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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 
 
 

DOMINGO MURCHISON, individually and 
on behalf of all current and former similarly 
situated employees in the State of California,  
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, a 
California Limited Liability Company dba 
MVP EVENT STAFFING; GREGORY 
FIELDING, an individual; LEGENDS 
HOSPITALITY, LLC, a Delaware Limited 
Liability Company (previously designated by 
the fictitious name of “DOE 1”; and DOES 2 
to 50, inclusive. 
 

Defendant. 
 
 
 
 
____________________________________ 
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CASE NO.: 30–2021–01234789-CU-OE-CXC 
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Dept.: CX-101 
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APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION AND PAGA 
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Proposed Order] 
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mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 
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DECLARATION OF NATALIE MIRZAYAN 

 I, Natalie Mirzayan, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law duly authorized to practice before all courts of the State of 

California, a shareholder of Mirzayan Law, A Professional Law Corporation, and counsel of record 

for Plaintiffs Domingo Murchison and Davina Bhullar and the proposed Settlement Class. I am 

familiar with the files, pleadings, discovery, productions, settlement documents, and facts in this 

action. Except where I identify information obtained from records produced by Defendant, 

communications from counsel, the retained expert, or other materials reviewed in the course of this 

litigation, the matters stated here are within my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could 

and would competently testify to them. 

2. I obtained my B.A. in Economics with honors (Cum Laude) from the University of 

California Los Angeles ("UCLA"), and my Juris Doctorate from California Western School of Law 

in San Diego, California. Thereafter, I obtained my LL.M. in Taxation from Chapman University 

School of Law in Orange, California. I have been admitted to the State Bars of California, New York, 

and New Jersey since 2010. Geographically, I practice in all areas in the State of California including, 

but not limited to, Los Angeles County, Orange County, San Diego County, and Ventura County. I 

specialize in civil litigation primarily focusing on labor and employment. Specifically, my firm 

represents employees in class and representative actions involving disputes arising under the 

California Labor Code. 

3. A true and correct copy of the Joint Stipulation Regarding Class Action and PAGA 

Settlement and Release (the "Agreement"), is attached as Exhibit 1. 

4. A true and correct copy of Addendum No. 1 to the Agreement (the "Addendum"), is 

attached as Exhibit 2. 

5. The Agreement and Addendum provide for a non-reversionary Gross Settlement Amount 

of $815,000, plus Defendant's separate payment of the employer's share of payroll taxes. Among 

other changes responding to the Court's prior concerns, the Addendum increases the PAGA 
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allocation to $80,000, narrows the Tip Class Period, allocates 95% of the Net Settlement Amount by 

Class Workweeks and 5% by Tip Workweeks, narrows the Released PAGA Claims, confirms the 

conditional FLSA opt-in mechanism, and appoints Apex Class Action Administration subject to a 

$32,500 administration-cost cap. 

6. On December 6, 2021, Plaintiff Domingo Murchison filed the original putative class action 

complaint against MVP Event Productions, LLC dba MVP Event Staffing and Gregory Fielding. The 

original complaint asserted claims concerning unpaid wages and overtime, meal periods, rest periods, 

minimum wages, wage statements, waiting-time penalties, timely payment of wages during 

employment, conversion, injunctive relief, and unfair business practices. 

7. On November 22, 2022, Murchison filed a First Amended Complaint that removed the 

conversion claim and added a claim for civil penalties under the Private Attorneys General Act 

("PAGA"). 

8. On April 21, 2023, Murchison filed a Second Amended Complaint adding Legends 

Hospitality, LLC. On June 26, 2023, he filed a Third Amended Complaint replacing a Doe defendant 

with Legends Hospitality, LLC. 

9. The proposed Fourth Amended Complaint adds Davina Bhullar as a Plaintiff and Class 

Representative and includes factual allegations corresponding to the settlement's scope. A true and 

correct copy is attached as Exhibit 3. 

10. Murchison submitted a PAGA notice to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

("LWDA") on December 3, 2021, amended it on April 11, 2023 to identify Legends as a Doe 

employer, and, together with Bhullar, submitted the operative amended notice on April 14, 2025. A 

true and correct copy of the operative notice is attached as Exhibit 4. The LWDA issued a notice of 

investigation on June 18, 2025. The 120-day investigation period expired on October 16, 2025. The 

LWDA filed an objection on October 20, 2025, but the record reviewed by Class Counsel identifies 

no civil enforcement action commenced by the LWDA during that investigation period. 

11. The related procedural record reviewed in evaluating the settlement included the 

Hightower action and the Shuster, Martinez, Crook, and Lampkin matters discussed in the renewed 
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motion. Other than the specifically identified matters, Class Counsel is not aware of another pending 

action whose claims would be affected by the proposed settlement. 

12. On July 9, 2025, Plaintiff re-noticed the Motion for Preliminary Approval of a class and 

PAGA settlement, which had previously been filed and noticed for a different department, and set 

the hearing for August 1, 2025. That filing appears at ROA No. 526. 

13. Scott Shuster moved to intervene on July 18, 2025, and Trinity Martinez and Demitrius 

Crook joined the request. Plaintiffs and Legends opposed. On August 15, 2025, the Court denied 

mandatory and permissive intervention. The related procedural record also included Hightower and 

the Shuster, Martinez, Crook, and Lampkin matters discussed in the renewed motion. Other than 

those specifically identified matters, Class Counsel is not aware of another pending action whose 

claims would be affected by the proposed settlement. Lampkin is a PAGA-only action filed on 

February 23, 2026 and overlaps with the PAGA release by approximately two months. 

14. On July 25, 2025, Plaintiff filed a Supplemental Declaration in Support of the Motion for 

Preliminary Approval of Class and PAGA Settlement, set for hearing on August 15, 2025. That filing 

appears at ROA No. 544. 

15. On July 29, 2025, Shuster filed a Request for Leave to file "Arguments & Evidence" in 

Opposition to Proposed Settlement under PAGA. That filing appears at ROA No. 552. 

16. On October 20, 2025, the LWDA filed an objection at ROA No. 621. On October 24, 

2025, Legends and Plaintiff each filed a response at ROA Nos. 623 and 627. On November 4, 2025, 

the Court continued the preliminary-approval hearing and requested supplemental briefing from 

Plaintiff and the LWDA at ROA No. 636. 

17. On December 9, 2025, the LWDA and Plaintiff submitted supplemental briefing at ROA 

Nos. 639 and 645-647. On December 19, 2025, the Court denied preliminary approval without 

prejudice at ROA No. 649 and directed the Parties to appear at a status conference before filing a 

renewed motion. On February 24, 2026, the Court held the status conference and authorized the 

Parties to file this renewed motion. 
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18. On May 8, 2026, Shuster submitted a Petition for Coordination after the Los Angeles 

Superior Court granted permission to file it on April 10, 2026. I reviewed that proceeding as part of 

the procedural record. 

19. Through formal and informal discovery, I received and reviewed payroll and timekeeping 

data; wage statements; written wage-and-hour, timekeeping, cellphone, attendance, and break 

policies; the employee handbook; collective-bargaining agreements; venue and event schedules; 

posted paper schedules; meal-period waivers; time-edit authorization forms; tip and transaction 

records; FreedomPay outage communications; return-to-work records; training records; job 

descriptions; emails sent to employees; venue maps; employee and pay-period population 

information; and other produced materials. I received these materials from Defendant's counsel as 

productions and information supplied in this litigation and relied on them in evaluating the released 

claims. Defendant’s counsel also informed me that all formal and informal discovery provided to 

Shuster’s counsel was provided to Plaintiffs’ counsel, except Shuster’s personnel file, his private 

documents, and contact information provided to Shuster’s counsel following a Belaire notice. 

20. Class Counsel interviewed Legends employees in connection with investigating and 

valuing the asserted claims. The information obtained was evaluated together with the documentary 

record and was not treated as proof of a uniform practice at every venue or during every shift. 

21. Plaintiffs retained Phillips, Fractor & Company to analyze payroll and other data 

produced by Defendant. Sean Chasworth supplied the calculation model used in the analysis. I 

reviewed the model, its claim-specific populations, penalty rates, formulas, extrapolation factor, and 

theoretical maximums. A true and correct copy of Sean Chasworth's professional CV is attached as 

Exhibit 5. 

22. No deposition was completed in this action. Plaintiffs noticed Legends' person-most-

qualified deposition twice; Legends served objections; and Plaintiffs obtained an order compelling 

the witness and responsive documents to appear at a mutually agreeable time. During settlement 

discussions, the parties agreed to an informal discovery stay while exchanging information for 

mediation, and the deposition did not proceed before settlement. 
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23. Based on the formal and informal discovery, the produced records, the expert analysis, 

the employee information obtained during the investigation, the applicable collective-bargaining 

agreements, and the parties' respective factual and legal positions, I concluded that Class Counsel 

possessed sufficient information to evaluate liability, certification risk, damages, and PAGA 

exposure intelligently. 

24. The parties participated in a full-day mediation on February 21, 2025 before the 

Honorable Ann I. Jones (Ret.). The parties did not reach agreement during the mediation session. 

Judge Jones later issued a mediator's proposal, which the parties accepted and memorialized in the 

Agreement. 

25. The settlement is the product of factual and legal investigation, formal and informal 

discovery, expert analysis, mediation, and continued negotiations. The $815,000 Gross Settlement 

Amount is a compromise that reflects the evidence supporting and opposing liability, class-

certification and trial-management risks, individualized proof issues, defenses, possible overlap 

among claims, and the expense and delay of continued litigation. In my judgment, the amount and 

revised terms are fair and reasonable in light of those risks. 

26. I reviewed the expert's class and PAGA calculations and independently assessed the 

evidence, defenses, certification issues, proof difficulties, and potential discretionary reduction 

associated with each predicate. The expert calculated theoretical maximums; Class Counsel—not the 

expert—selected the claim-specific retained percentages used for settlement evaluation. 

27. For each released predicate, Class Counsel considered the evidence supporting and 

opposing liability, the likely scope of provable violations, the availability of common proof, 

employee-, venue-, shift-, transaction-, and pay-period-specific issues, overlap among derivative 

predicates, Defendant's defenses, and the likelihood of a discretionary reduction or refusal to stack 

penalties. Those considerations produced the retained percentages and risk-adjusted class valuation 

stated in the renewed motion. For the expense claim, the expert's model calculated $2,541,101.11 

using a $7.50-per-pay-period assumption; applying the stated certification and merits reductions 

produced a risk-adjusted value of $57,174.78. Using the claim-specific retained percentages stated 
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in the motion, Class Counsel calculated risk-adjusted class values of $57,174.78 for expenses, 

$12,314.09 for off-the-clock wages, $29,648.02 for meal premiums, $42,299.08 for rest premiums, 

$227,111.67 for wage-statement penalties, $161,060.60 for waiting-time penalties, and $12,598.43 

for tips, totaling $542,206.67. 

28. For the class expense claim, the expert calculated $2,541,101.11 using a $7.50-per-pay-

period assumption. The records did not establish a uniform requirement that employees pay for 

parking or use personally funded cellphones, data plans, computers, or other devices to perform 

duties or obtain schedules. The production included CBAs and event communications referencing 

employee parking passes and maps, and the investigation did not reveal a systematic practice 

requiring employees to pay for parking. 

29. Defendant's written policies restricted personal-cellphone use while employees were 

working. Radios or communications through managers were available during events, and the 

production included an expense-reimbursement procedure. I reviewed more than 800 produced 

employee emails concerning scheduling, event availability, operational information, optional 

opportunities, family-meal locations, return-to-work communications, and other announcements. 

The records did not establish a uniform requirement that every employee open, read, acknowledge, 

or respond to those emails away from work through a personally owned device. 

30. The records reflected multiple ways employees could obtain scheduling and work 

information, including verbal communications, seasonal orientation, paper schedules or calendars, 

venue offices and Human Resources, Enterprise Self Service, worksite internet or Wi-Fi, and 

managers. A produced communication advised Shuster that an unconfirmed schedule was available 

through Enterprise Self Service. Some non-union venue used paper calendars. Unionized employees 

were scheduled for mandatory home-venue sports events subject to call-off provisions, and event 

dates were commonly established in advance. I also reviewed publicly available ABI MasterMind 

materials describing ESS as a web-based platform accessible through a standard webpage or mobile 

browser.  



 

 

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 

 

 

8 

DECLARATION OF NATALIE MIRZAYAN, ESQ. IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ RENEWED MOTION FOR 

PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AND FOR PROVISIONAL 

CLASS CERTIFICATION FOR SETTLEMENT PURPOSES ONLY 

 

31. For the class off-the-clock theory, the expert calculated $820,939.55 using a five-minute 

uncompensated-screening assumption for each modeled workday. Clock locations and screening 

practices varied; employees at some locations could clock in before security; COVID-19 screening 

applied during a limited period; written policies required recording all work and prohibited off-the-

clock work; and a time-edit authorization form allowed missing or inaccurate punches to be 

corrected. The records did not establish that every employee underwent a screening on every 

workday, before clock-in, or for five minutes. 

32. For the class meal-period claim, the expert calculated $5,929,603.40 under the five-hour 

scenario. The records included a written meal-and-rest policy, actual meal-period waiver forms, time 

records, and a training acknowledgment identifying time-edit and meal-waiver expectations. 

Employee interviews indicated that event employees generally arrived before venues opened and that 

family meal was provided during the pre-opening period; interviewed employees reported being able 

to take a meal period during that period. The records did not establish that every eligible employee 

missed a compliant meal period because of a uniform practice. 

33. For the class rest-period claim, the expert calculated $16,919,632.81. The handbook and 

written policy stated that employees were authorized and permitted rest periods. The production 

reflected rest-break training, policy reminders, and pre-shift communications. Information reviewed 

for the second-break theory indicated that a portion of analyzed shifts were shorter than six hours 

and that departments and venues differed in break scheduling. The evidence did not establish a 

uniform practice preventing every employee from taking every required rest period. 

34. For the class wage-statement claim, the expert calculated $22,711,167.19 in potential 

section 226(e) penalties. The sampled wage statements appeared to contain the information required 

by section 226(a), and the investigation did not identify a separate facial defect uniformly appearing 

on the statements. The theory was principally derivative of disputed wage-and-break claims. 

35. The sampled wage statements appeared facially compliant and did not reveal an 

independent companywide reporting defect. Any asserted inaccuracy depended principally on first 
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proving an underlying wage, premium, or other payment violation for the particular employee and 

pay period. 

36. For the class waiting-time claim, the expert calculated approximately $16,106,059.68. 

The records did not support treating every break between events or sports seasons as a discharge. 

Nonunion employees affirmatively terminated at season's end generally received final payment on 

the termination date. The CBAs contained continuing seniority, scheduling, call-off, and just-cause 

provisions; union venues hosted events beyond their principal sports seasons; the production 

included return-to-work communications and a training record identifying Return To Work training. 

These materials supported Defendant's position that many union employees remained employed 

between events and seasons. 

37. The tip claim arose principally from a September 18, 2022 FreedomPay payment-

processing outage. I reviewed contemporaneous outage communications and transaction and payroll 

records describing a nationwide processor disruption, offline transactions and later synchronization, 

unavailable transaction information, and a process for identifying and paying tips when data became 

available. The investigation also identified sporadic complaints during the Tip Class Period that 

Defendant investigated and corrected when additional tips were determined to be owed. 

38. The produced tip records identified missing transactions associated with the affected 

LAFC event, stated that identifiable missing tips would be submitted as retroactive pay, attributed 

$137.05 in affected tips to Shuster, and included a subsequent payroll record reflecting $1,308.40 in 

tip charges and $340 in retroactive tip charges paid to him. The records corroborated a genuine 

processing disruption and corrective-payment process but did not establish a uniform policy of 

retaining tips. 

39. The produced records included paid-sick-leave policies, CBA provisions, and sampled 

wage statements. The wage statements generally displayed sick-leave accrual or balance information 

after the eligibility period. I did not identify evidence that would indicate that Class Members were 

uniformly denied protected sick leave, disciplined for using it, or retaliated against for using it. 
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40. Plaintiffs’ did not calculate a separate classwide value for the paid-sick-leave theories, 

and the record does not provide a reliable basis to extrapolate a dollar amount across the Class. The 

record therefore does not support assigning a violation or statutory recovery to every Class Member 

or every pay period, and the absence of a standalone private damages action for the principal 

released theories materially supports assigning no separate incremental value to those ancillary 

theories.  

41. For suitable seating, job descriptions, policies, venue materials, and other records showed 

that many event-concession duties involved standing, moving, serving guests, preparing or 

restocking products, cleaning, organizing workstations, and remaining ready to serve. Seats were 

available in designated break areas and, depending on location and work, other feasible areas. Bars, 

concession stands, and kitchens varied in layout and floor space. The investigation did not reveal a 

uniform practice applicable to every position, location, event, workstation, or lull period. 

42. The revised PAGA analysis used initial-violation penalty rates because the evidentiary 

record did not establish the notice or prior adjudication necessary to apply heightened subsequent-

violation rates. The present model uses a 1.597883 extrapolation factor, under which employees 

outside the produced dataset receive 50% weight. The theoretical aggregate maximum under the five-

hour meal scenario is $248,758,759.44.  

43. The wage-statement PAGA model applied a $100 penalty to 161,856 pay periods, 

producing $16,185,600, and then applied the 1.597883 extrapolation factor, producing a modeled 

maximum of $25,862,695.08. The calculation assumes a violation in 100% of the modeled pay 

periods and is a theoretical maximum. 

44. Class Counsel selected the retained percentages after considering claim-specific evidence, 

defenses, scope of provable violations, individualized proof, overlap and stacking risk, 

manageability, and discretionary reduction. Applying the retained percentages stated in the motion 

produced a risk-adjusted PAGA valuation of $2,866,445.74: $127,618.13 rest; $649,827.08 meal; 

$258,626.96 minimum wage; $158,423.71 overtime; $1,293,134.81 expenses; $258,626.95 wage 
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statements; $42,600 waiting time; $25,862.70 section 204; $25,862.70 tips; and $25,862.70 suitable 

seating. 

45. Bhullar requests a service award not exceeding $10,000 and Murchison requests an award 

not exceeding $15,000. Murchison has served as a representative since 2021, initiated the action, 

assisted the investigation and witness contacts, gathered wage information, and participated in 

litigation and settlement strategy. Bhullar later supplied information concerning Northern California 

and seasonal-event practices and assisted the investigation. Both accepted the responsibilities and 

risks associated with representing absent employees. Defendant does not oppose the requested 

maximum awards. 

46. Class Counsel will request fees not exceeding $326,000.00 and reimbursement of 

documented litigation expenses not exceeding $50,000. At final approval, Class Counsel will submit 

time records, billing rates, a lodestar calculation, invoices, and information supporting any requested 

multiplier. Any reduction will remain in the Net Settlement Amount and will not revert to Defendant. 

47. Class Counsel litigated this matter on a contingent basis, pursued formal and informal 

discovery, retained a statistical expert, noticed and compelled a PMQ deposition, analyzed CBAs 

and venue practices, participated in mediation and continuing negotiations, responded to intervention 

efforts and LWDA objections, and revised the settlement package in response to the Court's orders. 

Class Counsel remains responsible for notice, final approval, administration oversight, Class 

Member communications, and payment or workweek disputes. 

48. In evaluating notice languages, Class Counsel reviewed available workforce information, 

venues, and employee communications. The parties propose notice in English only. That review did 

not identify another language used with sufficient frequency to require an additional translation, 

subject to contrary information received before mailing. 

49. The Agreement and proposed notice provide Class Members 60 days to request exclusion, 

object, or dispute workweeks, with an additional 14 days for a Class Member whose notice is 

remailed. The forms and deadlines are stated in the notice package. 
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50. The proposed notice is based on the applicable model notice and separately describes the 

Class and Tip Class; summarizes the claims and settlement; states the maximum fee, cost, service-

award, PAGA, and administration requests; describes exclusion, objection, and workweek-dispute 

procedures; explains the binding effect of remaining in the Class; and identifies the final-approval 

process, Class Representatives, Class Counsel, and Administrator. A redline comparing the 

previously submitted notice to the current notice is attached as Exhibit 7. 

51. The notice will be mailed to Class Members at their last-known addresses. The 

Administrator will perform address updating and reasonable follow-up for returned or undeliverable 

mail, including remailing where an updated address is found, as provided in the Agreement and 

notice plan. 

52. The parties selected Apex Class Action Administration as Administrator. A true and 

correct copy of Apex's not-to-exceed bid is attached as Exhibit 6. The Addendum caps 

Administration Expenses at $32,500. 

53. I have represented employees in class and representative wage-and-hour actions and have 

been appointed class counsel in prior matters. My education, admissions, practice experience, 

investigation of this case, and work described above qualify me to represent the proposed Class. At 

final approval, Class Counsel will provide any additional supporting information regarding prior 

appointments and results requested by the Court. 

54. Class Counsel's experience includes California wage-and-hour class and representative 

matters in which counsel has obtained class settlements and, in appropriate matters, prospective 

policy or future-compliance relief. The accompanying motion describes the basis for counsel's 

adequacy. Additional matter-specific support concerning prior appointments and results will be 

provided during final approval if requested by the Court. 

