applicable time period. I reviewed the data and 

records produced and conducted a full damages analysis. 

11. On February 17, 2022, the Parties participated in private mediation with the 

Honorable Brian Walsh (Ret.). During the mediation, the Parties spoke at length about the 

strengths and weaknesses of each side’s claims and defenses, and the scope of Defendant’s 

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

accepted a mediator’s proposal for settlement and the key terms, as detailed fully in the PAGA 

Settlement Agreement (“Agreement” or “Settlement Agreement”). Attached hereto as Exhibit 

A is a true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement. 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 

12. As defined by the Settlement Agreement, “PAGA Settlement Group Members” 

means “all current and former non-exempt employees of Defendant in the State of California 

who were placed at StarCrest at any time during the Covered Period.” Settlement Agreement ¶ 

I.P. The Covered Period encompasses the time period of “March 3, 2020 to the date a signed 

order approving this Settlement is filed, or May 14, 2022, whichever date is earlier.” Id. ¶ I.E. 

Based upon Defendant’s records through January 23, 2022, there are an estimated 1,240 

PAGA Settlement Group Members who worked approximately 5,305 pay periods during the 

Covered Period. Id. ¶ III.H. 

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

Hundred Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($125,000.00) (the “Total Settlement Amount”). 

Settlement Agreement ¶ I.X. 

14. The balance of the PAGA Settlement Amount remaining after deduction of the 

approved enhancement payment to Plaintiff, attorneys’ fees and costs, and settlement 

administration costs (the “Net Settlement Amount”), will be available for distribution to the 

LWDA and PAGA Settlement Group Members. Settlement Agreement ¶ III.C. The Net 

Settlement Amount is estimated to be at least $58,878.28. Seventy-five percent (75%) of the 

Net Settlement Amount, or approximately $44,158.71, will be paid to the LWDA for PAGA 

penalties. Settlement Agreement ¶ III.E. The remaining twenty-five percent (25%), or 
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approximately $14,719.57, will be distributed to PAGA Settlement Group Members. 

Settlement Agreement ¶ III.H. 

15. 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-third percent 

(331/3%) of the Total Settlement Amount, i.e., Forty-One Thousand Six Hundred Sixty-Six 

Dollars ($41,666.00), plus up to Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00) for reimbursement of 

litigation costs, subject to the Court finally approving this Settlement. Settlement Agreement ¶ 

III.F. Plaintiff’s Counsel’s anticipated actual litigation costs total $6,455.72. The costs were all 

directly incurred in the prosecution of this action, including filing fees, mediation fee, 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 Net Settlement Amount for distribution to the LWDA 

and the PAGA Settlement Group Members. 

16. Defendant has also agreed to not object to Plaintiff’s request for a Representative 

Plaintiff’s Payment of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000.00). Settlement Agreement ¶ III.G. 

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

expenses reasonably incurred by the Settlement Administrator. Settlement Agreement ¶ III.D. 

The Parties have agreed to utilize ILYM Group, Inc. to administer the settlement, with the 

administration costs estimated to be $8,000.00. Id. ¶¶ III.D, III.I. 

VALUE OF SETTLEMENT PER PAY PERIOD 

18. Based on the total settlement amount, Defendant will pay approximately $23.56 

per pay period ($125,000 ÷ 5,305 pay periods) to resolve the claims in this case. 

19. The amount any particular PAGA Settlement Group Member will be entitled to 

recover will depend on the number of pay periods during which he or she worked while placed 

at StarCrest during the Covered Period, with some entitled to receive more and others less. 

Settlement Agreement ¶ III.H. This is fair, as it directly allocates greater penalties to 

individuals who worked longer and thus have allegedly suffered greater harm. 

 



 

6 
DECLARATION OF NICHOLAS ROSENTHAL IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO 

APPROVE PAGA SETTLEMENT 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

POTENTIAL CIVIL PENALTIES 

20. Using the data provided by Defendant, I performed a comprehensive damages 

analysis. Defendant has indicated that there were approximately 5,305 pay periods in which 

PAGA Settlement Group Members worked at StarCrest during the Covered Period. Assuming 

that the Court were to award a $100 penalty for each pay period, the maximum PAGA 

penalties arising from the rest period violation total $530,500.00.  

21. There are approximately 5,305 pay periods in which PAGA Settlement Group 

Members received a wage statement during a pay period where her or she worked at least one 

shift that was more than 3.5 hours at StarCrest during the Covered Period. Applying a civil 

penalty of $100 per wage statement, the penalties total $530,500. 

22. Therefore, pursuant to the PAGA, if the Court were to award penalties for each 

violation alleged, the PAGA penalties could total as high as $1,061,000. However, even if 

Plaintiff were to prevail on the merits of the PAGA claim, the potential recovery is uncertain.  

If the Court only awarded a maximum penalty for a single violation per pay period, the total 

penalties would only be approximately $530,500 ($100 x 5,305 pay periods). 

23. The above penalty calculation further assumes that Plaintiff will prevail on the 

merits. However, Plaintiff’s claims are contested. Defendant has argued that it complied with 

the law, had legal policies, and provided its employees duty-free rest periods. Defendant may 

have sought summary judgment on these issues or proceeded to trial. If Defendant won, the 

State of California and PAGA Settlement Group Members would not have recovered anything. 

24. 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 or to decide not to award PAGA penalties at all. 

25. 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. For 

example, 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 
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PAGA penalty amount by 90%, citing the employer’s good faith attempt at complying with 

the law. 30 Cal. App. 5th 504, 517 (2018). Similarly, in the matter of Magadia v. Wal-Mart 

Assocs. et al., 2019 U.S. Dist. Lexis 91792 at *87-*100 (N.D. Cal. May 31, 2019), while the 

trial court imposed substantial PAGA penalties upon the defendant, such amount still 

represented reductions of 67% and 80% of the potential PAGA penalties at issue. Id. at *87-

*100. Moreover, this was only after the plaintiff in Magadia had prevailed after trial. 

26. I strongly believe that Plaintiff can prevail at trial. However, after taking into 

account sharply disputed factual and legal issues involved in this litigation, the risks attending 

further prosecution, and the substantial benefits to be received pursuant to the compromise and 

settlement of the litigation, I have concluded that settlement on the terms set forth in the 

Settlement Agreement is appropriate and in the best interests of Plaintiff and the PAGA 

Settlement Group Members. 

ATTORNEY EXPERIENCE 

27. 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. 

28. My qualifications are as follows: I received my JD from University of Southern 

California Gould School of Law in 2009. Upon graduation, I practiced law as an associate at 

Seyfarth Shaw LLP, representing corporate clients in both single-plaintiff and wage and hour 

class actions. In 2014, I began as an associate at Diversity Law Group.   

29. I have handled a number of wage and hour matters including class actions and 

multiple-plaintiff actions. I have been named as Class Counsel in a number of class actions 

that have been granted certification or preliminary or final approval by the Superior Courts of 

Los Angeles County, Orange County, Alameda County, and Monterey County, the United 

States District Court for the Central District of California, and the United States District Court 

for the Northern District of California. These cases include, but are not limited to: Diller v. 

Under Armour Retail, Inc., Santa Clara County Superior Court Case No. 114-CV-265729, 

Dall v. Post Alarm Systems, Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC598528, Lopez 

v. Imperial Body Shop, Inc., Orange County Superior Court Case No. Case No. 30-2015-
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00816193-CU-OE-CXC, and Hughes v. Lincare, Inc., et al., Monterey Superior Court Case No. 

M124764. 

30. To date, I have incurred approximately 22.0 hours in connection with the 

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

incurred to date. The total lodestar for my hours will be approximately $15,400.00 based on an 

hourly rate of $700.00 per hour.   

31. I have been approved at an hourly rate of $650.00 per hour by various Courts, 

including: Pittman v. Martinez Steel Corporation, San Bernardino County Superior Court Case 

No. CIVDS1823132, Della Maggiora v. Watsonville Community Hospital, Santa Cruz County 

Superior Court Case No. 18CV00191, Randolph v. Pacific Racing Association, Alameda 

County Superior Court Case No. RG18908139, Morones v. Bimbo Bakeries USA, Inc., 

Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 34-2018-00245481-CU-OE-GDS 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; Markham v. Quik 

Stop Markets, Inc., Santa Clara Superior Court Case No. 19CV341582; Siron v. Raypak, Inc., 

Ventura Superior Court Case No. 56-2019-005279959-CU-OE-VTA; Carter v. Kline Services, 

Inc., San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVDS1828867, Pascual v. Satellite 

Healthcare, Inc., Santa Clara County Superior Court Case No. 19CV345211;  Carrillo v. New 

Balance Athletics, Inc., Santa Clara County Superior Court Case No. 19CV352469; Vogel v. 

Veolia North America, LLC, Monterey County Superior Court Case No. 19CV001443; 

Holman v. American Sugar Refining, Inc., Contra Costa County Superior Court Case No. 