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

is true and correct. Executed on September 1, 2026, in the State of California. 

__________________________________ 
 

  
Natalie Mirzayan 



SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF ORANGE

DOMINGO MURCHISON, DAVINA BHULLAR, et al.

v.

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, et al.

Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC

EXHIBIT 1

Plaintiffs' Renewed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action and PAGA Settlement
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

COURT APPROVED NOTICE OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT 
AND HEARING DATE FOR FINAL COURT APPROVAL 

 
DOMINGO MURCHISON v. LEGENDS HOSPITALITY, LLC, et al., Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 30-

2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC 
 

The Superior Court for the State of California authorized this Notice. Read it carefully! 
It’s not junk mail, spam, an advertisement, or solicitation by a lawyer. You are not being sued. 

 
YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS MAY BE AFFECTED WHETHER YOU ACT OR DO NOT ACT.  PLEASE READ 
THIS NOTICE CAREFULLY. 

 You may be eligible to receive money from an employee class action lawsuit (“Action”) against Defendant 
Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Defendant”) for alleged wage and hour violations. The Action was filed by Plaintiffs Domingo 
Murchison and Davina Bhullar (“Plaintiffs”).  No court or jury has made any determination regarding the merits of 
Plaintiffs’ claims, or that the claim can be pursued as a class action.  The Parties have voluntarily reached a settlement to 
avoid the expenses and disruption of class litigation. 

 The proposed Settlement, as revised by Addendum No. 1, has two main parts: (1) a Class Settlement whereby 
Defendant has agreed to fund Individual Class Payments to all individuals who were employed by Defendant in California 
and classified as a non-exempt employee at any time during the Class Period (August 21, 2021 through April 28, 2025) 
(“Class Members”) and to all individuals who were employed by Defendant in California and were eligible to receive tips 
at any time during the Tip Class Period (August 21, 2021 through April 28, 2025) (“Tip Class Members”), and (2) a PAGA 
Settlement whereby Defendant has agreed to fund the PAGA Penalties to pay penalties to the California Labor and 
Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) and to all individuals who were employed by Defendant in California and 
classified as a non-exempt employee at any time during the PAGA Period (September 18, 2021 through April 28, 2025) 
(“Aggrieved Employees”). 

 Based on Defendant’s records, and the Parties’ current assumptions, your Individual Class Payment is estimated 
to be <<$______________>> (less withholding), and your share of the PAGA Penalties is estimated to <<be 
$_______________>>.  The actual amount you may receive likely will be different and will depend on a number of factors. 
(If $0.00 is stated, then according to Defendant’s records you are not eligible for that payment.) 

 The above estimates are based on Defendant’s records showing that you worked <<_________>> Workweeks 
during the Class Period, you worked <<_________>> Tip Workweeks during the Tip Class Period, and you worked 
<<_______>> pay periods during the PAGA Period.  If you believe that you worked more Workweeks, Tip Workweeks, 
and/or pay periods during any such period, you can submit a challenge by the deadline date. See Section 5 of this Notice 
below.   

 The Court has already preliminarily approved the proposed Settlement and approved this Notice, meaning that the 
Court has preliminarily determined that the settlement is fair and reasonable. The Court has not yet decided whether to 
grant final approval. Your legal rights are affected whether you act or do not act. Read this Notice carefully. You will be 
deemed to have carefully read and understood it. At the Final Approval Hearing, the Court will decide whether to finally 
approve the Settlement and how much of the Settlement will be paid to Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ attorneys (“Class 
Counsel”). The Court will also decide whether to enter a judgment reflecting the terms of the Settlement, under which 
Defendant will make payments under the Settlement and Participating Class Members and Aggrieved Employees will give 
up their rights to assert certain claims against Defendant. 

 If you worked for Defendant during the Class Period and/or the PAGA Period, you have two basic options under 
the Settlement: 
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(1) Do Nothing. You don’t have to do anything to participate in the proposed Settlement and be eligible for an Individual 
Class Payment, and/or a share of the PAGA Penalties. As a Participating Class Member, though, you will give up your 
right to assert Class Period wage claims against Defendant as described below in Section 4 below. 
 

(2) Opt-Out of the Class Settlement. You can exclude yourself from the Class Settlement (opt-out) by submitting the 
written Request for Exclusion attached to this Notice or otherwise notifying the Administrator in writing. If you opt-
out of the Settlement, you will not receive an Individual Class Payment, however you will preserve your right to 
personally pursue Class Period wage claims against Defendant at your own cost. If you are an Aggrieved Employee, 
you remain eligible for a share of the PAGA Penalties. You cannot opt-out of the PAGA portion of the proposed 
Settlement. 

SUMMARY OF YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN THIS SETTLEMENT: 
You Don’t Have to Do 
Anything to 
Participate in the 
Settlement 

If you do nothing, you will be a Participating Class Member, eligible for an Individual Class 
Payment and a share of the PAGA Penalties (if any). In exchange, you will give up your right 
to assert the wage claims against Defendant that are covered by this Settlement (Released 
Class Claims).  

You Can Opt-out 
of the Class 
Settlement but 
not the PAGA 
Settlement 

 
The Opt-out Deadline 
is ______. 
 

If you don’t want to fully participate in the proposed Settlement, you can opt-out of the Class 
Settlement by sending the Administrator a written Request for Exclusion.  Once excluded, you 
will be a Non-Participating Class Member and no longer eligible for an Individual Class 
Payment. Non-Participating Class Members cannot object to any portion of the proposed 
Settlement. See Section 7 of this Notice.   
However, you cannot opt-out of the PAGA portion of the proposed Settlement.  If you are also 
an Aggrieved Employee and exclude yourself, you will still be paid your share of the PAGA 
Penalties and will remain subject to the release of the Released PAGA Claims regardless of 
whether you submit a request for exclusion. 

Participating Class 
Members Can Object 
to the Class 
Settlement  
 
Written Objections 
Must be Submitted by 
the Response Deadline 
___________. 
 

All Class Members who do not opt-out (“Participating Class Members”) can object to any 
aspect of the proposed Settlement. The Court’s decision whether to finally approve the 
Settlement will include a determination of how much will be paid to Class Counsel and 
Plaintiffs who pursued the Action on behalf of the Class. You can object to the Settlement 
and/or the amounts requested by Class Counsel or Plaintiffs if you think they are unreasonable.  
See Section 8 of this Notice. 

You Can Participate 
in the Final Approval 
Hearing 

The Court’s Final Approval Hearing is scheduled to take place on_____________ at 
____________ [a.m./p.m.], at the Orange County Superior Court, located at 751 W Santa Ana 
Blvd, Santa Ana, CA 92701, in Department __ before Judge_______________.  This hearing 
may change as explained below in Section 9. 
You don’t have to attend but you do have the right to appear (or hire an attorney to appear on 
your behalf at your own cost), in person, by telephone or by using the Court’s virtual 
appearance platform. Participating Class Members can verbally object to the Settlement at the 
Final Approval Hearing. See Section 9 of this Notice 

You Can Challenge 
the Calculation of 
Your Workweeks / 
Pay Periods 
 
Witten Challenges 
Must be Submitted by 
the Response Deadline 

The amount of your Individual Class Payment depends on how many Workweeks you worked 
at least one day during the Class Period and how many Tip Workweeks in which you were 
paid any tips. The amount of your share of the PAGA Penalties (if any) depends on how many 
pay periods you worked at least one day during the PAGA Period.  The number of Class Period 
Workweeks, Tip Workweeks, and number of PAGA Period pay periods you worked according 
to Defendant’s records is stated on the first page of this Notice. If you disagree with any of 
these numbers, you must challenge it by _____________________.  See Section 5 of this 
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Defendant will not retaliate against you for any actions you take with respect to the proposed Settlement. 
 
1. What is action about? 

Plaintiffs were employees of Defendant.  The Action claims that Defendant violated California labor laws by failing to pay 
minimum wages, failing to pay overtime wages, failing to pay sick wages, failing to provide required meal periods and 
unpaid premiums, failing to provide required rest periods and unpaid premiums, failing to provide accurate itemized wage 
statements, failing to provide wages during employment, failing to timely pay wages upon termination, failing to provide 
required expense reimbursement, failing to distribute all gratuities, and engaging in unfair competition.  Plaintiffs also seek 
civil penalties under the Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”).  The Fourth Amended Class and PAGA Action 
Complaint, filed ______________, 2025, is the Operative Complaint in the Action.  Plaintiffs in this Action are represented 
by:  

MIRZAYAN LAW, APLC 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 300 
Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
Telephone: (949) 285-3550 
Email: mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

Defendant denies all liability, and maintains that it has paid all employees all minimum and overtime wages and sick pay 
due, provided all required meal and rest breaks, paid all required expense reimbursements, distributed all gratuities, timely 
paid all wages owed, provided suitable seating, and furnished accurate wage statements. 

2. What does it mean that the action has settled? 

So far, the Court has made no determination whether Defendant or Plaintiffs are correct on the merits, or that Plaintiffs can 
bring this claim on behalf of anyone but themselves.  In the meantime, Plaintiffs and Defendant hired a mediator in an 
effort to resolve the Action by negotiating to end the case by agreement (settle the case) rather than continuing the expensive 
and time-consuming process of litigation.  The negotiations were successful.  By signing a written settlement agreement 
(“Agreement”) and Addendum No. 1 amending the Agreement, and jointly asking the Court to enter a judgment ending 
the Action and enforcing the Agreement as amended, Plaintiffs and Defendant negotiated the revised proposed Settlement.  
The Court preliminarily approved the revised Settlement and authorized this Notice.  The Court will decide at the Final 
Approval Hearing whether to grant final approval.  Both sides agree the proposed Settlement is a compromise of disputed 
claims.  By agreeing to settle, Defendant does not admit any violations or concede the merit of any claims. Plaintiffs and 
Class Counsel strongly believe the Settlement is a good deal for you because they believe that: (1) Defendant has agreed 
to pay a fair, reasonable and adequate amount considering the strength of the claims and the risks and uncertainties of 
continued litigation; and (2) Settlement is in the best interests of the Class Members.  The Court preliminarily approved 
the proposed Settlement as fair, reasonable and adequate, authorized this Notice, and scheduled a hearing to determine 
Final Approval.   

3. What are the terms of the Settlement? 

Gross Settlement Amount.  Defendants has agreed to pay an “all in” amount of Eight Hundred and Fifteen Thousand 
Dollars ($815,000) (“Gross Settlement Amount”) to fund the settlement of the Action.  The Gross Settlement Amount 
includes all payments of Individual Class Payments, Class Counsel Fees Payment, Class Counsel Litigation Expenses 
Payment, Class Representative Service Payments, the Administration Expenses Payment, and the PAGA Penalties for civil 
penalties under PAGA.  Any employer-side payroll taxes on the portion of the Individual Class Payments allocated to 
wages shall be separately paid by Defendant.  Defendant shall fund the Gross Settlement Amount, and also fund the 
amounts necessary to fully pay Defendant’s share of payroll taxes, by transmitting the funds to the Administrator no later 
than 14 days after the Effective Date.  The “Effective Date” means the date the Judgment is final and no longer subject to 
appeal.  Within 14 days after Defendant funds the Gross Settlement Amount, the Administrator will mail checks for all 
Individual Class Payments to Participating Class Members. 

(____________) 
 

Notice. 
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Court Approved Deductions from Gross Settlement Amount.  The proposed payments, subject to Court approval, will be 
deducted from the Gross Settlement Amount before payments of Individual Class Payments are made to Class Members 
who do not request exclusion (“Participating Class Members”).  At the Final Approval Hearing, Plaintiffs and/or Class 
Counsel will ask the Court to approve the following deductions from the Gross Settlement, the amounts of which will be 
decided by the Court at the Final Approval Hearing: 

• Administration Expenses Payment.  Payment to the Administrator, estimated not to exceed $32,500.00 for expenses, 
including expenses of notifying the Class Members, and Aggrieved Employees of the Settlement, processing opt outs, 
and distributing settlement checks and tax forms. 

• Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.  Payment to Class Counsel of reasonable attorneys’ fees not to exceed forty-percent (40%) 
of the Gross Settlement Amount, which presently equals $326,000.00, and an additional amount to reimburse actual 
litigation costs incurred by the Plaintiffs not to exceed $ 50,000.00.  Class Counsel has been prosecuting the Action on 
behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class on a contingency fee basis (that is, without being paid any money to date) and has 
been paying all litigation costs and expenses.  The amounts stated are what Class Counsel will be requesting and the 
final amounts to be paid will be decided at the Final Approval Hearing. 

• Class Representative Service Payments.  Class Representative Service Payments in an amount not more than $15,000 
to Plaintiff Domingo Murchison and $10,000 to Plaintiff Davina Bhullar as service awards, or such lesser amount as 
may be approved by the Court, to compensate them for services on behalf of the Class in initiating and prosecuting the 
Action, and for the risks they undertook.  The amount stated is what Plaintiffs will be requesting and the final amount 
to be paid will be decided at the Final Approval Hearing. 

• PAGA Penalties.  A payment of $80,000.00 relating to Plaintiffs’ claim under PAGA, $60,000.00 of which will be paid 
to the State of California’s Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”).  The remaining $20,000.00 will 
be distributed to the Aggrieved Employees as Individual PAGA Payments.  The Administrator will calculate each 
Individual PAGA Payment to the Aggrieved Employees by calculating the number of Qualifying PAGA Pay Periods, 
meaning the number of workweeks in which an Aggrieved Employee worked at least one shift for Defendant during 
the PAGA Pay Period, which is September 18, 2021 through April 28, 2025.   Aggrieved Employees assume full 
responsibility and liability for any taxes owed on their Individual PAGA Payment.   

Participating Class Members have the right to object to any of these deductions. The Court will consider all objections. 

Calculation of Payments to Class Members.  After all of the payments of the court-approved Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, 
the Class Representative Service Payments, the PAGA Penalties, and the Administration Expenses Payment are deducted 
from the Gross Settlement Amount, the remaining portion, the “Net Settlement Amount”, shall be distributed as Individual 
Class Payments to the Participating Class Members.  The Net Settlement Amount is estimated to be at least $301,500.00.  
The Administrator will pay an Individual Class Payment from the Net Settlement Amount to each Participating Class 
Member.  The Individual Class Payment for each Participating Class Member will be calculated by: (a) multiplying the 
Net Settlement Amount by 95%, dividing that result by the total number of Workweeks worked by all Participating Class 
Members during the Class Period, and multiplying the result by each Participating Class Member’s Workweeks; and (b) 
multiplying the Net Settlement Amount by 5%, dividing that result by the total number of Tip Workweeks worked by all 
Tip Class Members during the Tip Class Period, and multiplying the result by each Participating Tip Class Member’s 
Workweeks during the Tip Class Period.  “Workweek” means any week during the Class Period in which a Class Member 
worked for Defendant as a Class Member for at least one day.  The number of Workweeks will be based on Defendant’s 
records; however, Class Members may challenge the number of Workweeks as explained below.  

If the Settlement is approved by the Court and you do not exclude yourself, you will automatically be mailed a check 
for your Individual Class Payment to the same address as this Class Notice.  You do not have to do anything to 
receive a payment.  If your address has changed, you must contact the Administrator to inform them of your correct 
address to ensure you receive your payment. If you do not inform the Administrator of an updated address, the 
Administrator's mailing of your settlement check to the address on file shall be deemed sufficient proof of delivery of your 
settlement proceeds. 
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Tax Matters.  Twenty Percent (20%) of each Participating Class Member’s Individual Class Payment is in settlement of 
wage claims (the “Wage Portion”).  Accordingly, the Wage Portion is subject to wage withholdings, and shall be reported 
on IRS Form W-2.  Eighty Percent (80%) of each Participating Class Member’s Individual Class Payment is in settlement 
of claims for non-wages, expense reimbursement, interest and penalties allegedly due to employees (collectively the “Non-
Wage Portion”).  The Non-Wage Portion shall not be subject to wage withholdings and shall be reported on IRS Form 
1099.  The employee portion of all applicable income and payroll taxes will be the responsibility of the Participating Class 
Members.  Neither Class Counsel nor Defendant’s Counsel intend anything contained in this Class Notice to constitute 
advice regarding taxes or taxability.  The tax issues for each Participating Class Member are unique to him/her, and each 
Participating Class Member may wish to consult a tax advisor concerning the tax consequences of the payments received 
under the Settlement. 

Conditions of Settlement.  This Settlement and your receipt of the Individual Class Payment is conditioned upon the Court 
entering an order granting final approval of the Settlement and entering judgment. 

The Proposed Settlement Will be Void if the Court Denies Final Approval. It is possible the Court will decline to grant 
Final Approval of the Settlement or decline to enter a Judgment. Plaintiffs and Defendant have agreed that, in either 
case, the Settlement will be void: Defendant will not pay any money and Class Members, and Aggrieved Employees 
will not release any claims against Defendant. 
 
Need to Promptly Cash Payment Checks. The front of every check issued will show the date when the check expires 
(the void date), which will be 180 days after the mailing date. If you don’t cash it by the void date, your check will be 
automatically cancelled, and the funds represented by such checks remitted to the California Controller's Unclaimed 
Property Fund in the name of the individual who failed to cash their check.   
 
Administrator.  The Court has appointed a neutral company, Apex Class Action Administration (the “Administrator”) to send 
this Notice, calculate and make payments, and process Class Members’ Requests for Exclusion.  The Administrator will also 
decide Class Member challenges over Workweeks, mail and re-mail settlement checks and tax forms, and perform other tasks 
necessary to administer the Settlement. The Administrator’s contact information is contained in Section 9 of this Notice. 
 
4. What Do I Release Under the Settlement? 

Released Class Claims.  Upon the Effective Date and full funding of the Gross Settlement Amount, all Participating Class 
Members, on behalf of themselves and their respective former and present representatives, agents, attorneys, heirs, 
administrators, successors, and assigns, release Released Parties from the Released Class Claims.  The “Released Class 
Claims” are all claims that were alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged, reasonably arise out of, or reasonably 
relate to the facts or allegations stated in the Operative Complaint which occurred during the Class Period during 
employment in a non-exempt position in California. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, Participating Class 
Members do not release any other claims, including claims for vested benefits, wrongful termination, violation of the Fair 
Employment and Housing Act, unemployment insurance, disability, social security, workers’ compensation, or claims 
based on facts occurring outside the Class Period. Released Class Claims specifically include but are not limited to any 
claims for unpaid regular, minimum, overtime, vacation or sick wages, non-compliant meal periods, non-compliant rest 
periods, failure to pay meal and rest break premiums, failure to timely pay wages during employment, failure to timely pay 
wages upon separation or termination from employment, non-compliant wage statements, failure to reimburse business 
expenses, and claims for interest, penalties (including but not limited to waiting time penalties), or premiums in connection 
therewith, as well as any claims under the California Labor Code and California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage 
orders that were alleged or which reasonably could have been alleged under the same or similar facts pleaded in the 
Operative Complaint, and any claims for injunctive relief, declaratory relief, restitution, unfair business practices or 
liquidated damages alleged or which could have been alleged under the facts, pleaded in the Operative Complaint.  The 
“Tip Class Released Claims” are all claims, rights, demands, liabilities and causes of action that are alleged, or reasonably 
could have been alleged, reasonably arise out of, or reasonably relate to the facts or allegations asserted in the Operative 
Complaint, which occurred during the Tip Class Period for failure to distribute all gratuities and any unfair business 
practices relating to failure to distribute all gratuities. This means that, if you do not timely and formally exclude yourself 
from the settlement, you cannot sue, continue to sue, or be part of any other lawsuit against Defendant and any other 
Released Party about the Released Class Claims and Tip Class Released Claims resolved by this Settlement.  It also means 
that all of the Court’s orders in the Action will apply to you and legally bind you. 
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Released PAGA Claims.  Upon the Effective Date and full funding of the Gross Settlement Amount, all Aggrieved 
Employees and the LWDA are deemed to release, on behalf of themselves and their respective former and present 
representatives, agents, attorneys, heirs, administrators, successors, and assigns, the Released Parties from the Released 
PAGA Claims.  The “Released PAGA Claims” are all claims for PAGA penalties that were alleged, or reasonably could 
have been alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint and the PAGA Notices, which occurred during 
the PAGA Period during employment by Defendant in a non-exempt position in California.  Aggrieved Employees 
cannot opt out of Released PAGA Claims.  Released PAGA Claims do not include claims for wrongful termination, 
discrimination, unemployment insurance, disability and worker’s compensation, and claims outside of the PAGA Period. 
The Released PAGA Claims specifically include claims for PAGA penalties premised on claims for unpaid wages, 
failure to timely pay wages upon separation or termination from employment, failure to timely pay wages during 
employment, non-compliant meal periods, non-compliant rest periods, failure to pay meal and rest break premiums, non-
compliant wage statements, reimbursement for business expenses, failure to distribute all tips, failure to provide suitable 
seating, and claims for interest, penalties (including but not limited to waiting time penalties), or premiums in connection 
therewith, as well as claims for PAGA penalties premised on any claims under California Labor Code sections 510, 
1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 351, 512, 226(a), 1174(d), 201–203, 201.3, 204, 210, and 2802; California 
Code of Regulations, title 8, section 11070(14) (Failure to Provide Seating); and California Industrial Welfare 
Commission Wage Orders that were alleged or which could have been alleged under the same or similar facts, 
allegations, and/or claims pleaded in the Action or PAGA Notices, and any claims for injunctive relief, declaratory relief, 
restitution, fraudulent business practices, or punitive damages alleged or which could have been alleged under the facts, 
allegations, and/or claims pleaded in the Operative Complaint or PAGA Notices. 