MSC18-00415; and Chavez v. Converse, Inc., United States District Court, Northern District 

of California Case No. 15-cv-03746-NC. As of 2022, I increased my hourly rate to $700.00 

per hour. I have been approved at an hourly rate of $700.00 since the beginning of 2022, 

including in Gutierrez v. Spa Havens, LP, San Diego Super Court Case No. 37-2019-

00057065-CU-OE-NC, Ray v. C&W Facility Services Inc., San Bernardino Superior Court 

Case No. CIVSB2101321, Diaz v. Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc., San Bernardino Superior 

Court Case No. CIVDS2015583, and Alvarez v. Forterra Building Products, San Diego 
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Superior Court Case No. 37-2020-00018179-CU-OE-CTL. 

NOTICE TO LWDA 

32. 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. 

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

foregoing is true and correct.   

Executed on this 13th day of April 2022, at Los Angeles, California. 

 
_________________________________ 

      Nicholas Rosenthal 
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  On May 9, 2022, a hearing was held on Plaintiff James Flournoy’s motion for approval 

of a settlement agreement pursuant to California’s Private Attorneys General Act (the “PAGA”) 

(the “Settlement”).  The Court having considered all the papers filed and proceedings herein and 

otherwise being fully informed, and having made this Judgment which constitutes a final 

adjudication of this matter on the merits, and good cause appearing, 

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED THAT: 

1. All terms used for purposes of this Order and Judgment, not otherwise defined, shall 

have the same meaning as given in the PAGA Settlement Agreement (“Settlement”) 

executed between the Parties on ______, 2022. 

2. Pursuant to the PAGA, Labor Code section 2699, subdivisions (l)(2) and (l)(4), the 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) has been given notice of the 

Settlement.  Pursuant to the PAGA, on the date the Parties filed the motion seeking 

approval of the Settlement with the Court, Plaintiff submitted to the LWDA a notice 

of the Settlement enclosing a copy of the Settlement.  The Court finds and determines 

that Plaintiff’s notice of the Settlement complied with the statutory requirements of 

the PAGA. 

3. The Court confirms approval of the Settlement as to the following group of 

individuals, collectively referred to as the “PAGA Settlement Group Members”: 

All non-exempt, hourly employees who worked for Defendant in California and were 

assigned to the StarCrest from March 3, 2020 to _____________. 

4. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this litigation, over all PAGA 

Settlement Group Members, and over those persons and entities undertaking 

affirmative obligations under the Settlement. 

5. The Court finds that the Settlement is, in all respects, fair, reasonable, and adequate.  

Accordingly, the Court hereby finally and unconditionally approves the Settlement. 

6. The Court approves the Notice to PAGA Settlement Group Members, Exhibit B to 

the Settlement Agreement. 
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7. The Court finds that each PAGA Settlement Group Member, in accordance with the 

Settlement, releases the following “Released Claims” against the Released Parties: 

“Any and all claims based on the Private Attorneys General Act (2004), as pleaded in 

Plaintiff’s Complaint or that could have been pleaded on the facts as alleged in the 

Complaint, during the Covered Period.”  The release only extends to pay periods in 

which the PAGA Settlement Group Member worked at StarCrest. 

8. The Court finds that the Total Settlement Amount, Net Settlement Amount, and the 

methodology used to calculate and pay each Settlement Share, in accordance with the 

Settlement, are fair and reasonable. 

9. The Court authorizes ILYM Group, Inc. to act as the Settlement Administrator. 

10. The Court authorizes the Settlement Administrator to calculate and pay the Settlement 

Shares, in accordance with the terms of the Settlement. 

11. The Court awards the Settlement Administrator in this Action its fees and costs of 

eight thousand dollars and zero cents ($8,000.00) in accordance with the terms of the 

Settlement Agreement. 

12. The Court awards to Representative Plaintiff a payment of ten thousand dollars and 

zero cents ($10,000.00), which shall be paid to Representative Plaintiff as a PAGA 

Representative Enhancement award.  In exchange, Representative Plaintiff has agreed 

to a general release of all claims that he might have against Defendant, including a 

Civil Code section 1542 release. 

13. The Court awards to Plaintiff’s Counsel in this Action its fees of forty one thousand 

six hundred and sixty six dollars and zero cents ($41,666.00) and actual costs of 

$15,000.00, in accordance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement. 