Released Parties.  The Released Parties are: Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC, and any of its/their past, present and 
future direct or indirect parents, subsidiaries, predecessors, successors and affiliates, as well as each of its or their past, 
present and future officers, directors, employees, partners, members, shareholders and agents, attorneys, insurers, 
reinsurers, and any individual or entity which could be jointly liable with Defendant. Released Parties shall not include 
Defendant MVP Event Productions, LLC, Gregory Fielding, or any of its owners, directors, officers, or managing agents. 

5. How much will my payment be? 
 
Individual Class Payments.  The Administrator will calculate Individual Class Payments by (a) dividing 95% of the Net 
Settlement Amount by the total number of Workweeks worked by all Participating Class Members during the Class Period 
and (b) multiplying the result by each Participating Class Member’s Workweeks during the Class Period; plus (a) dividing 
5% of the Net Settlement Amount by the total number of Tip Workweeks worked by all Participating Tip Class Members 
during the Tip Class Period and (b) multiplying the result by each Participating Tip Class Member’s Tip Workweeks during 
the Tip Class Period. 
 
Defendant’s records reflect that you worked <<_____>> Workweeks during the Class Period (August 21, 2021 
through April 28, 2025).   
 
Defendant’s records reflect that you worked <<_____>> Workweeks during the Tip Class Period (August 21, 2021 
through April 28, 2025).   
 
Based on this information, your estimated Individual Class Payment from the Net Settlement Amount is 
<<_______>>. 
 
Defendant’s records reflect that you worked <<_____>> PAGA Pay Periods during the during the PAGA Period 
(September 18, 2021, through April 28, 2025).  Based on this information your estimated Individual PAGA Payment 
is <<_______>>. 

If you wish to challenge the information set forth above, then you must submit a written, signed dispute challenging the 
information along with supporting documents, to the Administrator at the address provided in this Class Notice no later 
than the Response Deadline, which is ___________________ [sixty (60) days after the mailing of the Class Notice or an 
additional 14 days in the case of re-mailing].  You may also fax the dispute to ________________ or email the dispute to 
____________________ by no later than the Response Deadline.  Any dispute should include credible written evidence 
and will be resolved by the Administrator.  A blank Workweek Dispute Form is attached to this Notice. 
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You need to support your challenge by sending copies of pay stubs or other records.  The Administrator will accept 
Defendant’s calculation of Workweeks and Tip Workweeks based on Defendant’s records as accurate unless you send 
copies of records containing contrary information.  You should send copies rather than originals because the documents 
will not be returned to you.  The Administrator will resolve Workweek and Tip Workweeks challenges based on your 
submission and on the Parties’ counsel.  Upon review of all supporting documentation, the Administrator will attempt to 
resolve the Class Member’s allocation of Workweeks and/or Pay Periods. The Court will ultimately be the final arbiter of 
any Workweek and/or Pay Period disputes unless resolved prior to the Final Approval hearing.   

6. How can I get a payment? 

To get money from the Settlement, you do not have to do anything.  A check for your Individual Class Payment will be 
mailed automatically to the same address as this Class Notice.  If you change your address, be sure to notify the 
Administrator as soon as possible.  Section 9 of this Class Notice has the Administrator’s contact information. 

7. What if I do not want to be a part of the Settlement? 

If you do not wish to participate in the Settlement, you may exclude yourself from the Class portion of the Settlement or 
“opt out.”  If you opt out, you will not receive an Individual Class Payment from the Settlement, and you will not be 
bound by its terms, which means you will retain the right to sue Defendant at your own cost for the Released Class 
Claims.  However, Aggrieved Employees who opt out will still be paid their allocation of the PAGA Penalties and will 
remain subject to the release of the Released PAGA Claims regardless of whether they submit a request for exclusion.  

To opt out of the Class portion of the Settlement, you must submit to the Administrator a written, signed and dated request 
to opt-out postmarked no later than the Response Deadline which is _____________.  You may also fax your request to 
opt out to ________________ or email the dispute to ____________________ by no later than the Response Deadline.  
The request to opt-out should state in substance that you wish to be excluded from the class settlement in the Murchison v. 
Legends Hospitality, LLC lawsuit.  The request to opt-out should state the Class Member’s full name, address and email 
address or telephone number.  Please include the name and number of the case, which is Murchison v. Legends Hospitality, 
LLC, Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC.  The request to opt-out must be completed and signed by you.  No other 
person may opt-out for a living member of the Class. 

The address for the Administrator is ______________________________________.  Written requests for exclusion that 
are postmarked after ______________, or are incomplete or unsigned will be rejected, and those Class Members will 
remain bound by the Settlement and the release described above. 

8. How do I Object to the Settlement? 
A Participating Class Member who disagrees with any aspect of the Class Settlement may wish to object.  The Response 
Deadline for sending written objections to the Administrator is   [sixty (60) days after the date of the Notice or 
an additional 14 days after the Notice in the case of re-mailing].  You may also fax the dispute to ______________ or 
email the dispute to ____________________ by no later than this Response Deadline. Be sure to tell the Administrator 
what you object to, why you object, and any facts that support your objection. Make sure you identify the Action, 
Murchison v. Legends Hospitality, LLC, Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC, and include your name, current 
address, email or telephone number, and approximate dates of employment for Defendant and sign the objection. The 
Administrator’s contact information is as follows: 

Administrator: 
Name of Company: Apex Class Action Administration 
Email Address: _________________________ 
Mailing Address: ________________________ 
Telephone Number: ______________________ 
Fax Number: ____________________________ 
Settlement Website: ________________ 

Alternatively, a Participating Class Member can object (or personally retain a lawyer to object at your own cost) by 
attending the Final Approval Hearing. You (or your attorney) should be ready to tell the Court what you object to, why you 
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object, and any facts that support your objection.  You also have the option to appear at the hearing remotely through the 
Court’s procedure at www.occourts.org/civil-remote-hearings.  Check the Court’s website for the most current information. 
See Section 9 of this Notice (immediately below) for specifics regarding the Final Approval Hearing. 

QUESTIONS REGARDING OBJECTIONS, REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSION, AND ANYTHING ELSE IN THIS 
NOTICE SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, APEX CLASS ACTION ADMINISTRATION 
WHOSE CONTACT INFORMATION IS ABOVE.   YOU MAY ALSO CONTACT CLASS COUNSEL.    

9. Can I Attend the Final Approval Hearing? 

You can, but do not have to, attend the Final Approval Hearing at __________ (Pacific Standard Time) on 
________________, in Department _ of the Superior Court of California, County of Orange, at 751 W Santa Ana Blvd, 
Santa Ana, CA 92701, before Judge ________________.  At this hearing, the Court will consider whether the Settlement 
is fair, reasonable, and adequate.  The purpose of this hearing is for the Court to determine whether to grant final approval 
to the Settlement and to fix the amounts to be paid as attorneys’ fees and costs to Class Counsel and as service payments 
to Plaintiffs.  If there are objections, the Court will consider them.  You are not required to attend the Final Approval 
Hearing, although any Class Member is welcome to attend the hearing using the procedure at www.occourts.org/civil-
remote-hearings.  

It’s possible the Court will reschedule the Final Approval Hearing. If the hearing is continued, notice will be posted on the 
Internet via the Case Inquiry page for the California Superior Court for the County of Orange (Case Access | Superior 
Court of California | County of Orange) and entering the Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC.  It will also be posted 
on the Administrator’s website for this settlement: <<______________________>>.  

10. How Can I Get More Information? 

You may call the Administrator at ____________ or write to Murchison v. Legends Hospitality, LLC Administrator, c/o 
____________________________. 

This Class Notice summarizes the proposed settlement.  More details are in the Settlement Agreement and Addendum No. 
1. You may receive a copy of the Settlement Agreement, Addendum No. 1, the Judgment, the motion for attorneys’ fees, 
costs and service award, the motion for final approval or other Settlement documents by going to the Administrator’s 
website for this settlement: <<______________________>> where these documents will be posted, by reaching out to the 
Administrator, or examining the Court’s file on the Internet via the Case Inquiry page for the California Superior Court for 
the County of Orange (Case Access | Superior Court of California | County of Orange) and entering the Case No. 30-2021-
01234789-CU-OE-CXC.  If you wish to view the Court files in person, you do so at the Clerk’s Office at 751 W Santa Ana 
Blvd, Santa Ana, CA 92701. 

PLEASE DO NOT CALL THE COURT ABOUT THIS NOTICE. 

IMPORTANT: 

• What if Your Address Changes - To receive your check, you should immediately notify the Administrator if you 
move or otherwise change your mailing address. 

• What if You Fail to Cash a Check - Settlement checks will be null and void 180 days after issuance if not deposited 
or cashed, and this expiration date is printed on the check.  In such events, the Administrator shall direct all 
unclaimed funds to be paid to the California Controller's Unclaimed Property Fund in the name of and for the 
benefit of the individual who did not cash their check. The funds may be claimed at 
https://www.sco.ca.gov/upd_msg.html. 

• What if You Lose Your Check - If your check is lost or misplaced, you should contact the Administrator 
immediately to request a replacement. 

  

https://www.occourts.org/online-services/case-access
https://www.occourts.org/online-services/case-access
https://www.occourts.org/online-services/case-access
https://www.sco.ca.gov/upd_msg.html
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Request for Exclusion 

I, ________________________________________, request to opt-out of the Class Settlement in Murchison, et 
al. v. Legends Hospitality, LLC, Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC. 

 
___________________________ 
Name (Printed) 
 
 
___________________________ 
Signature 
 
 
___________________________ 
Employee ID or Last 4 Digits 
of Social Security Number 
 
___________________________ 
Date 
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Workweek Dispute Form  

The Class Notice states that Defendant’s records reflect that I worked _____ Workweeks during the Class Period (August 
21, 2021 through April 28, 2025).  However, I worked __________ Workweeks during the Class Period. 
 
Defendant’s records reflect that I worked _____ Workweeks during the Tip Class Period (August 21, 2021 through April 
28, 2025).  However, I worked __________ Workweeks during the Tip Class Period. 
 
I am enclosing the following documents to support my dispute:  __________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________. 
 
 

___________________________ 
Name (Printed) 
 
 
___________________________ 
Signature 
 
 
___________________________ 
Employee ID or Last 4 Digits 
of Social Security Number 
 
___________________________ 
Date 
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Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC

EXHIBIT 2

Plaintiffs' Renewed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action and PAGA Settlement
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE
  

 

ADDENDUM # 1 TO JOINT STIPULATION REGARDING CLASS ACTION AND PAGA
SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE

This addendum is for the purpose of amending the Joint Stipulation Regarding Class Action 

and PAGA Settlement and Release (“Agreement”), previously entered into by and between Plaintiffs 

Domingo Murchison and Davina Bhullar, on behalf of themselves, the Labor and Workforce 

Development Agency, Class Members, and Aggrieved Employees, and Defendant Legends 

Hospitality, LLC (“Defendant” or “Legends”). 

This Addendum # 1 to the Joint Stipulation Regarding Class Action and PAGA Settlement

and Release is hereafter referred to as (“Addendum # 1”).  Defendant and Plaintiffs are referred to as 

the “Parties”.   

 WHEREAS, the Parties initially sought Preliminary Approval of Class and PAGA settlement 

on October 31, 20251;  

WHEREAS, the Parties revised the Agreement and Class Notice to address the Court’s 

concerns stated in the November 4, 2025 Minute Order, and sought Preliminary Approval on 

December 19, 2025 after complying with the Court’s November 4, 2025 Order; 

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2025, the Court denied Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary 

Approval of Class Action and PAGA Settlement without prejudice;   

WHEREAS, the Parties intend to renew their motion for Preliminary Approval of Class and 

PAGA settlement after addressing the Court’s concerns by submitting Addendum #1, which is  

further amendment to the Agreement;  

WHEREAS, the Parties hereby revise the Agreement to resolve the issues addressed by the 

Court in its December 19, 2025 Minute Order;  

 NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises contained in the Agreement, it is 

agreed as follows: 

1. The above-mentioned recitals are hereby incorporated into, and made part of, the 

Agreement signed by the Parties.   

1 The Court issued the Minute Order on November 4, 2025.   
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE
  

 

2. No further consideration will be made, has been made, or been promised to be made 

to Plaintiffs or their counsel for the promises made by herein other than what specifically stated 

herein.   

3. The Parties agree that the following paragraphs in the Agreement are amended to read as 

follows: 
Paragraph 1.24 is amended to read as follows:

“Gross Settlement Amount” is the sum of Eight Hundred Fifteen Thousand Dollars and No 
Cents ($815,000.00), which is the total amount to be paid by Defendant as provided by this 
Agreement except as provided in Paragraph 9 below. The Gross Settlement Amount will be 
used to pay Individual Class Payments, Individual PAGA Payments, the LWDA PAGA 
Payment, Class Counsel Fees Payment, Class Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment, Class 
Representative Service Payments and the Administration Expenses Payment.  This Gross 
Settlement Amount is an all-in amount without any reversion to Defendant, and excludes any 
employer payroll taxes, if any, due on the portion of the Individual Class Payments allocated 
to wages which shall not be paid from the Gross Settlement and shall be the separate 
additional obligation of Defendant. 
 

 Paragraph 1.25 is amended to read as follows: 
 
“Individual Class Payment” means the Participating Class Member’s pro rata share of the Net 
Settlement Amount calculated as follows: for all Participating Class Members, 95% of the 
Net Settlement Amount will be distributed according to the number of Workweeks worked 
during the Class Period; for all Participating Tip Class Members who are Tip Class Members, 
5% of the Net Settlement Amount will be distributed according to the number of Tip 
Workweeks during the Tip Class Period.   

  

Paragraph 1.37 is amended to read as follows: 
 

“PAGA Penalties” means the total amount of PAGA civil penalties to be paid from the Gross 
Settlement Amount, allocated 25% to the Aggrieved Employees ($20,000.00) and the 75% 
to LWDA ($60,000.00) in settlement of PAGA claims.   

  
Paragraph 1.2 is amended to read as follows: 

 
“Released PAGA Claims” means all claims for PAGA penalties that were alleged, or 
reasonably could have been alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint and 
the PAGA Notices, which occurred during the PAGA Period during employment by 
Defendant in a non-exempt position in California.  Aggrieved Employees cannot opt out of 
Released PAGA Claims.  Released PAGA Claims specifically includes claims for PAGA 
penalties premised on claims for unpaid wages, failure to timely pay wages upon separation 
or termination from employment, failure to timely pay wages during employment, non-
compliant meal periods, non-compliant rest periods, failure to pay meal and rest break 
premiums, non-compliant wage statements, reimbursement for business expenses, failure to 
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE
  

 

distribute all tips, failure to provide suitable seating, and claims for interest, penalties 
(including but not limited to waiting time penalties), or premiums in connection therewith, as 
well as claims for PAGA penalties premised on any claims under the California Labor Code 
sections (510, 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 351, 512, 226(a), 1174(d), 201-203, 
201.3, 204, 210, 2802), California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1 1070(14) (Failure 
to Provide Seating), and California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage orders that were 
alleged or which could have been alleged under the same or similar facts, allegations and/or 
claims pleaded in the Actions or PAGA Notices, and any claims for injunctive relief, 
declaratory relief, restitution, fraudulent business practices or punitive damages alleged or 
which could have been alleged under the facts, allegations and/or claims pleaded.   

Paragraph 1.8 is amended to read as follows: 

“Tip Class Period” means the period of time from August 21, 2021, through the earlier of the 
Preliminary Approval Date or April 28, 2025. 

Paragraph 3.1 is amended read as follows: 

Gross Settlement Amount.  Except as otherwise provided by Paragraph 9 below, Defendant 
promises to pay Eight Hundred Fifteen Thousand Dollars and No Cents ($815,000.00) and no 
more as the Gross Settlement Amount.  This amount is all-inclusive of all payments 
contemplated in this resolution, excluding any employer-side payroll taxes on the portion of 
the Individual Class Payments allocated to wages and/or tips, which shall be separately paid 
by Defendant to the Administrator.   Defendant has no obligation to pay the Gross Settlement 
Amount (or any payroll taxes) prior to the deadline stated in Paragraph 4.3 of this Agreement.  
The Administrator will disburse the entire Gross Settlement Amount without asking or 
requiring Participating Class Members or Aggrieved Employees to submit any claim as a 
condition of payment. None of the Gross Settlement Amount will revert to Defendant. 

 
 Paragraph 3.2.2 is amended read as follows:
 
To Class Counsel:  A Class Counsel Fees Payment of not more than forty percent (40%) of 
the Gross Settlement Amount, which is currently estimated to be $326,000.00, and a Class 
Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment of not more than actual costs supported by invoices. 
Defendant will not oppose requests for these payments provided that do not exceed these 
amounts. Plaintiffs and/or Class Counsel will file a motion for Class Counsel Fees Payment 
and Class Litigation Expenses Payment no later than 16 court days prior to the Final Approval 
Hearing. If the Court approves a Class Counsel Fees Payment and/or a Class Counsel 
Litigation Expenses Payment less than the amounts requested, the Administrator will allocate 
the remainder to the Net Settlement Amount for distribution to Participating Class Members. 
Released Parties shall have no liability to Class Counsel or any other Plaintiffs’ Counsel 
arising from any claim to any portion any Class Counsel Fee Payment, Class Counsel 
Litigation Expenses Payment, or any other claim for attorney’s fees and costs relating to the 
Actions. The Administrator will pay the Class Counsel Fees Payment and Class Counsel 
Expenses Payment using one or more IRS 1099 Forms. Class Counsel assumes full 
responsibility and liability for taxes owed on the Class Counsel Fees Payment and the Class 
Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment and holds Defendant harmless, and indemnifies 
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE

 

Defendant, from any dispute or controversy regarding any division or sharing of any of these 
payments.  

3.2.4 To the LWDA and Aggrieved Employees: Aggrieved Employees will be bound by the 
Released PAGA Claims and PAGA Payments will be made regardless of whether 
Aggrieved Employees opt out of the Settlement.  PAGA Penalties in the amount of 
$80,000.00 to be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount, with 75% ($60,000.00) allocated 
to the LWDA PAGA Payment and 25% ($20,000.00) allocated to the Individual PAGA 
Payments. The Administrator will calculate each Individual PAGA Payments by dividing 
the total number of PAGA Pay Periods worked by the Aggrieved Employees. 

SO AGREED AND STIPULATED: 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________
Plaintiff Domingo Murchison 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________
Plaintiff Davina Bhullar 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________ 
Tim Lamoriello 
Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________ 
Natalie Mirzayan 
Mirzayan Law APLC
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

Dated: _______________________ __________________________________
Gene Ryu 
Carlos Jimenez  
Penny Chen Fox 
Alison Hamer 
K&L Gates LLP 
Attorneys for Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC

August 28, 2026
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE
  

 

Defendant, from any dispute or controversy regarding any division or sharing of any of these 
payments.  

 

3.2.4 To the LWDA and Aggrieved Employees: Aggrieved Employees will be bound by the 
Released PAGA Claims and PAGA Payments will be made regardless of whether 
Aggrieved Employees opt out of the Settlement.  PAGA Penalties in the amount of 
$80,000.00 to be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount, with 75% ($60,000.00) allocated 
to the LWDA PAGA Payment and 25% ($20,000.00) allocated to the Individual PAGA 
Payments. The Administrator will calculate each Individual PAGA Payments by dividing 
the total number of PAGA Pay Periods worked by the Aggrieved Employees. 

SO AGREED AND STIPULATED: 
 

Dated:_______________________  __________________________________
      Plaintiff Domingo Murchison 
 
 
Dated:_______________________  __________________________________
      Plaintiff Davina Bhullar 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________ 
Tim Lamoriello  

      Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC 
 
 
 
Dated:_______________________  __________________________________ 
      Natalie Mirzayan 

Mirzayan Law APLC
      Attorney for Plaintiffs 
 
Dated: _______________________  __________________________________

Gene Ryu 
Carlos Jimenez  
Penny Chen Fox 
Alison Hamer 
K&L Gates LLP 
Attorneys for Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC

 

August 28, 2026
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE
  

 

Defendant, from any dispute or controversy regarding any division or sharing of any of these 
payments.  

 

3.2.4 To the LWDA and Aggrieved Employees: Aggrieved Employees will be bound by the 
Released PAGA Claims and PAGA Payments will be made regardless of whether 
Aggrieved Employees opt out of the Settlement.  PAGA Penalties in the amount of 
$80,000.00 to be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount, with 75% ($60,000.00) allocated 
to the LWDA PAGA Payment and 25% ($20,000.00) allocated to the Individual PAGA 
Payments. The Administrator will calculate each Individual PAGA Payments by dividing 
the total number of PAGA Pay Periods worked by the Aggrieved Employees. 