14. The Court approves the allocations and payment of One Hundred Twenty Five 

Thousand Dollars ($125,000.00) for the compromise of claims brought under the 

PAGA, to be paid in accordance with the terms of the Settlement.  Under the terms of 

the Settlement, seventy-five percent (75%) of the Net Settlement Amount will be paid 

to the State of California Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA 
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Payment”), and the remaining amount of the Net Settlement Amount shall be 

distributed to the PAGA Settlement Group Members in accordance with the terms of 

the Settlement. 

15. Checks for Settlement Shares sent to PAGA Settlement Group Members shall be valid 

for one hundred eighty (180) days after issuance.  Funds remaining from any checks 

for Settlement Shares uncashed after one hundred eighty (180) days will be disbursed 

to the California State Controller’s Office Unclaimed Property Fund. 

16. The Court retains exclusive and continuing jurisdiction over this Action for purposes 

of supervising, administering, implementing, interpreting, and enforcing this 

Judgment and Order, as well as the Settlement. 

17. Nothing in this Order and Judgment or the Settlement shall be construed as an 

admission or concession by any party.  The Settlement and this resulting Judgment 

and Order simply represent a compromise of disputed allegations. 

18. Plaintiff is directed to submit a copy of this Order to the LWDA within ten (10) days 

of the date of this Order. 

IT IS SO ORDERED AND ADJUDGED. 

 
 
Dated: ____________________   _____________________________ 
       Honorable Daniel Ottolia 
       Judge of the Superior Court
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

 
JAMES FLOURNOY, as an individual and on behalf 
of all others similarly situated, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
                 vs. 
 
PARTNERS PERSONNEL – MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company; and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, 
 
  Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. CVRI2102372 
 
NOTICE OF PRIVATE ATTORNEYS 
GENERAL ACT SETTLEMENT PAYMENT 
 

 
TO: All of Defendant’s non-exempt, hourly employees who were assigned to work at StarCrest at any time 

between March 3, 2020 to ______________. 
   
 This Notice is being provided to you to inform you of a Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) Settlement 
and your proportional share of this settlement payment.  The payment is a result of a Court-approved PAGA 
Settlement in the case of James Flournoy v. Partners Personnel – Management Services, LLC, Riverside County 
Superior Court Case No. CVRI2102372 (the “Litigation”).  This Notice is not intended to be, and should not be 
construed as, an expression of any opinion by the Court with respect to the truth of the allegations in the Litigation 
or the merits of the claims or defenses asserted.  Defendant Partners Personnel – Management Services, LLC 
(“Defendant”) denies that Defendant has engaged in any unlawful conduct in any respect and further denies all of 
Plaintiff James Flournoy’s (“Plaintiff”)’s allegations in the Litigation.  By entering into the PAGA Settlement, 
Defendant does not admit any liability to Plaintiff or to any other current or former employees who worked for 
Defendant, and does not admit that Defendant has violated the rights of Plaintiff, any other current or former 
employee, or any other person(s).   
 
 Plaintiff filed a notice with the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) to exhaust 
administrative remedies and pursue claims under PAGA for alleged violations of California Labor Code sections 
201, 202, 203, 226, 226.7, 2698, 2699.3, and 2699.5.  The scope of the PAGA Settlement includes all of 
Defendant’s non-exempt, hourly employees who worked for Defendant and were assigned to work at StarCrest 
from March 3, 2020, to _________ (the “PAGA Time Period”).  In exchange for the PAGA Settlement, Plaintiff 
has agreed to waive any and all liability for violations of the PAGA based on violation of Labor Code sections 
201, 202, 203, 226, 226.7, 2698, 2699.3, and 2699.5, as alleged in the Litigation, and in particular Plaintiff’s right 
to participate in or bring a claim under the PAGA for said violations of these Labor Code sections.  This waiver 
shall apply to all members within the PAGA group, including you, and extends to any PAGA claims asserted in 
the Litigation and arising during the PAGA Time Period.   
 
 The total PAGA Settlement is $125,000.00.  After deducting amounts for the Court-approved attorney’s fees 
($41,666.00) and actual litigation costs ($15,000.00) to Plaintiff’s counsel, an enhancement payment to the 
Plaintiff ($10,000.00), and costs of administering this settlement to ILYM Group, Inc. ($8,000.00), the remaining 
amount of $50,334.00 is being paid as follows, as required by law: 75% to the LWDA, and 25% distributed to 
the affected employees employed by Defendant during the PAGA Time Period.  The allocation of the 25% sum 
is as follows: Each employee will receive a share of the settlement based on the number of weeks that the 
employee worked for Defendant and was assigned to StarCrest during the relevant time period (March 3, 2020 to 
________ in proportion to the total number of weeks all of Defendant’s employees worked for Defendant and 
were assigned to StarCrest during the relevant time period.  The weeks you and other employees worked was 
determined by Defendant’s records.  Enclosed in this mailing, you will find a check containing your share of the 
PAGA Settlement based on this allocation.  The allocations to each individual employee are non-appealable.   
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If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact counsel for Plaintiff or Defendant.   
 