SO AGREED AND STIPULATED: 
 

Dated:_______________________  __________________________________
      Plaintiff Domingo Murchison 
 
 
Dated:_______________________  __________________________________
      Plaintiff Davina Bhullar 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________ 
Tim Lamoriello  

      Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC 
 
 
 
Dated:_______________________  __________________________________ 
      Natalie Mirzayan 

Mirzayan Law APLC
      Attorney for Plaintiffs 
 
Dated: _______________________  __________________________________

Gene Ryu 
Carlos Jimenez  
Penny Chen Fox 
Alison Hamer 
K&L Gates LLP 
Attorneys for Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC
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ADDENDUM # 1 TO CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND CLASS NOTICE
  

 

Defendant, from any dispute or controversy regarding any division or sharing of any of these 
payments.  

 

3.2.4 To the LWDA and Aggrieved Employees: Aggrieved Employees will be bound by the 
Released PAGA Claims and PAGA Payments will be made regardless of whether 
Aggrieved Employees opt out of the Settlement.  PAGA Penalties in the amount of 
$80,000.00 to be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount, with 75% ($60,000.00) allocated 
to the LWDA PAGA Payment and 25% ($20,000.00) allocated to the Individual PAGA 
Payments. The Administrator will calculate each Individual PAGA Payments by dividing 
the total number of PAGA Pay Periods worked by the Aggrieved Employees. 

SO AGREED AND STIPULATED: 
 

Dated:_______________________  __________________________________
      Plaintiff Domingo Murchison 
 
 
Dated:_______________________  __________________________________
      Plaintiff Davina Bhullar 

Dated:_______________________ __________________________________ 
Tim Lamoriello  

      Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC 
 
 
 
Dated:_______________________  __________________________________ 
      Natalie Mirzayan 

Mirzayan Law APLC
      Attorney for Plaintiffs 
 
Dated: _______________________  __________________________________

Gene Ryu 
Carlos Jimenez  
Penny Chen Fox 
Alison Hamer 
K&L Gates LLP 
Attorneys for Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC
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FOURTH AMENDED CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 
 
 

DOMINGO MURCHISON, DAVINA 
BHULLAR, individually and on behalf of all 
current and former similarly situated 
employees in the State of California,  
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, a 
California Limited Liability Company dba 
MVP EVENT STAFFING; GREGORY 
FIELDING, an individual; LEGENDS 
HOSPITALITY, LLC, a Delaware Limited 
Liability Company (previously designated by 
the fictitious name of “DOE 1”; and DOES 2 
to 50, inclusive. 
 

Defendants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

CASE NO.: 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC 
 
ASSIGNED FOR ALL PURPOSES TO: HON. 
WILLIAM CLASTER; Dept.: CX-101  
 
 
FOURTH AMENDED CLASS AND 
REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 
 
 

1. FAILURE TO PAY WAGES FOR ALL 

HOURS WORKED; INCLUDING 

TIPS, OVERTIME, AND SICK PAY 

WAGES (VIOLATION OF 

CALIFORNIA LABOR CODE §§ 204, 

233, 227.3, 246, 246.5, 351, 510, 1194, 

1198; IWC WAGE ORDER NO.4.); 

2. FAILURE TO PROVIDE MEAL 

PERIODS (VIOLATION OF IWC 

WAGE ORDER 4-2001, CAL. LAB. 

CODE§§ 226.7, 512);  

3. FAILURE TO AUTHORIZE AND 

PERMIT REST BREAKS 

(VIOLATION OF IWC WAGE ORDER 

4-2001, CAL. LAB. CODE§ 226.7); 

4. VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 

LABOR CODE § § 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 

1197.1, AND 1198—UNPAID 

MINIMUM WAGES; 

5. FAILURE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE 

ITEMIZED WAGE STATEMENTS 

(VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 

 

MIRZAYAN LAW, APLC 
Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. - State Bar No. 272217 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 300 
Foothill Ranch, California 92610 
Telephone: (949) 285-3550 
mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 
 
 
Attorneys for PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS  
 

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS512&originatingDoc=Ibc331a401afa11e599358612e0bf9496&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1182.12&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1182.12&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1194&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1197&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1197.1&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1198&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
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FOURTH AMENDED CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

LABOR CODE §§ 226(a), 1174(d), and 

246(i)); 

6. WAITING TIME PENALTIES 

(VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 

LABOR CODE § § 201, 202, 203); 

7. FAILURE TO PAY ALL WAGES 

TIMELY DURING EMPLOYMENT IN 

VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE § 

201.3, 210;  

8. UNREIMBURSED EXPENSES 

(VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 

LABOR CODE SECTION 2802); 

9. INJUNCTIVE RELIEF; 
10. UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES IN 

VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS 
CODE §§ 17200-17208;  

11. PENALTIES PURSUANT TO LABOR 
CODE § 2699 FOR VIOLATIONS OF 
CALIFORNIA LABOR CODE §§ 510, 
1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 
351, 512, 226(A), 1174(D), 201–203, 
201.3, 204, 210, AND 2802; 
CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 8, SECTION 
11070(14); AND APPLICABLE 
INDUSTRIAL WELFARE 
COMMISSION WAGE ORDERS, 
INCLUDING THE SUITABLE-
SEATING REQUIREMENT  

  
UNLIMITED JURISDICTION 
 
REQUEST FOR JURY TRIAL 
 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This is a class action and Representative Action, pursuant to California Code of Civil 

Procedure § 382 and the Labor Code Private Attorney General Act 2004 (“PAGA”), California Labor 

Code § 2698 et seq. brought by Plaintiffs DOMINGO MURCHISON, (“Murchison”) and DAVINA 

BHULLAR (“Bhullar”), on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated current and former 

employees in the State of California, and the general public (hereinafter the “CLASS”) hereby allege 

and complaint against defendants MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba MVP EVENT 

STAFFING a California Limited Liability Company; GREGORY FIELDING; LEGENDS 

HOSPITALITY, LLC (“LEGENDS”), and DOES 2-50 (hereinafter collectively referred to as 

“DEFENDANTS”) to recover, damages, restitution, injunctive relief, civil and statutory penalties for 

failure to comply with various California Labor Code sections and the Industrial Welfare 
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Commission Wage Orders 7-2001, (“IWO 7”), interest, attorneys’ fees, and costs and any other 

appropriate relief for DEFENDANTS’ violations of laws.   

THE PARTIES 

A. Plaintiffs 

1. Murchison is a resident of the State of California who began working for 

DEFENDANTS from approximately August 2021 until October 2021.  Murchison was classified as 

a non-exempt, hourly paid employee who worked for DEFENDANTS at various locations, including 

but not limited to, Angel Stadium of Anaheim, in Anaheim, California, County of Orange. 

2. Bhullar is resident of the State of California who is intermittently employed by 

Legends as a server from May 4, 2022 until the present time.  Bhullar was classified as a non-exempt, 

hourly paid seasonal part-time employee.   

B. Defendants 

3. At all relevant times alleged herein, PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and 

thereon allege that MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, d/b/a MVP EVENT STAFFING (“MVP 

EVENT STAFFING”) is, and at all times relevant hereto was, a California Limited Liability 

Company, authorized to conduct business in the State of California and does conduct business in the 

State of California, including the County of Orange. MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and 

event temporary staffing services by supplying employees to perform services for clients or 

customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at various venues throughout California, including the 

County of Orange.   

4. MURCHISON is informed and believes, and thereon alleges that MVP EVENT 

STAFFING negotiates with clients and customers for matters such as the time and place where the 

services of the CLASS are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the 

quality and price of the services.   

5. MURCHISON is informed and believes, and thereon alleges that MVP EVENT 

STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the CLASS; retains the authority to assign 

or reassign the CLASS to another client or customer; sets the rate of pay for the CLASS; pays the 
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CLASS from its own account via Onpay platform; and retains the right to hire and terminate the 

CLASS.     

6. MURCHISON is informed and believes, and thereon alleges that GREGORY 

FIELDING (“FIELDING”) is a resident of the State of California, City of Alamo.   MURCHISON 

is informed and believes, and based thereon allege, that Defendant FIELDING is the only member 

and manager of MVP EVENT STAFFING that directly oversees and controls MVP EVENT 

STAFFING operation and exercised significant control over DEFENDANTS’ employees’ overall 

terms and conditions of employment.   

7. MURCHISON is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that FIELDING 

permitted, authorized, approved, and ratified the wrongful acts and practices against the CLASS 

while overseeing MVP EVENT STAFFING operation in California.   

8.   MURCHISON is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that FIELDING had 

the authority to hire, and terminate the CLASS members; to set work rules and conditions governing 

the CLASS.     

9. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and based thereon allege, that LEGENDS 

HOSPITALITY, LLC (“LEGENDS”) is, and at all times relevant hereto was, a Delaware Limited 

Liability Company, authorized to conduct business in the State of California and does conduct 

business in the State of California, including the County of Orange. LEGENDS provides food and 

beverage services including supplying employees to perform services for clients or customers of 

LEGENDS at various venues throughout California, including the County of Orange.   PLAINTIFFS 

were ignorant of LEGENDS’ name, stated that fact in the complaint, and previously designated the 

defendant by a fictitious name (“Doe 1”). After that defendant’s true name was discovered, 

Murchison amended the Complaint pursuant to C.C.P. § 474 after proper notice to the Labor and 

Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”).   

10. MURCHISON is informed and believes, and thereon alleges that LEGENDS 

negotiates with clients and customers for matters such as the time and place where the services of the 

MURCHISON and the CLASS are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, 

and the quality and price of the services.   
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11. LEGENDS directly employs BHULLAR on a seasonal basis, and BHULLAR is 

informed and believes and thereon alleges that Legends directly employed the other CLASS 

members on information and belief, on a seasonal basis and determines the type of work and working 

conditions of BHULLAR and the other CLASS members. 

12. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege that MVP EVENT 

STAFFING and LEGENDS determine assignment or re-assignments of the PLAINTIFF and the 

CLASS; retain the authority to assign or reassign the  CLASS to another client or customer; set the 

rate of pay for the CLASS; pay the CLASS from their own accounts; and retain the right to hire and 

terminate the CLASS.     

13.   PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and based thereon allege, that LEGENDS had 

the authority to hire, and terminate the PLAINTIFFS and the other CLASS members; to set work 

rules and conditions governing PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS.     

14. The true names and capacities of DOES 2 through 50, inclusive, are unknown to 

PLAINTIFFS therefore PLAINTIFFS sues said DOE defendants by fictitious names.  PLAINTIFFS 

will amend this Complaint to show their true names and capacities when they have been ascertained.  

The defendants, and each of them, were alter egos of each other and/or engaged in a joint enterprise 

with each other.   

15. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and based thereon allege that MVP EVENT 

PRODUCTION, LLC, dba MVP EVENT STAFFING and LEGENDS are “Temporary services 

employer[s]” within the meaning of Labor Code §201.3. Additionally, all of the Defendants were 

joint employers of MURCHISON. Hereinafter in this Complaint, unless otherwise specified, 

reference to DEFENDANTS, shall refer to MVP EVENT PRODUCTION, LLC, dba MVP EVENT 

STAFFING, FIELDING, LEGENDS, and DOES 2-50, and each of them. 

16. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believes and based thereon allege that at all times 

herein mentioned, that each of the DEFENDANTS is liable as an “employer” and/or “person” for 

the claims asserted in this Complaint, including but not limited to, under Labor Code § 558.1 and 

§18.   
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17. At all relevant times herein, PLAINTIFFS were employed by DEFENDANTS under 

employment agreements that were partly written, partly oral, and partly implied.  In perpetrating the 

acts and omissions alleged herein, DEFENDANTS, and each of them, acted pursuant to and in 

furtherance of their polices and practices, inter alia, of failing to pay PLAINTIFFS and the Class for 

all for all hours worked including overtime and double time; failing to pay PLAINTIFFS and the 

Class for paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay; failing to pay PLAINTIFFS and the 

Class for one additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each workday 

that the meal and rest period was not provided; failing to pay PLAINTIFFS and the Class for overtime 

hours at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which includes both hourly pay and non-hourly pay such 

as bonuses; failing to provide accurate itemized wage statements for each pay period; and failing to 

pay wages upon termination of employment. 

18. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and based thereon allege that at all times 

relevant herein, each of the DEFENDANTS named herein was an employer, was the principle, agent, 

partner, joint venturer, officer, director, controlling shareholder, subsidiary, affiliate, parent 

corporation, successor in interest and/or predecessor in interest of each of the other DEFENDANTS 

named herein, and, in doing the acts and in carrying out the wrongful conduct alleged herein, was 

engaged with some or all of the other DEFENDANTS in a joint enterprise for profit, and bore such 

other relationships to some or all of the other DEFENDANTS so as to be liable for their conduct with 

respect to the matters alleged in this Complaint.  PLAINTIFFS are  further informed and believe and 

thereon allege that each of the DEFENDANTS acted pursuant to and within the scope of the 

relationships alleged above, and that at all relevant times, each of the DEFENDANTS knew or should 

have known about, authorized, ratified, adopted, approved, controlled, aided and abetted the conduct 

of all other DEFENDANTS.   

19. At all times mentioned herein, each of the DEFENDANTS was the co-conspirator, 

agent, servant, employee, and/or joint venturer of each of the other DEFENDANTS and was acting 

within the course and scope of said conspiracy, agency, employment, and/or joint venture and with 

the permission and consent of each of the other DEFENDANTS.  
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20. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that each and every acts 

and omissions alleged herein were performed by, and/or attributable to, all DEFENDANTS, each 

acting as agents and/or employees, and/or under the directions and control of each of the other 

DEFENDANTS, and that said acts and failure to act were within the course and scope of said agency, 

employment and/or directions and control.   

21. As a direct and proximate result of the unlawful actions of DEFENDANTS, 

PLAINTIFFS and the Class have suffered and continue to suffer from loss of earnings in amounts as 

yet unascertained, but subject to proof at trial and within the jurisdiction of this Court.   

JURISDICTION 

22. This Court is the proper court, and this action is properly filed in the Superior Court 

of the State of California, County of Orange, because DEFENDANTS operate and transact business 

in the County of Orange.  Specifically, PLAINTIFFS worked for DEFENDANTS in the County of 

Orange, including but not limited to the Angel Stadium in Anaheim, and because DEFENDANTS’ 

illegal policies and practices, which are the subject of this action, were applied to the PLAINTIFFS 

and members of the CLASS in the County of Orange. 

23. There is no federal question at issue as Wage and Hour protections and remedies 

related thereto are based solely on California Law and Statutes, including Labor Code, Civil Code 

and IWC Wage Order(s).  Also, the Ninth Circuit has held that, for purposes of establishing federal 

diversity jurisdiction, penalties pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Action of 2004 may not be 

aggregated.  Urbino v. Orkin Servs. Of California, Inc., 726 F.3d 1118, 1122 (9th Cir. 2013).  

PLAINTIFFS EXHAUSTED THEIR ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

24. PLAINTIFFS met all the jurisdictional requirements of proceeding with claims for civil 

penalties under the Labor Code Private Attorney’s General Act (“PAGA”), codified at Labor Code, 

Section 2698 et seq. by timely giving written notice in the manner required by Labor Code § 2699.3 

at the time of filing.  Specifically, on December 3, 2021, MURCHISON exhausted his administrative 

remedies by notifying DEFENDANTS via certified U. S. Mail, and by online filing to Labor and 

Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) (a true and correct copy is attached and incorporated 

herein as Exhibit “1”).  Sixty-five (65) days elapsed after MURCHISON’S notification and 
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MURCHISON’S counsel received no notice from LWDA stating their intention to investigate or 

prosecute the claims.   

25. On April 11, 2023, MURCHISON filed an amendment to the notice to the LWDA and 

named LEGENDS as a defendant. MURCHISON was ignorant of a LEGENDS’ name, stated that 

fact in the complaint, and previously designated the defendant by a fictitious name “Doe 1”. Once 

defendant’s true name was discovered, MURCHISON amended the complaint. Sixty-five (65) days 

elapsed after MURCHISON’S notification and  MURCHISON’S counsel received no notice from 

LAWD stating their intention to investigate or prosecute the claims.   A true and correct copy is 

attached hereto as Exhibit “2” and incorporated by reference.   

26. On April 14, 2025, PLAINTIFFS filed an amendment to the notice to the LWDA.  A 

true and correct copy is attached hereto as Exhibit “3” and incorporated by reference.   

27. Therefore, PLAINTIFFS allege the right to proceed with all remedies provided by 

law on PLAINTIFFS’ Complaint herein, with civil and all statutory penalties which are collectible 

by PLAINTIFFS under the provisions of Labor Code §§ 2698-2699.5, PAGA.   

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

28. This is a Class Action and Representative Action, brought pursuant to California Code 

of Civil Procedure §382, California Business and Professions Code § 17200 et seq., and the PAGA, 

California Labor Code § 2698 et seq.; Aris v. Superior Court (2009) 46 Cal.4th 969, 980-981.  PAGA 

permits an “aggrieved employee” to bring a lawsuit on behalf of himself/herself and other current 

and former employees to address an employer’s violations of the California Labor Code.  

PLAINTIFFS are aggrieved employees, within the meaning of the statute, who brings this action on 

behalf of themselves and other current and former employees of DEFENDANTS to address 

DEFENDANTS’ violations of the California Labor Code.   

29. DEFENDANTS hired1 MURCHISON in August of 2021 to provide services to MVP 

EVENT STAFFING and LEGENDS’ clients and required MURCHISON and the CLASS to work 

for DEFENDANTS promising them payment of hourly wages.  MURCHISON worked during 

 
1 MURCHISON was interviewed and hired by DEFENDANTS via zoom video and provided 
documentation reflecting his eligibility to work in the United States.   
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several events, some events MURCHISON was directly hired by Legends, directly hired by MVP, 

and some events he was jointly hired by MVP and Legends.  However, DEFENDANTS intentionally 

failed to pay MURCHISON and the CLASS despite repeated attempts seeking payment for earned 

wages.    

30. DEFENDANTS also promised the PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS that they would 

receive a $100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for 

DEFENDANTS.  PLAINTIFFS in fact worked more than 2 days for DEFENDANTS and were 

entitled to receive their bonuses, which they did not receive.   

31. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS would be assigned to various event locations contracted 

by DEFENDANTS.  PLAINTIFFS held various positions working for DEFENDANTS including 

“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 

food in the kitchen based on DEFENDANTS’ assignment and direction.   

32. PLAINTIFFS would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 

p.m.   

33. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and CLASS were entitled to receive at least minimum 

wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages for work that was 

required to be done.  In violation of the California Labor Code, PLAINTIFFS and CLASS were not 

paid at least minimum wages for work done.   

34. DEFENDANTS are well aware of the number of hours worked by the PLAINTIFFS 

and the CLASS because DEFENDANTS required the PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS to submit 

timesheets, which DEFENDANTS received from their client/venue, and reconciled those timesheets 

to make sure they match their records. Also, when PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS reported to the 

designated parking zones for staffer employees per DEFENDANTS’ direction (usually red parking 

zones), DEFENDANTS marked their presence on DEFENDANTS’ iPad as well as their timesheets 

before permitting PLAINTIFFS and members of the CLASS to proceed to their work assignments.   

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be check-in and 

assigned to a supervisor.  PLAINTIFFS and members of the CLASS also conducted COVID-19 and 
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security checks off-the-clock.    

35. DEFENDANTS failed to properly calculate PLAINTIFFS’ regular rate of pay for 

purposes of overtime compensation because the value of the non-discretionary bonuses were not 

included in the calculation of the PLAINTIFFS’ regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 

510.    

36. Additionally, DEFENDANTS failed to pay PLAINTIFFS and the Class for paid sick 

leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly 

pay, such as non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the 

PLAINTIFFS were entitled to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the 

California Labor Code because PLAINTIFFS were promised additional compensation as an 

incentive for the performance of such services to the benefit of the DEFENDANTS.  DEFENDANTS 

unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor performed by PLAINTIFFS but failed to pay 

them for their labor.   

37. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and CLASS were entitled to meal periods in 

accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates 

of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal periods and 

that PLAINTIFFS and CLASS were not provided with all meal periods or payment of one (1) 

additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, 

thirty (30) minute meal period. 

38. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were entitled to rest periods in 

accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of one (1) additional 

hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a compliant rest period 

and that PLAINTIFFS and CLASS were not provided compliant rest periods or payment of one (1) 

additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided a compliant rest 

period. 

39. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 
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knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were entitled to receive complete 

and accurate wage statements in accordance with California law. In violation of the California Labor 

Code, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were not provided complete and accurate wage statements. 

40. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that they had a duty to maintain accurate and complete payroll records 

in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order, but willfully, knowingly, and 

intentionally failed to do so. 

41. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were entitled to timely payment of 

all wages earned upon termination of employment. In violation of the California Labor Code, 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS did not receive payment of all wages due, including, but not limited 

to, overtime wages, minimum wages, and meal and rest period premiums, within permissible time 

periods.  In addition, LEGENDS did not timely pay all wages earned upon discharge of employment 

of BHULLAR and the CLASS at the end of each season. 

42. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were entitled to timely payment of 

wages during their employment. In violation of the California Labor Code, PLAINTIFFS and the 

CLASS did not receive payment of all wages, including, but not limited to, overtime wages, 

minimum wages, and meal and rest period premiums, within permissible time periods. 

43. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that Defendants were obligated to provide PLAINTIFFS and CLASS 

members with paid sick leave benefits but failed to do so. 

44. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were entitled to receive itemized 

wage statements or separate written statements showing all hours worked, the proper hourly rate, and 

the amount of paid sick leave available, or paid time off provided in lieu of sick leave. In violation 

of the California Labor Code, DEFENDANTS failed to provide PLAINTIFFS and CLASS with 

itemized wage statements or separate written statements showing this information. 
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45. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that they had a duty to compensate PLAINTIFFS and CLASS for all 

hours worked, and that DEFENDANTS had the financial ability to pay such compensation, but 

willfully, knowingly, and intentionally failed to do so, and falsely represented to PLAINTIFFS and 

CLASS that they would be paid properly their wages but failed to do so all in order to increase 

DEFENDANTS’ profits. 

46. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Legends knew or 

should have known that they had a duty to reimburse PLAINTIFFS and CLASS for all for all 

necessary and reasonable business expenses; however, PLAINTIFF and the CLASS were not 

reimbursed for the use of their personal cell phones, computers and/or other devices and internet, 

which they were required to use by the DEFENDANTS.    

47. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Legends knew or 

should have known that they had a duty to pay PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS their earned tips; 

however, DEFENDANTS’ policies and practices denied PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS their earned 

tips. 

48. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that DEFENDANTS 

knew or should have known that they had a duty to provide suitable seating but failed to do so.  

Specifically, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under 

conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. The Labor Code provides that 

labor conditions set by the Industrial Welfare Commission (Commission) shall be the standard labor 

conditions for employees. A Commission wage order provides that employees shall be provided 

suitable seating, if reasonable, during the performance of their duties. Defendants are in violation of 

the Industrial Wage Order by failing to provide Plaintiff’s and Aggrieved Employees with suitable 

seating even though providing such seating is reasonable during the performance of their duties, 

therefore, Defendants have violated Lab Code § 1198, California Code of Regulations, Title 8, 

Section 1 1070(14) (Failure to Provide Seating), and the applicable IWC Wage Order(s). 

49. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS have been harmed by DEFENDANTS’ unlawful 

business policies and practices in that they did not receive the proper and correct amount, and have 
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had their earned wages be subject to unlawful forfeiture, as alleged herein, thereby diminishing their 

agreed-upon compensation, in amounts to be proven at trial.  

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

50. PLAINTIFFS bring this lawsuit as a class action under Cal. Code Civ. Proc. Section 

382, pursuant to California Business and Professions Code § 17200 et seq., and the PAGA, California 

Labor Code § 2698 et seq., on behalf of themselves and all persons within the class (“CLASS”) as 

follows: 

THE CLASS 

51. All current and former employees, who were employed by DEFENDANTS in the 

State of California for a period of time within the four (4) years preceding the filing of this action 

until the time of trial, “THE RELEVANT TIME PERIOD”.       

52. PLAINTIFFS reserve the right under Rule 3.765, California Rules of Court, to amend 

or modify the CLASS description with greater specificity or further division into subclasses or 

limitations to particular issues.  

53. This action has been brought and may properly be maintained as a class action under 

the provisions of § 382 of the Code of Civil Procedure because there is a well-defined community of 

interest in the litigation and the proposed CLASS is easily ascertainable. This action is appropriately 

suited for a Class Action because:  

54. Ascertainable Class: The CLASS is ascertainable in that its members may be 

identified and located using information contained in DEFENDANTS’ personnel records.   

55. Numerosity: The potential members of the CLASS as defined are so numerous that 

joinder of all members of the CLASS is impracticable.  While the precise size of the CLASS has not 

been ascertained at this time, PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and based thereon allege, that 

DEFENDANTS currently employs, and during THE RELEVANT TIME PERIOD employed, well 

over 3000 persons in the State of California who fall within the CLASS definition. Accounting for 

employees’ turnover during THE RELEVANT PERIOD necessarily increases this number.   
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56. Additionally, this action has been brought and may properly be maintained as a 

representative action because there is a well-defined community of interest in the litigation and the 

Aggrieved Employees are easily ascertainable.  

57. Common Questions of Fact or Law: This action involves questions of law and fact 

common to the CLASS that predominate over questions affecting only individual class members 

employees.  The common questions of law and fact focuses on DEFENDANTS’ systematic course 

of illegal practices and policies, which were applied to all the entire CLASS in violation of the 

California Labor Code, IWC Orders, the California Business and Professions Code, which prohibits 

unfair business practices arising from such violations. These common questions of law and fact 

include, without limitations:  

a. Whether DEFENDANTS failed to pay their employees for all hours worked including 

overtime; 

b. Whether DEFENDANTS failed to pay their employees the proper regular rate of pay for 

overtime, and double time wages due and owing to them; 

c. Whether DEFENDANTS failed to pay their employees for non-legally compliant meal and 

rest breaks in violation of Labor Code § 226. 

d. Whether DEFENDANTS failed to issue accurately itemized wage statements to 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a);  

e. Whether DEFENDANTS paid PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS their wages during their 

employment within the time frames set forth in Labor Code §§ 201.3 and 204. 

f. Whether DEFENDANTS paid PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS their final wages beyond the 

time frames set forth in Labor Code §§ 201-203.  

g. Whether DEFENDANTS failed to distribute tips to the CLASS. 

h. Whether DEFENDANTS failed to reimburse the CLASS members’ expenses. 

i. Whether DEFENDANTS engaged in unfair competition by the conduct set forth above. 

58. Typicality: The claims of the PLAINTIFFS is typical of the CLASS because 

DEFENDANTS subjected all of their employees to identical violations of the California Labor Code, 

the PAGA, and California Business and Professions Code by, inter alia, failing to pay the  
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PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS for all of their hours worked at the proper regular rate of pay; failing 

to distribute tips to employees; failing to pay missed meal and rest break premiums; failing to provide 

accurate itemized wage statements for each pay period; failing to reimburse expenses; failing to pay 

wages during employment within the time frame set forth in Labor Code §§ 201.3 and 204 et seq.; 

and failing to pay their final wages beyond the time frames set forth in Labor Code §§ 201-203. 

59. Adequacy of Representation: PLAINTIFFS are fully prepared to take all necessary 

steps to represent fairly and adequately the interest of the members of the CLASS.  PLAINTIFFS 

have no interests that are adverse to the interests of the CLASS. PLAINTIFFS’ attorneys are ready, 

able and willing to fully and adequately represent the CLASS and PLAINTIFFS.   

60. Superiority of Class Action: A class action is superior to other available means for 

the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy.  Individual joinder of all proposed members of 

the CLASS is not practicable, and questions of law and fact common to the proposed CLASS 

predominate over any questions affecting only individual members of the proposed CLASS.  Each 

member of the proposed CLASS has been damaged and is entitled to recovery by reason of 

DEFENDANTS’ illegal policies and/or practices.  

61. Class action treatment will allow those similarly situated persons to litigate their 

claims in the manner that is most efficient and economical for the parties and the judicial system.  

PLAINTIFFS is unaware of any difficulties that are likely to be encountered in the management of 

this action that would preclude its maintenance as a class action.  Individualized litigation would 

also present the potential for inconsistent or contradictory judgments, in addition of duplication of 

efforts and expenses.    

PLAINTIFFS EXHAUSTED THEIR ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

62. PLAINTIFFS met all the jurisdictional requirements of proceeding with claims for 

civil penalties under the PAGA, codified at Labor Code, Section 2698 et seq. by timely giving written 

notice in the manner required by Labor Code §2699.3 at the time of filing (“Notice”).  Specifically, 

on December 3, 2021, MURCHISON exhausted his administrative remedies by notifying 

DEFENDANTS via certified U. S. Mail, by electronic mail to Labor and Workforce Development 
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Agency (“LWDA”).  The Notice filed with LWDA was accompanied by a filing fee of seventy-five 

dollars ($75) pursuant to § 2699.3(c)(1)(B).  The Notice was subsequently amended. 

 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION  

FAILURE TO PAY WAGES FOR ALL HOURS WORKED; INCLUDING TIPS, 

SICK PAY AND OVERTIME WAGES (VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA LABOR 

CODE §§ 204, 227.3, 351, 510, 1194, 1198; IWC WAGE ORDER NO.4.) 
(AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

2. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs as 

though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

3. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were “non-

exempt” employees of DEFENDANTS entitled to overtime compensation pursuant to Cal. Lab. 

Code § 510 who did not receive proper amount of compensation for overtime work performed.  

Specifically, DEFENDANTS failed to compensate PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS, for all hours 

worked, including overtime at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the regular rate of pay, 

which it includes bonuses pursuant to Lab. Code § 510. 

4. By failing to pay PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS at the rate of no less than one and one-half 

times the regular rate of pay, which it includes bonuses, DEFENDANTS deprived PLAINTIFFS and 

the CLASS proper protections and benefits of the laws governing the payment of wages for all hours 

worked, sick pay, and overtime wages.  

5. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS regularly and/or 

consistently worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a workday, and/or in excess of forty (40) hours in 

a workweek.  The precise number of overtime hours will be proven at trial.  Despite the hours worked 

by PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS, DEFENDANTS intentionally, willfully, in bad faith, and in 

knowing violation of the California Labor Code, and the applicable IWC Wage Order failed and 

refused to compensate PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS at the rate of no less than one and one-half 

times the regular rate of pay, which it includes bonuses, pursuant to Lab. Code § 510 for all of the 

overtime hours worked. 
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6. At all relevant times, DEFENDANTS were aware of, and were under a duty to comply with 

the overtime provisions of the IWC Wage Orders, and California Labor Code including, but not 

limited to, California Labor Code §§510, 1194 and 1198. 

7. The IWC Wage Order provides that DEFENDANTS are and were required to pay 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS employed by DEFENDANTS, and working more than eight (8) hours 

in a day or more than forty (40) hours in a workweek, at a rate of time-and-one half the employee’s 

regular rate of pay for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours in a day or more than forty hours 

(40) in a workweek.   

8. The Applicable IWC Wage Order further provides that DEFENDANTS are and were 

required to pay PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS overtime compensation at the rate of two times their 

regular rate of pay for all hours worked in excess of twelve (12) hours in a day.  

9. California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in 

pertinent part: 

“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 
any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 
workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the regular 
rate of pay for an employee.”  [Emphasis added]. 

 
10. California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides: 
 

 “Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less than 
the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the employee is 
entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this minimum 
wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable attorney’s fees and 
cost of the suit.” 

 
11. California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides: 
 

“(t) the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the commission 
shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for employees. The 
employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the order or under 
conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” 

  

12. By refusing to compensate PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS the proper overtime wages 

earned, DEFENDANTS violated those California Labor Code provisions cited herein as well as the 

applicable IWC Wage Order, and their actions are therefore unlawful. 

13. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are entitled to receive the proper amount of overtime 

compensation for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours in one workday and any work in 

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1194&originatingDoc=Ibc331a401afa11e599358612e0bf9496&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1198&originatingDoc=Ibc331a401afa11e599358612e0bf9496&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)


509272552.1  

 

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 

 

 

18 

FOURTH AMENDED CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 

excess of forty (40) hours in any workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of 

work in any one workweek at the rate of no less than one and one have times the regular rate of pay 

for each employee. In determining the regular rate of pay for each CLASS member, all remuneration 

paid to each, including but not limited to performance bonuses, must be calculated.     

14. As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANTS’ unlawful conduct, as set forth therein, 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS have sustained damages, including loss of earnings for hours of 

overtime worked, in an amount to be established at trial.   

15. Pursuant to California Labor Code §1194, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are entitled to 

recover unpaid overtime compensation and double time compensation, including interest thereon.  

16. PLAINTIFFS is also entitled to recover reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, pursuant to 

California Labor Code §1194(a).  

17. Furthermore, California Lab. Code § 233 provides “any employer who provides sick leave 

for employees shall permit an employee to use in any calendar year the employee’s accrued and 

available sick leave entitlement, in an amount not less than the sick leave that would be accrued 

during six months at the employee’s then current rate of entitlement, for the reasons specified in 

subdivision (a) of Section 246.5.”  California Lab. Code § 246 requires sick pay wages to be paid no 

later than the payday for the next regular payroll period after accrued sick leave is used.  California 

Lab. Code §§ 218 and 233 permit employees to sue to recover underpaid sick pay wages as damages.  

18. California Lab. Code § 351 provides “No employer or agent shall collect, take, or receive 

any gratuity or a part thereof that is paid, given to, or left for an employee by a patron, or deduct any 

amount from wages due an employee on account of a gratuity, or require an employee to credit the 

amount, or any part thereof, of a gratuity against and as a part of the wages due the employee from 

the employer. Every gratuity is hereby declared to be the sole property of the employee or employees 

to whom it was paid, given, or left for. An employer that permits patrons to pay gratuities by credit 

card shall pay the employees the full amount of the gratuity that the patron indicated on the credit 

card slip, without any deductions for any credit card payment processing fees or costs that may be 

charged to the employer by the credit card company. Payment of gratuities made by patrons using 

credit cards shall be made to the employees not later than the next regular payday following the date 
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the patron authorized the credit card payment.” Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees their earned tips.  

19. Additionally, Labor Code Section 227.3 provides, “Unless otherwise provided by a 

collective-bargaining agreement, whenever a contract of employment or employer policy provides 

for paid vacations, and an employee is terminated without having taken off his vested vacation time, 

all vested vacation shall be paid to him as wages at his final rate in accordance with such contract of 

employment or employer policy respecting eligibility or time served; provided, however, that an 

employment contract or employer policy shall not provide for forfeiture of vested vacation time upon 

termination. The Labor Commissioner or a designated representative, in the resolution of any dispute 

with regard to vested vacation time, shall apply the principles of equity and fairness.”   

DEFENDANTS failed to pay PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS their earned and vested vacation at their 

final rate upon termination.   

20. Labor Code Section 204 (a) provides “All wages, other than those mentioned in Section 

201, 201.3, 202, 204.1, or 204.2, earned by any person in any employment are due and payable twice 

during each calendar month, on days designated in advance by the employer as the regular paydays. 

Labor performed between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month shall be paid for 

between the 16th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was performed, and labor 

performed between the 16th and the last day, inclusive, of any calendar month, shall be paid for 

between the 1st and 10th day of the following month.”  

21. Defendants failed to pay PLAINTIFFS and the Aggrieved Employees their wages as 

provided in section 204(a).   

22. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS were and are the PLAINTIFFS’ 

and the CLASS employer and/or person acting on behalf of the DEFENDANTS, within the meaning 

of California Labor Code § 558, who violated or caused to be violated any section of the wage order 

regulating the days and hours worked and, as such are individually liable to each member of the 

CLASS for each such violations as set forth in the California Labor Code.   

23. Labor Code § 558 imposes upon DEFENDANTS, for each initial violation, a penalty of 

$50.00 for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee was underpaid in 
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addition to an amount sufficient to recover the underpaid wages, which shall be paid to each affected 

employee.  Furthermore, Labor Code § 558 imposes upon DEFENDANTS, for each subsequent 

violation, a penalty of $100.00 for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the 

employee was underpaid, in addition to an amount sufficient to recover the underpaid wages, which 

shall be paid to each affected employee.   

24. PLAINTIFFS on behalf of themselves and the CLASS seeks all available remedies for 

DEFENDANTS’ violations including any and all wages due, penalties, monies, interest, attorney’s 

fees, and costs to the extent permitted by law.    

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS prays for relief as hereinafter requested.  

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION  
FAILURE TO PROVIDE MEAL PERIODS 

(VIOLATION OF IWC WAGE ORDER 4-2001, CAL. LAB. CODE §§ 226.7, 512) 
 (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

25. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs as 

though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

26. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, the IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code 

sections 226.7 and 512 were applicable to PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS employed by 

DEFENDANTS.  

27. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were “non-

exempt” employees of DEFENDANTS and did not receive meal periods, off-duty meal periods, 

second off-duty meal periods on workdays in which they worked ten or more hours, or premium pay 

in lieu of meal periods.     

28. By failing to comply with IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 

512, DEFENDANTS deprived PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS proper protections and benefits of the 

laws governing meal periods.  

29.  During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS were aware of, and under a duty 

to comply with, California Labor Code §§226.7 and 512. 

30. California Labor Code §226.7 provides: 

“(a) No employer shall require any employee to work during any meal or rest period 

mandated by an applicable order of the Industrial Welfare Commission. 

  

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS512&originatingDoc=Ibc331a401afa11e599358612e0bf9496&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
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(b) If an employer fails to provide an employee a meal period or rest period in accordance 
with an applicable order of the Industrial Welfare Commission, the employer shall pay the 
employee one additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each 
work day that the meal or rest period is not provided.” 

 
 Moreover, California Labor Code §512 provides: 

 
An employer may not employ an employee for a work period of more than five hours per day 
without providing the employee with a meal period of not less than 30 minutes, except that if 
the total work period per day of the employee is no more than six hours, the meal period may 
be waived by mutual consent of both the employer and employee. An employer may not 
employ and employee for a work period of more than 10 hours per day without providing the 
employee with a second meal period no not less than 30 minutes, except that if the total hours 
worked is no more than 12 hours, the second meal period maybe waived by mutual consent 
of the employer and the employee only if the first meal period was not waived. 

  

31. Sections 11 and 12 of IWC Wage Order 4 mandate that the employer provide all applicable 

meal periods to employees.  Section 11 of the applicable IWC Wage Order provides in pertinent part: 

  
“No employer shall employ any person for a work period of more than of not less than 30 
minutes... Unless the employee is relieved of all duty during a 30-minute meal period, the 
meal period shall be considered an “on duty” meal period and counted as time worked. 

 
If an employer fails to provide an employee a meal period in accordance with the applicable 
provisions of this order the employer shall provide the employee one (1) hour of pay at the 
employee ‘s regular rate of compensation for each workday that the meal period is not 
provided.   

32. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS regularly and consistently worked eight (8) hours or more 

per day, and on occasion ten (10) hours or more per day, but were not provided an uninterrupted, 

thirty-minute meal period within the first five hours of work each day or a second thirty-minute meal 

period within the first ten hours of work.  By failing to consistently provide PLAINTIFFS and each 

member of the CLASS an uninterrupted thirty-minute meal period within the first five hours of work 

each day and a second timely meal period, DEFENDANTS violated the California Labor Code and 

applicable IWC Wage Order provisions. 

33. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS intentionally and willfully 

required PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS to work during meal periods and failed to compensate 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS the full meal period premium for work performed during meal periods.  

34. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and, on that basis, allege, that DEFENDANTS 

failed to pay the one-hour compensation as a premium payment to PLAINTIFFS or any member of 

the CLASS for all missed or interrupted meal breaks due to their violation of the California Labor 

Code and applicable IWC Wage Order provisions. 
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35. Defendant’s conduct violates the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code 

sections 226.7 and 512(a).   

36. As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANTS unlawful conduct, as set forth herein, 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS have sustained damages including loss of compensation resulting from 

missed meal periods, in an amount to be established at trial. 

37. Pursuant to applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code section 226.7(b), 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are entitled to recover from DEFENDANTS one additional hour of 

pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each and every workday the meal or rest 

period is not provided.  In determining the regular rate of pay for each CLASS member, all 

remuneration paid to each, including but not limited to performance bonuses, must be calculated.     

38. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS were and are the PLAINTIFFS 

and the CLASS’ employers and/or persons acting on behalf of the DEFENDANTS, within the 

meaning of California Labor Code § 558, who violated or caused to be violated any section of the 

wage order regulating the days and hours worked and, as such are individually liable to each member 

of the CLASS for each such violations as set forth in the California Labor Code.   

39. Labor Code § 558 imposes upon DEFENDANTS, for each initial violation, a penalty of 

$50.00 for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee was underpaid in 

addition to an amount sufficient to recover the underpaid wages, which shall be paid to each affected 

employee.  Furthermore, Labor Code § 558 imposes upon DEFENDANTS, for each subsequent 

violation, a penalty of $100.00 for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the 

employee was underpaid, in addition to an amount sufficient to recover the underpaid wages, which 

shall be paid to each affected employee.   

40. As a direct result of DEFENDANTS’ violations alleged herein, PLAINTIFFS and the 

CLASS have suffered and continue to suffer loss of wages and compensation, all in amounts to be 

shown according to proof at trial and within the jurisdiction limitations of this Court.  PLAINTIFFS 

and the CLASS seek all available remedies for DEFENDANTS’ violations including, but not limited, 

to any and all wages due, penalties, monies, interest, attorney’s fees, and costs to the extent permitted 

by law.   