 

 

Larry W. Lee 
Kristen M. Agnew 
Nicholas Rosenthal 
Diversity Law Group, APC 
515 S. Figueroa St., Suite 1250 
Los Angeles, California 90071 
Tel: (213) 488-6555 
On behalf of Plaintiff 

 Brandon R. McKelvey 
Timothy B. Nelson 
Medina McKelvey LLP 
925 Highland Pointe Drive, Suite 300 
Roseville, CA 95678 
Tel: (916) 960-2211 
On behalf of Defendant 
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Selection Criteria

Slip.Classification Open
Client (hand select) Include: Flournoy, James v. Partners
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

66321 EXP  Olympia 1 75.00 75.00
3/3/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

LWDA  

67002 EXP  Olympia 1 6.96 6.96
3/31/2021
WIP

Postage
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Postage  

69007 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 1450.00 1450.00
6/2/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Riverside Superior - Complaint  

67794 EXP  Olympia 1 97.29 97.29
6/8/2021
WIP

Atty Service
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Attorney Service - Complaint Service  

67895 EXP  Olympia 7 0.25 1.75
6/30/2021
WIP

Photocopies
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Photocopies  

67896 EXP  Olympia 1 0.71 0.71
6/30/2021
WIP

Postage
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Postage  

68134 EXP  Olympia 1 33.30 33.30
7/16/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Stip to Cont CMC  

68244 EXP  Olympia 1 33.30 33.30
7/26/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Stip and Order to Cont ISC  
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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

68252 EXP  Olympia 1 12.70 12.70
7/30/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Notice of Entry of Order  

68845 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 15.39 15.39
9/13/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

One Legal - 170.6  

68940 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 15.39 15.39
9/14/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

One Legal - 170.6  

68939 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 12.35 12.35
9/14/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

One Legal - Amended 170.6  

68851 EXP  Erika Mejia 1 12.35 12.35
9/14/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

One Legal - 170.6  

69197 EXP  Olympia 1 12.70 12.70
10/8/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Notice of Reassignment  

69213 EXP  Olympia 1 12.70 12.70
10/8/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE Filing - Notice of Reassignment  

69306 EXP  Christine Choo 1 33.30 33.30
10/12/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Stip and Prop Order to Cont
ISC

 

70308 EXP  Christine Choo 1 53.21 53.21
12/13/2021
WIP

Atty Service
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Attorney Service - Stip and Order Chamber
Copy

 

70107 EXP  Olympia 1 25.50 25.50
12/15/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE EFiling - Stip and Prop Order to Cont  
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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

CMC

70138 EXP  Christine Choo 1 4.90 4.90
12/16/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Joint CMS  

70146 EXP  Olympia 1 4.90 4.90
12/17/2021
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - NOE  

70509 EXP  Olympia 1 4450.00 4450.00
1/27/2022
WIP

Arbitrators
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

JAMS Mediation [$5,000 - $550 refund =
$4,450]

 

71234 EXP  Kristen Agnew 1 24.41 24.41
2/18/2022
WIP

Meals
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

Meal  

71317 EXP  Olympia 1 67.61 67.61
4/6/2022
WIP

Court fees
Flournoy, James v. Partners   

ACE E Filing - Motion for PAGA Approval  

Billable
Unbillable
Total

0.00
0.00
0.00

6455.72
0.00

6455.72

Grand Total



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
EXHIBIT C 



Flournoy v. Partners Personnel 
Time and Task Chart for Nick Rosenthal 

 
Hours Description of Work 

2.3 Review facts and arbitration agreement. 

.6 Edit PAGA letter and Representative Action Complaint. 

1.1 Review and analyze Defendant’s meal and rest period policies. 

1.5 Research re manageability requirement for PAGA actions. 

3.7 
 

Edit mediation statement. 

6.7 Attend mediation. 

2.0 Revise settlement agreement. 

4.1 Edit Motion to Approve Settlement Agreement Pursuant to PAGA and 
prepare supporting declaration. 

22.0 TOTAL HOURS 
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