509272552.1  

 

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 

 

 

23 

FOURTH AMENDED CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 

 WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS prays for relief as hereinafter requested.   

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION  
FAILURE TO AUTHORIZE AND PERMIT REST BREAKS 

(IN VIOLATION OF IWC WAGE ORDER 4-2001, CAL. LAB. CODE§ 226.7)  
(AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

41. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs as 

though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

42. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, the IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code 

sections 226.7 and 512 were applicable to PLAINTIFFS and the Class employed by DEFENDANTS.  

43. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were and continue 

to be “non-exempt” employees of DEFENDANTS and did not receive rest periods or premium pay 

in lieu of rest periods.     

44. By failing to comply with California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512, DEFENDANTS 

deprived PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS proper protections and benefits of the laws governing rest 

periods.  

45. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS were aware of and under a duty 

to comply with, California Labor Code §226.7 and Section 12 of Wage Order 7-2001. 

46. California Labor Code. §226.7 states  

 

“no employer shall require any employee to work during any meal or rest period mandated 

by an applicable order of the Industrial Welfare Commission.” 

Section 12 of Wage Order No. 4-2001 provides in relevant part that: 
  

(A) Every employer shall authorize and permit all employees to take rest periods, which in 
so far as practicable shall be in the middle of each work period., The authorized rest period 
time shall be based on the total hours worked daily at the rate of ten (10 minutes net rest time 
per four (4) hours or major fraction thereof. However, a rest period need not be authorized 
for employees whose total daily work time is less than three and one-half (3 ‘A) hours. 
Authorized rest period time shall be counted as hours worked for such there shall be no 
deduction from wages.  

47. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS willfully required PLAINTIFFS 

and the CLASS to work four (4) or more hours without authorizing or permitting a ten (10) minute 

rest period per each four (4) hours period worked.  
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48. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS willfully required PLAINTIFFS 

and the CLASS to work during first, second, and third rest periods and failed to pay PLAINTIFFS 

and the CLASS the full rest period premium for work performed during rest periods.  

49. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS willfully maintained control of 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS during rest periods and thereby did not relieve them of all duties and 

failed to pay PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS the full rest period premium for work performed during 

rest periods. 

50. If an employer fails to provide an employee a rest period in accordance with the applicable 

provisions of this order, the employer shall pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at that employee’s 

regular rate of compensation for each workday that the rest period is not provided. 

51. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS failed to pay PLAINTIFFS and 

the CLASS the full rest period premium due pursuant to California Labor Code section 226.7 for all 

missed rest breaks.  

52. Pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Orders and California Labor Code section 226.7(b), 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are entitled to recover from DEFENDANTS one additional hour of 

pay at the employees’ regular rate of compensation for each and every workday that the rest period 

was not provided. In determining the regular rate of pay for each CLASS member, all remuneration 

paid to each, including but not limited to performance bonuses, must be calculated.     

53. In committing the violations of state law as herein alleged, DEFENDANTS refused to 

perform their obligations to authorize and permit rest periods and have also failed to pay rest premium 

wages.  As a direct result, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS have suffered, and continue to suffer, 

substantial losses, including those related to the use and enjoyment of such compensation, wages, 

and lost interest on such monies in seeking to compel DEFENDANTS to fully perform their 

obligation under state law, all to their respective damage in amounts according to proof at trial and 

within the jurisdictional limitations of this Court. 

54. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS are and/or were the 

PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS' employers and/or persons acting on behalf of DEFENDANTS within 

the meaning of California Labor Code§ 558, who violated or caused to be violated, a section of Part 
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2, Chapter I, of the California Labor Code or any provision regulating hours and days of work in any 

Order of the Industrial Welfare Commission and, as such, are subject to penalties for each underpaid 

employee, which shall be paid to each affected employee, as set forth in Labor Code § 558. 

55. Labor Code § 558 imposes upon DEFENDANTS for each initial violation a penalty of 

$50.00 for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee was underpaid in 

addition to an amount sufficient to recover the underpaid wages, which shall be paid to each affected 

employee. Furthermore, Labor Code§ 558 imposes upon DEFENDANTS for each subsequent 

violation a penalty of $100 for each underpaid employee for each pay period for which the employee 

was underpaid, in addition to an amount sufficient to recover the underpaid wages, which shall be 

paid to each affected employee. 

56. The CLASS, including PLAINTIFFS, suffered and continue to suffer loss of wages and 

compensation, all in an amount to be shown according to proof at trial and within the jurisdictional 

limitations of this Court. 

57. PLAINTIFFS seeks all available remedies for DEFENDANTS' violations including, but 

not to, any and all wages due, penalties, interest, attorney’s fees, costs to the extent permitted by law.   

 WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS prays for relief as hereinafter requested.  

 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA LABOR CODE § § 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, AND 

1198—UNPAID MINIMUM WAGES 

(Against All DEFENDANTS) 

63. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

64. At all relevant times, California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 

and 1198 provide that the minimum wage for employees fixed by the IWC is the minimum wage to 

be paid to employees, and the payment of a wage less than the minimum so fixed is unlawful. 

Compensable work time is defined in Wage Order No. 4 as “the time during which an employee is 

subject to the control of an employer, and includes all the time the employee is suffered or permitted 

to work, whether or not required to do so.” Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 8, § 11040(2)(K) (defining “Hours 

Worked”). 
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65.  As set forth above, DEFENDANTS systematically, and on a company-wide basis, 

required PLAINTIFFS and CLASS to work and were either not compensated for their work or were 

paid less than they were entitled to be paid for all hours worked, constituting a failure to pay all 

earned wages including minimum wages. Despite MURCHISON’S demands to be paid, even on 

DEFENDANTS social media accounts, DEFENDANTS failed to pay him at least the minimum 

wage.   

66. As also described above, DEFENDANTS required PLAINTIFFS and CLASS to work 

during their 30-minute unpaid meal periods due to DEFENDANTS’ systemic and company-wide 

failure to schedule uninterrupted meal periods prior to the fifth hour of work.   DEFENDANTS did 

not pay minimum wages for meal periods PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS worked through that 

qualified for overtime premium payment. 

67. Thus, Defendants did not pay at least minimum wages for all hours worked in 

violation of California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198. 

68. DEFENDANTS’ failure to pay PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS minimum wages 

violates California Labor Code sections 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198. Pursuant to 

California Labor Code section 1194.2, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are entitled to recover 

liquidated damages in an amount equal to the wages unlawfully unpaid and interest thereon. 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS seek to request relief as described below. 

 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE ITEMIZED WAGE STATEMENTS  

(VIOLATION OF CAL. LAB. CODE §§ 226(a), 246(i), 1147(d) 
(Against All DEFENDANTS) 

69. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

70. Labor Code § 226(a) requires employers to furnish their employees with each wage 

payment an accurate, itemized writing that shows gross wages earned, total hours worked, all 

deductions, net wages earned, the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is paid, the 

name of the employee and the portion of his or her social security number as required by law, all 
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applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period, and the corresponding number of hours 

worked at each hourly rate by the employee.  

71.  DEFENDANTS engages in a policy and practice of violating California Labor Code 

§§ 226(a), by failing to provide PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS with accurate itemized wage 

statements in compliance with the statutory requirement of §226(a).   

72. DEFENDANTS knew or should have known that PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were 

entitled to receive accurate wage statements. In violation of the California Labor Code, 

DEFENDANTS failed to provide PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS members with itemized wage 

statements or separate written statements accurately showing this information. 

73. California Labor Code section 1174(d) provides that “[e]very person employing labor 

in this state shall... [k]eep a record showing the names and addresses of all employees employed and 

the ages of all minors” and “[keep, at a central location in the state or at the plants or establishments 

at which employees are employed, payroll records showing the hours worked daily by and the wages 

paid to, and the number of piece-rate units earned by and any applicable piece rate paid to, employees 

employed at the respective plants or establishments...” Labor Code section 1174.5 provides that 

employers are subject to a $500 civil penalty if they fail to maintain accurate and complete records 

as required by section 1174(d).  

74. During the relevant time period, and in violation of Labor Code section 1174(d), 

DEFENDANTS willfully failed to maintain accurate payroll records for PLAINTIFFS and the 

CLASS showing the daily hours they worked and the wages paid thereto as a result of failing to 

record.   

75. California Labor Code section 1198 provides that the maximum hours of work and 

the standard conditions of labor shall be those fixed by the Labor Commissioner and as set forth in 

the applicable IWC Wage Orders. Section 1198 further provides that “[t]he employment of any 

employees for longer hours than those fixed by the order or under conditions of labor prohibited by 

the order is unlawful.” Pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Order, employers are required to keep 

accurate time records showing when the employee begins and ends each work period and meal 

period. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, DEFENDANTS failed, on a company-wide basis, 

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1174&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=SP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_5ba1000067d06
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1174.5&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1174&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=SP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_5ba1000067d06
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1174&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=SP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_5ba1000067d06
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1198&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000215&cite=CALBS1198&originatingDoc=I6ec6da30ee5711e681b2a67ea2e2f62b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)


509272552.1  

 

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 

 

 

28 

FOURTH AMENDED CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 

to keep accurate records of all hours worked, meal period start and stop times for PLAINTIFFS and 

CLASS, in violation of section 1198.  

76. California Labor Code §246(i) provides “[a]n employer shall provide an employee 

with written notice that sets forth the amount of paid sick leave available, or paid time off leave an 

employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for use on either the employee’s itemized wage statement 

described in Section 226 or in a separate writing provided on the designated pay date with the 

employee’s payment of wages. If an employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid 

time off to an employee, the employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the 

employee’s itemized wage statement “unlimited.” The penalties described in this article for a 

violation of this subdivision shall be in lieu of the penalties for a violation of Section 226. This 

subdivision shall apply to employers covered by Wage Order 11 or 12 of the Industrial Welfare 

Commission only on and after January 21, 2016.” 

77. DEFENDANTS failed to provide wages statements to PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS 

that complied with Labor Code §§ 226, and 246(i).  

78. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS, suffered and continue to suffer injuries, including 

substantial losses related to the use and enjoyment of such wages, lost interest on such wages and 

expenses and attorney’s fees in seeking to compel DEFENDANTS to fully perform its obligations 

under state law, all to their respective damage in amounts according to proof at trial. Pursuant to 

Labor Code §§ 226(e)(2) and 226(c)(2)(B)(i), PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are deemed to have 

suffered injury as a result of DEFENDANTS’ failure to provide accurate and complete information 

as required by Labor Code § 226(a).  

79. Labor Code § 226, in part, permits employees suffering injury to collect actual 

damages or the amount specified in Labor Code§ 226. Thus, Labor Code§ 226(e) requires 

DEFENDANTS to pay the greater of all actual damages or fifty dollars ($50.00) for the initial pay 

period in which a violation occurred and one hundred dollars ($100.00) per employee for each 

violation in subsequent pay periods, plus attorney's fees and costs, to each member of the CLASS, 

including PLAINTIFFS, who were injured by DEFENDANTS’ failure to comply with Labor Code 

§ 226(a). The exact amount of the applicable penalty is all in an amount to be shown according to 
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proof at trial.  

80. Furthermore, Labor Code § 226(g) permits an employee to bring an action for 

injunctive relief to ensure compliance with Labor Code § 226. Thus, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS 

additionally seek injunctive relief to ensure compliance with Labor Code § 226.    

81. PLAINTIFFS seeks all available remedies for DEFENDANTS’ violations including, 

but not limited to, any and all wages due, actual damages, penalties, payments pursuant to Labor 

Code § 226(e) and 226.3, monies, interest, attorney's fees, costs and injunctive relief.  

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS prays for relief as hereinafter requested.  

 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
WAITING TIME PENALTIES 

(VIOLATION OF CAL. LAB. CODE §§ 201, 202, 203)  
(Against All DEFENDANTS) 

82. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

83. At all times herein mentioned, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were employees of 

DEFENDANTS and DEFENDANTS were subject to California law.   

84. California Labor Code §§ 201 and 202 require that an employer promptly pay all 

wages due to quitting or discharged employees.  Labor Code section 203 provides a penalty for the 

willful failure to pay all wages due to an employee who is discharged under section 201 or quit under 

§ 202.  This penalty consists of an amount equal to the sum of the employee’s wages at the 

employee’s prior rate of pay, until the unpaid wages are paid, in an amount not to exceed the 

equivalent of 30 days’ pay.      

85. As set forth in § 201, upon the end of the PLAINTIFFS’ and the CLASS’ 

employment, DEFENDANTS were obligated to pay all compensation earned and unpaid at the time 

of termination.   DEFENDANTS failed to do so.  DEFENDANTS failed to pay all wages owed upon 

discharge of employment.   

86. At the time of termination of the PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS, DEFENDANTS 

failed to timely pay the PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS for all their hours worked, minimum wages, 

sick pay, and overtime compensation.  In addition, BHULLAR and other CLASS members directly 
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employed by Legends were discharged as of the last event worked at the end of season and were not 

paid all wages owed upon discharge.  DEFENDANTS are obligated to pay PLAINTIFFS and the 

CLASS waiting-time penalty equivalent to thirty (30) full working days’ worth of wages.  

DEFENDANTS violated 201-203 by willfully failing to pay all wages due to PLAINTIFFS and the 

CLASS who have been discharge or who have quit.  

87. PLAINTIFFS seeks costs, interest, disbursements, and attorneys’ fees, as provided by 

Labor Code §§ 218.5 and 218.6, 1194(a), under PAGA and any other relevant statutes.   

 
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION  

FAILURE TO PAY ALL WAGES TIMELY DURING EMPLOYMENT IN 
VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE §§ 201.3, 204, 210 

(Against All DEFENDANTS) 

88. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

89. Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary services employer 

is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no less frequently than 

weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work performed during any calendar 

week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of the following calendar week. A 

temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid wages upon completion of an 

assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision. 

90. Lab. Code § 204 et seq. provides the requirements for payment of wages during 

employment. 

91. Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart 

from, any other penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each 

employee as provided in Sections 201.3, 204, …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows: 

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each 

employee. 

(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred 

dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount 

unlawfully withheld.” 

92. DEFENDANTS intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §§ 201.3, 204 and 

210.   
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93. PLAINTIFFS seek all available remedies for DEFENDANTS’ violations including, 

but not limited to, any and all wages due, and applicable penalties, attorney's fees, costs and 

injunctive relief.  

 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

FAILURE TO INDEMNIFY FOR EXPENDITURES INCURRED IN DISCHARGE OF 

DUTIES (CAL. LAB. CODE § 2802) 

(Against LEGENDS) 

94. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

95. During the RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, California Labor Code § 2802 was 

applicable to PLAINTIFF and the CLASS employed by DEFENDANTS. 

96. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS were and are entitled to the protections of California 

Labor Code § 2802.      

97. Cal. Lab. Code §2802(a) provides in relevant part that:  

“An employer shall indemnify his or him employee for all necessary expenditures or losses 
incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge of his or him duties, or of 
his or him obedience to the directions of the employer....” 

98. DEFENDANTS required PLAINTIFF and the CLASS to incur parking related 

expenses, regularly use their own personal cellphones and/or computers or other personal devices 

with internet in furtherance of their job duties and to conduct DEFENDANTS’ business.     

99. During THE RELEVANT TIME PERIOD, as a result of the unlawful acts of 

DEFENDANTS, PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS have incurred expenditures and losses in an amount 

to be determined at trial.    

100. Pursuant to California Labor Code § 2802, DEFENDANTS are required to fully 

reimburse PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS for all expenses incurred by them in the performance of 

their job duties. 

101. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS suffered, and will continue to suffer, damages in 

amounts according to proof at the time of trial as a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANTS’ 

willful conduct of requiring PLAINTIFFS to agree to illegal terms and conditions of employment 
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and DEFENDANTS’ unlawful failure to reimbursement PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS for parking, 

and their personal cellphone, computer and/or other personal devices and internet use.  

102. In failing to reimburse PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS for the use of their personal 

cellphones to conduct DEFENDANTS’ business, DEFENDANTS acted maliciously, oppressively, 

and despicably, with the wrongful intention of causing injury and hardship to PLAINTIFFS and the 

CLASS by reaping economic gain at PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS’ expenses, in willful and 

conscious disregard of PLAINTIFFS’ statutory and regulatory rights. 

103. PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS are entitled to recovery from DEFENDANTS, and each 

of them, the full amount of the necessary business-related expenses and costs incurred during the 

course and scope of employment, incurred as a result of DEFENDANTS’ unlawful policies and 

practices plus attorneys’ fees and costs, interests accrued from the date on which PLAINTIFFS and 

the CLASS incurred such expenditures and/or the unlawful deductions.    

 WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS prays for relief as hereinafter requested.  

 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
(Against All DEFENDANTS) 

104. PLAINTIFFS repeat and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

105. DEFENDANTS unlawful conduct of failing to comply with California law, including 

but not limited to, Cal. Lab. Code §§ 510, 246 threatens real and immediate harm to PLAINTIFFS, 

Aggrieved, Employees, and the CLASS who will suffer irreparable harm.  

106. PLAINTIFFS are therefore entitled to an order restraining and ordering 

DEFENDANTS, representatives, attorneys, servants, and agents from further harm pending final 

judgment on this matter.  

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES IN VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA BUSINESS AND 

PROFESSIONS CODE §§ 17200-17208 

 (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

107. PLAINTIFFS repeats and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 

as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 
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108. The foregoing conduct, as alleged, violates the California Unfair Competition Law 

(“UCL”), Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200 et seq. Section 17200 of the Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code 

prohibits unfair competition by prohibiting, inter alia, any unlawful or unfair business acts or 

practices. 

109. Throughout the course of PLAINTIFFS’s employment, DEFENDANTS committed 

acts of unfair competition, as defined by the UCL, by, among other things, engaging in the acts and 

practices described herein, including but not limited to, failing to pay employees at the rate of no less 

than one and one-half times the regular rate of pay, which includes bonuses pursuant to Lab. Code § 

510; failing to pay employees paid sick time under Cal. Lab. Code 246 at the regular rate of pay for 

the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time; failing to provide accurate itemized wage 

statements for each pay period; failing to pay employees the applicable minimum wage; failing to 

pay employees for all hours worked; failing to timely pay all wages during employment, failing to 

pay wages upon termination of employment, failing to reimburse expenses, and failing to distribute 

all tips pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code 351.      

110. DEFENDANTS’ conduct as herein alleged has damaged the PLAINTIFFS and 

therefore was substantially injurious to the PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS. 

111. DEFENDANTS’ course of conduct, acts, and practices in violation of the California 

laws mentioned herein constitute a separate and independent violation of the UCL. DEFENDANTS’ 

conduct described herein violates the policy or spirit of such laws or otherwise significantly threatens 

or harms competition.  PLAINTIFFS seeks disgorgement in the amount of the respective unpaid 

wages and equity and such other legal and equitable relief from DEFENDANTS’ unlawful and 

willful conduct as the Court deems just and proper. 

112. WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS requests the relief as described below.   

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
PENALTIES PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 2699 FOR VIOLATIONS OF 

CALIFORNIA LABOR CODE §§ 510, 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 351, 
512, 226(A), 1174(D), 201–203, 201.3, 204, 210, AND 2802; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 

REGULATIONS, TITLE 8, SECTION 11070(14); AND APPLICABLE 
INDUSTRIAL WELFARE COMMISSION WAGE ORDERS, INCLUDING THE 

SUITABLE-SEATING REQUIREMENT  

 (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

113. PLAINTIFFS repeats and re-allege all allegations contained in preceding paragraphs 
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as though fully set forth in this cause of action, and incorporate them by reference, and further allege: 

114. Cal. Labor Code § 2698 et seq., the Labor Code Private Attorney General Act of 2004 

expressly establishes that any provision of the Cal. Labor Code which provides for a civil penalty to 

be assessed and collected by the Labor and Workforce Development Agency, or any of its 

departments, divisions, commissions, boards agencies or employees for a violation of the Cal. Labor 

Code, may be recovered through a civil action brought by an aggrieved employee on behalf of 

himself or herself, and collectively on behalf of all other current or former employees.  

115. Whenever the Labor and Workforce Development Agency, or any of its departments, 

divisions, commissions, boards, agencies, or employees has discretion to assess a civil penalty, a 

court in a civil action is authorized to exercise the same discretion, subject to the same limitation and 

conditions, to assess a civil penalty.   

116. PLAINTIFFS, and the CLASS of “aggrieved employees”, as defined by Cal. Labor 

Code § 2699, who are all current and former employees of DEFENDANTS, and against them one or 

more of the alleged violations was committed.    

117. Having complied with the notice and administrative provisions of PAGA, 

PLAINTIFFS have the right to bring this representative action as proxies of the LWDA. Pursuant to 

Labor Code § 2699 et seq., PLAINTIFFS seek civil penalties arising from the facts alleged in this 

Complaint and the PAGA Notices for alleged violations of California Labor Code §§ 510, 1182.12, 

1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 351, 512, 226(a), 1174(d), 201–203, 201.3, 204, 210, and 2802; 

California Code of Regulations, title 8, section 11070(14); and applicable Industrial Welfare 

Commission Wage Orders, including the suitable-seating requirement.  

118. The policies, acts, and practices alleged above include: (1) failure to pay all minimum, 

regular, and overtime wages for hours worked; (2) failure to provide legally compliant meal periods 

and pay resulting premiums; (3) failure to provide legally compliant rest periods and pay resulting 

premiums; (4) failure to provide accurate wage statements and maintain accurate payroll records; (5) 

failure to timely pay all wages during employment; (6) failure to timely pay all wages upon separation 

or termination; (7) failure to reimburse necessary business expenses; (8) failure to distribute all tips; 

and (9) failure to provide suitable seating, in violation of California Labor Code §§ 510, 1182.12, 
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1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 351, 512, 226(a), 1174(d), 201–203, 201.3, 204, 210, and 2802; 

California Code of Regulations, title 8, section 11070(14); and applicable Industrial Welfare 

Commission Wage Orders, including the suitable-seating requirement.  

119. For avoidance of doubt, this PAGA cause of action does not seek civil penalties 

premised on Labor Code §§ 221, 223, 227.3, 246, or 2810.5, and does not seek PAGA penalties 

premised on a sick-pay claim. 

120. As a result of the violations alleged herein, PLAINTIFFS, individually and on behalf 

of all aggrieved employees in their capacity as private attorneys general seeks penalties under Labor 

Code § 2699(f), which states in relevant part:  

For all provisions of this code except those for which a civil penalty is specifically provided, 
there is established a civil penalty for a violation of these provisions as follows: … (2) If, at 
the time of the alleged violation, the person employs one or more employees, the civil penalty 
is one hundred dollars ($100.00) for each aggrieved employee per pay period for the initial 
violation and two hundred dollars ($200.00) for each aggrieved employee per pay period for 
each subsequent violation.   

121. To the extent that any violation alleged herein does not carry penalties under Cal. 

Labor Code § 2699(a), PLAINTIFFS seeks civil penalties pursuant to Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(f) for 

PLAINTIFFS and each member of the CLASS for each pay period in which they were aggrieved, in 

the amounts established by Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(f).   

122. For each such violations, PLAINTIFFS and all other aggrieved employees are entitled 

to penalties in an amount to be shown at the time of trial.  The penalties will be allocated 75% to 

LWDA, and 25% to the CLASS, (i.e., affected employees.)  

123. Pursuant to Cal. Labor Code §§2699(g)(1) PLAINTIFFS and aggrieved employees 

are entitled to seek and recover reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.   

124. PLAINTIFFS, on behalf of themselves and the CLASS, requests relief through PAGA 

as described herein and below.   

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

 PLAINTIFFS, hereby, demand a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS, on behalf of themselves, the CLASS, and Aggrieved 

Employees prays for relief and judgment against DEFENDANTS, jointly and severally, as follows: 
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1. For an Order certifying the proposed CLASS and/or any other appropriate subclasses under 

CCP § 382; 

2. For an Order appointing PLAINTIFFS as the representatives of the CLASS; 

3. For an Order appointing counsel for PLAINTIFFS as counsel for the CLASS;  

4. For a finding that DEFENDANTS violated the provisions of the California Labor Code, 

including but not limited to, §§ 201.3, 201-203, 204, 226, 226.3, 233, 226.7, 351, 510, 512, 1194, 

1198, 2699, et seq., 2802, as to PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS;  

5. That the Court declare, adjudge, and decree that DEFENDANTS violated California Business 

and Professions Code §§ 17200 et seq. as alleged herein; 

6. That the Court make an award to PLAINTIFFS and the CLASS of damages for the amount 

of unpaid wages, including interest thereon and penalties, in amounts to be proven, in a formulaic 

manner, at trial;  

7. For liquidated damages pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 1194.2 and 1197 and special 

damages, according to proof;  

8. For actual damages pursuant to Labor Code § 226(e);  

9. For reasonable attorneys’ fees as provided by statute, including but not limited to California 

Code of Civil Procedures § 1021.5 and California Labor Code §§ 218.5, 226, 1194; 

10. For penalties as permitted under California Labor Code for violations of each of the sections 

identified herein, including but not limited to §§210, 225.5, 226, 226.3, 1174.5, and 558;  

11. For waiting time penalties and other penalties according to proof pursuant to California Labor 

Code section 203 for all employees whose employment has been discharged at any time by 

DEFENDANTS; 

12. For injunctive relief, including but not limited to, pursuant to California Labor Code section 

226(h); 

13. For cost of suit herein; 

14. For the appointment of a receiver to receive, manage and distribute any and all funds 

disgorged from DEFENDANTS and determined to have been wrongfully acquired by 

DEFENDANTS as a result of violations of California Business & Professions Code sections 17200 
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et seq.;  

15. For disgorgement of all monies which DEFENDANTS have illegally gained; 

16. For an award of additional hour of pay at the regular rate of compensation pursuant to Labor 

Code §226.7(b) for each meal and rest period not in compliance with the applicable Wage Order of 

the IWC;  

17. For penalties and subsequent violation of a section of Chapter 1 of Labor Code, Div. 2, Part 

2, or any provision regulating hours and days of work in any Order of the IWC for each underpaid 

employee for each pay period for which the employee was underpaid, in addition to an amount 

sufficient to recover the underpaid wages to be paid to each affected employee pursuant to Labor 

Code §558;  

18. For an accounting to determine all money wrongfully obtained and held by DEFENDANTS;  

19. For all other Orders, findings, and determinations identified and sought in this Complaint 

and/or the Court finds just and proper; 

20. For prejudgment interest, and post judgment interest, according to proof; 

21. For penalties according to the schedule as laid out in PAGA: for any initial violation, one 

hundred ($100) dollars for each aggrieved employee per pay period; two hundred ($200) dollars for 

each aggrieved employee per pay period for any subsequent violation, and reasonable attorneys’ fees 

and costs pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699;  

22. For any other such relief as the Court deems just and proper due to the misconduct committed 

by the DEFENDANTS as alleged in this Complaint. 

23. PLAINTIFFS reserve the right to amend their prayer for relief.    

  

Dated: August 31, 2026    Respectfully submitted,  
    
 
 

MIRZAYAN LAW, APLC 
 

          By: _______________________________________ 

 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq.  

Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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 Mirzayan LAW, APLC 
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 
Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 

(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 
 

 

 

April 14, 2025 

 

VIA ONLINE FILING 

Labor & Workforce Development Agency 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 

1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 

Oakland, CA  94612 

 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  

  

GREGORY FIELDING  

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  

MVP EVENT STAFFING  

374 James Bowie Court 

Alamo, California 94507 

 

K&L Gates LLP 

(Counsel for Legends Hospitality, LLC) 

Alison Hamer  

10100 Santa Monica Blvd.  

8th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90067 

 

 

   
 

 

  

  

 

Re: Second Amended Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor 

Code 2698 et. seq. Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing, et al. 

LWDA-CM-855809-21 

 

This is the Second Amended Notification (“SAN”) is provided in advance of amending a 

civil action titled Domingo Murchison v. MVP Event Productions, LLC, et al., Case No. 

30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC filed in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange on 

December 6, 2021, pursuant to the Labor Code Private Attorney General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”).  

 

This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Murchison”) who was employed by 

MPV Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), Gregory 

Fielding (“Fielding”), and Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Legends”) (collectively referred to as 

“Defendants”), and Ms. Davina Bhullar (“Bhullar”) who has been employed by Legends on a 

seasonal basis since May 4, 2022.  Murchison and Bhullar are collectively referred to as 

“Plaintiffs”.    

 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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 On December 3, 2021, Murchison provided your agency a Notice of Labor Code Private 

Attorney General Action pursuant to Labor Code 2698 et seq. (“Notice”), a true and correct copy 

of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “1”,and incorporated by reference.  On April 11, 2023, 

Murchison filed his First Amended Notification (“FAN”) which was intended to amend the Notice 

by adding Legends as an additional defendant who was Plaintiffs’ employer and/or joint employer, 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit “2.”  

 

 This SAN is intended to amend the Notice1 and the FAN.   

 

 Legends provides food and beverage services at stadiums, arenas, amphitheaters and 

similar entertainment venues in California.  Legends staffs some of its events, in part, with 

temporary staff obtained through MVP EVENT STAFFING.  The remainder of its staffing is via 

direct employees.  MURCHISON worked during several events, some events MURCHISON was 

directly hired by Legends, directly hired by MVP, and some events he was jointly hired by MVP 

and Legends.  BHULLAR is and was directly hired by LEGENDS.  

 

 MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and event temporary staffing services by 

supplying employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at 

various venues throughout California. MVP EVENT STAFFING negotiates with clients and 

customers for matters such as the time and place where the services the Aggrieved Employees 

are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and price of the 

services. MVP EVENT STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the Aggrieved 

Employees, retains the authority to assign or reassign them to another client or customer, sets their 

rate of pay, pays them from its own account via Onpay platform, and retains the right to hire and 

terminate them. Murchison and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event 

locations contracted by Defendants. Murchison held various positions working for Defendants 

including “Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also 

preparing food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction. 

 

Defendants hired Murchison to provide services to MVP EVENT STAFFING clients and 

required Murchison and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising them 

payment of hourly wages. Murchison was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, 

Defendants intentionally failed to pay Murchison and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated 

attempts by Murchison seeking payment for his earned wages. 

 

 Defendants also promised Murchison and the Aggrieved Employees that they would 

receive a $100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for Defendants. 

Murchison in fact worked more than 2 days for Defendants and was entitled to receive his bonus, 

which he did not receive. 

 

 
1 Except as specifically stated in this SAN, the allegations of the Notice and FAN shall remain in 

full force and effect.   
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Plaintiffs would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 p.m. Defendants 

knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at 

least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages 

for work that was required to be done. In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiffs and 

Aggrieved Employees were not paid at least minimum wages for work done because Defendants 

refused to pay them.  In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiffs and Aggrieved 

employees were not paid at least minimum wages or overtime wages for all hours worked because 

Defendants did not pay them for all hours worked. 

 

Defendants are well aware of the number of hours worked by Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees because Defendants required the Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to submit 

timesheets. Also, when Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees reported to the designated parking 

zones for staffer employees per Defendants’ direction (usually red parking zones), Defendants 

marked their presence on Defendants’ iPad as well as their timesheets before permitting Plaintiffs 

and the Aggrieved Employees to proceed to their work assignments. Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be check-in, be assigned to a 

supervisor, conducting COVID-19 temperature and screening checks, or conducting security 

checks.  Defendants also rounded Plaintiff’s time. 

 

Additionally, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave 

at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly pay, such as 

non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled 

to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because 

Plaintiffs were promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such 

services to the benefit of the Defendants. Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services 

and labor performed by Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their 

labor. 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 

to meal periods in accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 

their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) 

minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all 

meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 

did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.   

 

Defendants knew or should have known Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 

rest periods in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of 

one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a 

compliant rest period and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided compliant 

rest periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 

were not provided a compliant rest period.  Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were denied 

compliant rest breaks and were not relieved of all control or work during their rest periods.  

Defendant’s policies restricted Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees’ activities during rest 
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breaks, walk durations, and prohibited Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees from leaving the 

premises during rest breaks. 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Defendants were obligated to provide Plaintiffs and 

the Aggrieved Employees with paid sick leave benefits but failed to do so.  Additionally, 

Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave at their 

regular rate of pay because the value of non-discretionary bonuses were not included in the 

calculation of their regular rate of pay.   

 

Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees’ regular rate of pay 

for purposes of overtime compensation and meal and rest break premiums because the value of 

non-discretionary bonuses were not included in the calculation of their regular rate of pay. 

 

Legends knew or should have known Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 

reimbursement for all necessary and reasonable business expenses; however Plaintiffs and the 

Aggrieved Employees were not reimbursed for their parking or use of their personal cell phones, 

computers, and/or other devices and internet, which they were required to use by Legends. 

 

Legends knew or should have known that it had a duty to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees their earned tips; however, Defendant’s policies and practices denied Plaintiffs and the 

Aggrieved Employees their earned tips. 

 

Legends knew or should have known that it had a duty to provide suitable seating but failed to do 

so.  Specifically, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee 

under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. The Labor Code 

provides that labor conditions set by the Industrial Welfare Commission (Commission) shall be the 

standard labor conditions for employees. A Commission wage order provides that employees shall 

be provided suitable seating, if reasonable, during the performance of their duties. Defendants are 

in violation of the Industrial Wage Order by failing to provide Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 

with suitable seating even though providing such seating is reasonable during the performance of 

their duties, therefore, Defendants have violated Lab Code § 1198, California Code of 

Regulations, Title 8, Section 1 1070(14) (Failure to Provide Seating), and the applicable IWC 

Wage Order(s). 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 

to receive itemized wage statements or separate written statements showing all hours worked, the 

proper hourly rate, and the amount of paid sick leave available, or paid time off provided in lieu of 

sick leave. In violation of the California Labor Code, DEFENDANTS failed to provide Plaintiffs 

and the Aggrieved Employees with itemized wage statements or separate written statements 

showing this information. 

 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 

to timely payment of all wages earned upon termination of employment. In violation of the 
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California Labor Code, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees did not receive payment of all 

wages due, including, but not limited to, overtime wages, minimum wages, and meal and rest 

period premiums, within permissible time periods.  In addition, LEGENDS did not timely pay all 

wages earned upon discharge of employment of Bhullar and Aggrieved Employees at the end of 

each season. 

 

The Action would seek to recover penalties for the following Labor Code Violations as detailed 

below, based on the facts alleged above: 

 

Labor Code §§ 200, 510, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 558 Payment for Minium Wages and 

Overtime:  

 

California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in pertinent 

part:  

“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 

any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 

workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the 

regular rate of pay for an employee.”  

 

California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides:  

“Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less 

than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the 

employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 

minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 

attorney’s fees and cost of the suit.”  

 

California Labor Code §1197, in pertinent part, provides: 

“The minimum wage for employees fixed by the commission or by any applicable state or 

local law, is the minimum wage to be paid to employees, and the payment of a lower wage 

than the minimum so fixed is unlawful. This section does not change the applicability of 

local minimum wage laws to any entity.” 

 

California Labor Code §1197.1, in pertinent part, provides the penalties and damages for failure to 

pay minimum wage. 

 

California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides:  

“The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the 

commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for 

employees. The employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the 

order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.”  

 

Defendants engaged in a policy and practice of suffering their employees to work more than 8 

hours per day and/or forty hours in a work week by failing to compensate them overtime and 
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double time as required by law. Therefore, Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 

receive certain wages for overtime compensation but were not properly paid for overtime hours.  

 

Additionally, Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay for purposes of 

overtime compensation because the value of employee’s non-discretionary bonuses were not 

included in the calculation of the Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 

510.  

 

Defendants also violated Labor Code § 200, by failing to pay Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 

their non-discretionary bonuses. Labor Code § 200 defines wages as,  

(a) “Wages” includes all amounts for labor performed by employees of every description, 

whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, commission 

basis, or other method of calculation.  

(b) “Labor” includes labor, work, or service whether rendered or performed under contract, 

subcontract, partnership, station plan, or other agreement if the labor to be paid for is 

performed personally by the person demanding payment.  

 

The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled to receive constitute 

“wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because Plaintiffs were 

promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such services to the 

benefit of the Defendants. Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor 

performed by Plaintiffs and aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their labor.  

 

Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512: Defendants violated Labor Code § 226.7 which requires 

employers to provide a ten-minute rest period during each four-hour of work or major fraction 

thereof. Defendants further violated Labor Code § 226.7 and 512 by failing to provide Plaintiff and 

all other similarly situated and Aggrieved Employees with a meal period of not less than 30 

minutes for each work period more than 5 hours per day and a second meal period of not less than 

30 minutes for a work period of more than 10 hours-day. The meal period must be provided prior 

to the 5th hour of work.  

 

California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 require employers to pay an employee one 

additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for each workday that a meal or rest period is 

not provided. Defendants required Plaintiffs and other Aggrieved Employees to work during meal 

and rest periods and failed to compensate them properly for missed meal and rest periods, 

including but not limited to, failing to pay them any premium pay at their regular rate of pay which 

includes the non-discretionary bonus, additional wages, and/or penalties. 

 

Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203: California Labor Code section 201 provides that if an employer 

discharges an employee, the employee’s wages that have been earned and are unpaid at the time of 

discharge shall be paid immediately. Labor Code § 202 provides that if an employee quits, his or 

her wages become due no later than 72 hours thereafter or if an employee gives 72-hours previous 

notice of his or her intention to quit, the employees’ wages are due at the time of quitting. Labor 

Code §203 provides that if the employer willfully fails to pay any wages of an employee who is 
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discharged or who quits, the employee’s wages shall continue as a penalty from the due date of the 

payment of wages, at the same rate, until such wages paid, or an action commenced, but not more 

than 30 days. Defendants willfully failed to provide Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees with 

all wages due and owing, including all regular and overtime wages, and meal and rest period 

premium wages as specified by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, as alleged herein.  

 

Defendants did not pay Plaintiffs, and all similarly situated Aggrieved Employees’ wages were 

due when Defendants terminated their employment. Defendants willfully failed and refused, and 

continue to willfully fail and refuse, to timely pay compensation and wages, including overtime 

payments, and premiums for meal and rest periods, and non-discretionary bonuses as described 

above. Defendants did not pay Murchison all wages owed upon his last day worked. In addition, 

when Legends terminated Bhullar’s employment at the end of each season, it did not pay her 

wages due on her last day worked of the season. As a result, Defendants are liable for wages due, 

interest, and waiting time penalties, any other statutory penalties, other damages together with 

attorneys’ fees and costs.  

 

Lab Code §§201.3, and 210: Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary 

services employer is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no 

less frequently than weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work 

performed during any calendar week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of 

the following calendar week. A temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid 

wages upon completion of an assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision.”  

 

Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart from, any other 

penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each employee as 

provided in Sections 201.3 …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows:  

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each employee.  

(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred dollars 

($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount unlawfully withheld.”  

 

Defendants intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §201.3; therefore, subject to penalties.  

 

Labor Code §§ 226, and 226.3: Labor Code 226 requires employers to maintain accurate records 

for each employee’s hours of work and to provide each employee with an accurate wage 

statements in writing setting forth, among other things: gross wages earned; total hours worked by 

the employee; net wages earned; all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 

corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, all deductions made, 

and the name and address of the legal entity of the employer Defendants engage in a policy and 

practice of willfully and intentionally failing to furnish their employees with accurate itemized 

wage statements in compliance with the statutory requirement of §226(a). During the Relevant 

Time Period, Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to provide to the Plaintiffs and the 

Aggrieved Employees, the above described writing required by Labor Code § 226 through actions 

alleged herein, including a failure to provide total hours worked, the correct applicable hourly rate, 

and all wages earned.  
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All the above violations, were suffered by Plaintiffs and all other similarly situated and Aggrieved 

Employees working for Defendants in California daily as a result of Defendants’ uniform policies 

and practices, and managerial instructions. Defendants knowingly, intentionally and willfully 

refused and continue to refuse to comply with California law.  

 

Labor Code §§ 246(a), 246(i), 246.5(a), 247.5 and 233: Labor Code 246(a) requires an employer 

to provide employees that work in California on or after July 1, 2015, for 30 or more days within a 

year from the commencement of employment, paid sick days to accrue at a rate of not less than one 

hour per every 30 hours worked. or in the alternative must comply with the requirements of section 

246(b)(3).  

 

Section 246(i) requires an employer to provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the 

amount of paid sick leave available, or PTO leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for 

use on either the employee's itemized wage statement as described in Section 226 or in a separate 

writing provided on the designated pay date with the employees’ payment of wages. If an 

employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid time off to an employee, the 

employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the employee' s itemized wage 

statement "unlimited."  

 

Section 246(l) provides: For the purposes of this section, an employer shall calculate paid sick 

leave using any of the following calculations:  

(1) Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated in the same manner as the 

regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, whether or 

not the employee actually works overtime in that workweek.  

(2) Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the employee’s 

total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total hours worked in 

the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment.  

 

Defendants failed to comply with Labor Code § 246(l)(1)-(2), by failing to pay Aggrieved 

Employees paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which is based on a weighted 

average of all rates the employee earned, including bonuses. Employers may calculate the regular 

rate of pay either based on the workweek in which the employee uses sick leave or by using a 

90-day look back period; Defendants failed to do so.  

 

Lab Code § 247.5: Defendants failed to maintain records documenting Plaintiffs’ and the 

Aggrieved Employees accrued and used sick leave in violation of Labor Code § 247.5(a). 

 

Specifically, Labor Code Labor Code § 247.5 states:  

(a) An employer shall keep for at least three years records documenting the hours worked 

and paid sick days accrued and used by an employee, and shall allow the Labor 

Commissioner to access these records pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 

1174 . An employer shall make these records available to an employee in the same manner 

as described in Section 226. If an employer does not maintain adequate records pursuant to 
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this section, it shall be presumed that the employee is entitled to the maximum number of 

hours accruable under this article, unless the employer can show otherwise by clear and 

convincing evidence.  

 

 

Labor Code § 2802: Legends failed to indemnify Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for all 

necessary expenditures with respect to parking fees, cellphone, computer and/or other personal 

devices and internet incurred in direct consequence of the discharge of their duties or in obedience 

to the directions of Legends.   

 

Labor Code § 2802 provides, in pertinent part:  

“An employer shall indemnify his or her employee for all necessary expenditures or losses 

incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge of his or her duties, or of 

his or her obedience to the directions of the employer, even though unlawful, unless the 

employee, at the time of obeying the directions, believed them to be unlawful. 

 

Labor Code § 2810.5: The California Wage Theft Prevention Act of 2011 (''WTPA'') became 

effective on January 1, 2012. Among other provisions, the WTPA adds section 2810.5 to the 

California Labor Code. The act requires that all employers provide each employee with a written 

notice containing specified information. The notice must be in the language the employer normally 

uses to communicate employment-related information to the employee. Specifically, employers 

are required to provide each employee, at the time of hiring, with a written notice containing the 

following information: (1) the rate or rates of pay “and basis thereof,” whether paid by the hour, 

shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for overtime, as 

applicable; (2) allowances, if any, claimed as part of the minimum wage, including meal or 

lodging allowances; (3) the regular payday designated by the employer in accordance with the 

requirements of the Labor Code; (4) the name of the employer, including any “doing business as” 

names used by the employer; (5) the physical address of the employer's main office or principal 

place of business, and a mailing address, if different; (6) the telephone number of the employer; (7) 

the name, address, and telephone number of the employer's workers' compensation insurance 

carrier; and (8) any other information the Labor Commissioner deems material and necessary.  

Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. Cal. 

Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 

information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 

willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. 

 

Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. Cal. 

Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 

information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 

willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. 

 

Labor Code § 1198, California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1 1070(14) (Failure to 

Provide Seating), and the applicable IWC Wage Order(s): 
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California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of 

labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. The Labor Code provides that labor 

conditions set by the Industrial Welfare Commission (Commission) shall be the standard labor 

conditions for employees.  A Commission wage order provides that employees shall be provided 

with suitable seating, if reasonable, during the performance of their duties.  Defendants are in 

violation of the Industrial Wage Order by failing to provide Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 

with suitable seating even though providing such seating is reasonable during the performance of 

their duties, therefore, Defendants have violated Lab Code § 1198. 

Labor Code § 351: 

California Lab. Code § 351 provides “No employer or agent shall collect, take, or receive 

any gratuity or a part thereof that is paid, given to, or left for an employee by a patron, or deduct 

any amount from wages due an employee on account of a gratuity, or require an employee to credit 

the amount, or any part thereof, of a gratuity against and as a part of the wages due the employee 

from the employer. Every gratuity is hereby declared to be the sole property of the employee or 

employees to whom it was paid, given, or left for. An employer that permits patrons to pay 

gratuities by credit card shall pay the employees the full amount of the gratuity that the patron 

indicated on the credit card slip, without any deductions for any credit card payment processing 

fees or costs that may be charged to the employer by the credit card company. Payment of 

gratuities made by patrons using credit cards shall be made to the employees not later than the next 

regular payday following the date the patron authorized the credit card payment.”  

Legends failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees all of their earned tips.  

Labor Code § 227.3: 

Labor Code Section 227.3 provides, “Unless otherwise provided by a 

collective-bargaining agreement, whenever a contract of employment or employer policy provides 

for paid vacations, and an employee is terminated without having taken off his vested vacation 

time, all vested vacation shall be paid to him as wages at his final rate in accordance with such 

contract of employment or employer policy respecting eligibility or time served; provided, 

however, that an employment contract or employer policy shall not provide for forfeiture of vested 

vacation time upon termination. The Labor Commissioner or a designated representative, in the 

resolution of any dispute with regard to vested vacation time, shall apply the principles of equity 

and fairness.”    

Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees their earned and vested 

vacation and holiday pay at their final rate upon termination.   

Labor Code § 204: 

Labor Code Section 204 (a) provides “All wages, other than those mentioned in Section 

201, 201.3, 202, 204.1, or 204.2, earned by any person in any employment are due and payable 
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twice during each calendar month, on days designated in advance by the employer as the regular 

paydays. Labor performed between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month shall 

be paid for between the 16th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was performed, 

and labor performed between the 16th and the last day, inclusive, of any calendar month, shall be 

paid for between the 1st and 10th day of the following month.”  

  

 By failing to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees all wages earned within the 

appropriate time frames, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees their 

wages as provided in section 204(a).   

 

Labor Code § 221: 

 

 Labor Code § 221 provides “It shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive 

from an employee any part of wages theretofore paid by said employer to said employee.”   

 

 Legends made impermissible and undisclosed deductions from wages owed to Plaintiffs 

and the Aggrieved Employes, in violation of Labor Code § 221.   

 

Labor Code § 223: 

 

 Labor Code § 223 provides “Where any statute or contract requires an employer to 

maintain the designated wage scale, it shall be unlawful to secretly pay a lower wage while 

purporting to pay the wage designated by statute or by contract.” 

 

 Legends secretly paid Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employes a lower wage while 

purporting to pay the wage designated by statute or by contract.   

 

 

The purpose of this letter is to satisfy the requirements created by California Labor Code section 

2699 prior to seeking penalties allowed by law for the aforementioned violations. We look forward 

to hearing from you whether the agency intends to take any action in reference to these violations. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 

Attorney for Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 



EXHIBIT 1 



 Law Offices of Natalie Mirzayan  
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

 
 

December 3, 2021 
 
VIA ONLINE FILING 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  
  
GREGORY FIELDING  
374 James Bowie Court 
Alamo, California 94507 
 

REGISTERED AGENTS, INC. 
1401 21ST ST, STE R 
SACRAMENTO CA 95811 

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  
MVP EVENT STAFFING  
160 Alamo Plaza 486 
Alamo, California 94507 

 

 
Re: Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor Code 2698 et. seq. 

Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing; and Gregory Fielding. 
 

This notification is provided in advance of a civil action under Labor Code Private Attorney 
General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”). This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Mr. 
Murchison” or “Plaintiff”) who was employed by MPV Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event 
Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), and Gregory Fielding (“Fielding”) (collectively referred to as 
“Defendants”) approximately from August 2021 until October 2021.  This letter is a notice and a 
request pursuant to California Labor Code §2699.3 that your agency investigates the claims 
alleged herein. If the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, we specifically 
and respectfully request that you notify our office. 
 
This Action is brought by Mr. Murchison on behalf of himself and other similarly situated and 
aggrieved current and former employees in California (“Aggrieved Employees”) working for 
Defendants. Plaintiff was classified as a non-exempt, hourly paid employee who worked for 
Defendants at various locations, including but not limited to, Angel Stadium of Anaheim, in 
Anaheim, California, County of Orange.   
 
MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and event temporary staffing services by supplying 
employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at various 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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venues throughout California. MVP EVENT STAFFING negotiates with clients and customers 
for matters such as the time and place where the services of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and 
price of the services.  MVP EVENT STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; retains the authority to assign or reassign the Plaintiff and 
the Aggrieved Employees to another client or customer; sets the rate of pay for the Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees; pays Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees from its own account via 
Onpay platform; and retains the right to hire and terminate the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event locations 
contracted by Defendants.  Plaintiff held various positions working for Defendants including 
“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 
food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction.  
 
Defendants hired the Plaintiff to provide services to MVP EVENT STAFFING clients and 
required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising them payment 
of hourly wages. Plaintiff was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, Defendants 
intentionally failed to pay the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated attempts by 
the Plaintiff seeking payment for his earned wages.   
 
Defendants also promised the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees that they would receive a 
$100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for Defendants. Plaintiff 
in fact worked more than 2 days for Defendants and was entitled to receive his bonus, which he did 
not receive.  
 
Plaintiff would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 p.m. Defendants 
knew or should have known that Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at 
least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages 
for work that was required to be done. In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiff and 
Aggrieved Employoees were not paid at least minimum wages for work done because Defendants 
refused to pay them.   
 
Defendants are well aware of the number of hours worked by the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees because Defendants required the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to submit 
timesheets, which Defendants received from their client/venue, and reconciled those timesheets to 
make sure they match their records.  Also, when Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees reported 
to the designated parking zones for staffer employees per Defendants’ direction (usually red 
parking zones), Defendants marked their presence on Defendants’ iPad as well as their timesheets 
before permitting Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to proceed to their work assignments.  
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be 
check-in and assigned to a supervisor.  
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave 
at the employee’s regular rate of pay regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly pay, 
such as non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was 
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entitled to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code 
because Plaintiff was promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of 
such services to the benefit of the Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the 
services and labor performed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for 
their labor. 
 
Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 
to meal periods in accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 
their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) 
minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all 
meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.  
 
Defendants knew or should have known Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
rest periods in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of 
one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a 
compliant rest period and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided compliant 
rest periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
were not provided a compliant rest period. 
 
The Action would seek to recover penalties for the following Labor Code Violations as detailed 
below, based on the facts alleged above: 

 
Labor Code §§ 200, 510, 1198, 558 Payment for Overtime:  

California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in pertinent 

part: 
“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 
any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 
workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the 
regular rate of pay for an employee.” 

 
California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides: 

 
 “Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less 
than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the 
employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 
minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 
attorney’s fees and cost of the suit.” 

 
California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides: 

“The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the 
commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for 
employees. The employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the 
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order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” 
 
Defendants engaged in a policy and practice of suffering their employees to work more than 8 
hours per day and/or forty hours in a work week by failing to compensate them overtime and 
double time as required by law. Therefore, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
receive certain wages for overtime compensation but were not properly paid for overtime hours.   
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay for purposes of 
overtime compensation because the value of employee’s non-discretionary bonuses were not 
included in the calculation of the Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 
510.   

Defendants also violated Labor Code § 200, by failing to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees 

their non-discretionary bonuses.  Labor Code § 200 defines wages as,  
(a) “Wages” includes all amounts for labor performed by employees of every description, 
whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, 
commission basis, or other method of calculation. 
(b) “Labor” includes labor, work, or service whether rendered or performed under 
contract, subcontract, partnership, station plan, or other agreement if the labor to be paid 
for is performed personally by the person demanding payment. 

 
The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled to receive constitute 
“wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because Plaintiff was promised 
additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such services to the benefit of the 
Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor performed by 
Plaintiff and aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their labor.  
 
Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512: Defendants violated Labor Code § 226.7 which requires 
employers to provide a ten-minute rest period during each four-hour of work or major fraction 
thereof. Defendants further violated Labor Code § 226.7 and 512 by failing to provide Plaintiff and 
all other similarly situated and Aggrieved Employees with a meal period of not less than 30 
minutes for each work period more than 5 hours per day and a second meal period of not less than 
30 minutes for a work period of more than 10 hours-day.  The meal period must be provided prior 
to the 5th hour of work.   
 
California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 require employers to pay an employee one 
additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for each work day that a meal or rest period is 
not provided.  Defendants required Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees to work during meal 
and rest periods and failed to compensate them properly for missed meal and rest periods, 
including but not limited to, failing to pay them any premium pay at their regular rate of pay which 
includes the non-discretionary bonus, additional wages, and/or penalties.    
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Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203:  California Labor Code section 201 provides that if an employer 
discharges an employee, the employee’s wages that have been earned and are unpaid at the time of 
discharge shall be paid immediately.  Labor Code § 202 provides that if an employee quits, his or 
her wages become due no later than 72 hours thereafter or if an employee gives 72-hours previous 
notice of his or her intention to quit, the employees’ wages are due at the time of quitting.  Labor 
Code §203 provides that if the employer willfully fails to pay any wages of an employee who is 
discharged or who quits, the employee’s wages shall continue as a penalty from the due date of the 
payment of wages, at the same rate, until such wages paid, or an action commenced, but not more 
than 30 days. Defendants willfully failed to provide Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees with 
all wages due and owing, including all regular and overtime wages, and meal and rest period 
premium wages as specified by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, as alleged herein.  
 
Defendants did not pay Plaintiff, and all similarly situated Aggrieved Employees’ wages were due 
when Defendants terminated their employment.  Defendants willfully failed and refused, and 
continue to willfully fail and refuse, to timely pay compensation and wages, including overtime 
payments, and premiums for meal and rest periods, and non-discretionary bonuses as described 
above.  As a result, Defendants are liable for wages due, interest, and waiting time penalties, any 
other statutory penalties, other damages together with attorneys’ fees and costs.   
 
Lab Code §§201.3, and 210: Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary 
services employer is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no 
less frequently than weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work 
performed during any calendar week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of 
the following calendar week. A temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid 
wages upon completion of an assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision.” 
 
Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart from, any other 
penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each employee as 
provided in Sections 201.3 …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows: 

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each 
employee. 
(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred 
dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount 
unlawfully withheld.” 

Defendants intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §201.3; therefore, subject to penalties.   
 
Labor Code §§ 226, and 226.3: Labor Code 226 requires employers to maintain accurate records 
for each employee’s hours of work and to provide each employee with an accurate wage 
statements in writing setting forth, among other things: gross wages earned; total hours worked by 
the employee; net wages earned; all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 
corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, all deductions made, 
and the name and address of the legal entity of the employer 
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Defendants engage in a policy and practice of willfully and intentionally failing to furnish their 
employees with accurate itemized wage statements in compliance with the statutory requirement 
of §226(a).   During the Relevant Time Period, Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to 
provide to the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees, the above described writing required by 
Labor Code § 226 through actions alleged herein, including a failure to provide total hours 
worked, the correct applicable hourly rate, and all wages earned.    
 
All the above violations, were suffered by Plaintiff and all other similarly situated and Aggrieved 
Employees working for Defendants in California daily as a result of Defendants’ uniform policies 
and practices, and managerial instructions.  Defendants knowingly, intentionally and willfully 
refused and continue to refuse to comply with California law.   
 
Labor Code §§ 246(a), 246(i), 246.5(a), 247.5 and 233:  Labor Code 246(a) requires an 
employer to provide employees that work in California on or after July 1, 2015, for 30 or more 
days within a year from the commencement of employment, paid sick days to accrue at a rate of 
not less than one hour per every 30 hours worked. or in the alternative must comply with the 
requirements of section 246(b)(3).   
 
Section 246(i) requires an employer to provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the 
amount of paid sick leave available, or PTO leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for 
use on either the employee's itemized wage statement as described in Section 226 or in a separate 
writing provided on the designated pay date with the employees’ payment of wages.   If an 
employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid time off to an employee, the 
employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the employee' s itemized wage 
statement "unlimited."  
Section 246(l) provides: For the purposes of this section, an employer shall calculate paid sick 
leave using any of the following calculations: 

(1)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated in the same manner as 
the regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, 
whether or not the employee actually works overtime in that workweek. 
(2)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the 
employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total 
hours worked in the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment. 

 
Defendants failed to comply with Labor Code § 246(l)(1)-(2), by failing to pay Aggrieved 
Employees paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which is based on a weighted 
average of all rates the employee earned, including bonuses. Employers may calculate the regular 
rate of pay either based on the workweek in which the employee uses sick leave or by using a 
90-day look back period; Defendants failed to do so.   
 
Lab Code § 247.5: Defendants failed to maintain records documenting Plaintiff’s and the 
Aggrieved Employees accrued and used sick leave in violation of Labor Code § 247.5(a). 
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Specifically, Labor Code Labor Code § 247.5 states: 

(a) An employer shall keep for at least three years records documenting the hours worked 
and paid sick days accrued and used by an employee, and shall allow the Labor 
Commissioner to access these records pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 
1174 .  An employer shall make these records available to an employee in the same 
manner as described in Section 226.  If an employer does not maintain adequate records 
pursuant to this section, it shall be presumed that the employee is entitled to the maximum 
number of hours accruable under this article, unless the employer can show otherwise by 
clear and convincing evidence. 

 
Labor Code § 2810.5: The California Wage Theft Prevention Act of 2011 (''WTPA'') became 
effective on January 1, 2012.  Among other provisions, the WTPA adds section 2810.5 to the 
California Labor Code. The act requires that all employers provide each employee with a written 
notice containing specified information.  The notice must be in the language the employer 
normally uses to communicate employment-related information to the employee.  Specifically, 
employers are required to provide each employee, at the time of hiring, with a written notice 
containing the following information: (1) the rate or rates of pay “and basis thereof,” whether paid 
by the hour, shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for 
overtime, as applicable; (2) allowances, if any, claimed as part of the minimum wage, including 
meal or lodging allowances; (3) the regular payday designated by the employer in accordance with 
the requirements of the Labor Code; (4) the name of the employer, including any “doing business 
as” names used by the employer; (5) the physical address of the employer's main office or principal 
place of business, and a mailing address, if different; (6) the telephone number of the employer; (7) 
the name, address, and telephone number of the employer's workers' compensation insurance 
carrier; and (8) any other information the Labor Commissioner deems material and necessary. 
 
Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.  Cal. 
Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 
information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 
willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to satisfy the requirements created by California Labor Code section 
2699 prior to seeking penalties allowed by law for the aforementioned violations.  We look 
forward to hearing from you whether the agency intends to take any action in reference to these 
violations.   
 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 
Attorney for Domingo Murchison and Aggrieved 
Employees 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
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 Mirzayan LAW, APLC 
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

 
 

April 11, 2023 
 
VIA ONLINE FILING 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL   
Dillingham & Murphy, LLP counsel for 
GREGORY FIELDING and  
MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  
MVP EVENT STAFFING 
155 Sansome Street, Suite 700 
San Francisco, California 94104  
 
K&L Gates LLP counsel for  
LEGENDS HOSPITALITY, LLC 
10100 Santa Monica Blvd, 8th Fl. 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
 

 

  
 
Re: First Amended Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor Code 

2698 et. seq. Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing, et al. 
LWDA-CM-855809-21 
 
This First Amended Notification (“FAN”) is provided in advance of amending a civil 

action titled Domingo Murchison v. MVP Event Productions, LLC, et al., Case No. 
30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC filed in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange on 
December 6, 2021, pursuant to the Labor Code Private Attorney General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”).  
 

This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Plaintiff”), who was employed by MPV 
Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), Gregory Fielding 
(“Fielding”), and Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Legends”) (collectively referred to as 
“Defendants”).        
 
 On December 3, 2021, Plaintiff provided your agency a Notice of Labor Code Private 
Attorney General Action pursuant to Labor Code 2698 et seq. (“Notice”), a true and correct copy 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “1”, and incorporated by reference.  This FAN is intended to 
amend the Notice1 by adding defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC, (“Legends”) as an additional 
defendant who was Plaintiff’s employer and/or joint employer.  Specifically, this FAN amends the 
Notice by collectively referring to (“Defendants”) to include Legends in addition to MVP Staffing 
and Fielding.   
 

Legends, along with MVP Event Staffing provides festival and event temporary staffing 
services by supplying employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP Event 
Staffing and Legends at various events locations in California.   
 

MVP Event Staffing and Legends negotiate with clients and customers for matters such as 
the time and place where the services of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees are/were to be 
provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and price of the services.  
 

MVP Event Staffing and Legends in coordination with each other, determine assignment 
or re-assignments of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; retain the authority to assign or 
reassign the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to another client or customer; set the rate of 
pay for the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; 
and retain the right to hire and terminate the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees.  
 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event locations 
contracted by Defendants.  Plaintiff held various positions working for Defendants including 
“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 
food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction.  
 
 Defendants hired the Plaintiff to provide services to MVP Event Staffing and Legends’ 
clients and required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising 
them payment of hourly wages.  Plaintiff was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, 
Defendants intentionally failed to pay the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated 
attempts by the Plaintiff seeking payment for his earned wages.     
 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 
Attorney for Domingo Murchison and Aggrieved 
Employees 

 
1 Except as specifically stated in this FAN, the allegations of the Notice shall remain in full force 
and effect.   



 

 

 

EXHIBIT 1 
 



 Law Offices of Natalie Mirzayan  
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

 
 

December 3, 2021 
 
VIA ONLINE FILING 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  
  
GREGORY FIELDING  
374 James Bowie Court 
Alamo, California 94507 
 

REGISTERED AGENTS, INC. 
1401 21ST ST, STE R 
SACRAMENTO CA 95811 

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  
MVP EVENT STAFFING  
160 Alamo Plaza 486 
Alamo, California 94507 

 

 
Re: Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor Code 2698 et. seq. 

Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing; and Gregory Fielding. 
 

This notification is provided in advance of a civil action under Labor Code Private Attorney 
General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”). This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Mr. 
Murchison” or “Plaintiff”) who was employed by MPV Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event 
Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), and Gregory Fielding (“Fielding”) (collectively referred to as 
“Defendants”) approximately from August 2021 until October 2021.  This letter is a notice and a 
request pursuant to California Labor Code §2699.3 that your agency investigates the claims 
alleged herein. If the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, we specifically 
and respectfully request that you notify our office. 
 
This Action is brought by Mr. Murchison on behalf of himself and other similarly situated and 
aggrieved current and former employees in California (“Aggrieved Employees”) working for 
Defendants. Plaintiff was classified as a non-exempt, hourly paid employee who worked for 
Defendants at various locations, including but not limited to, Angel Stadium of Anaheim, in 
Anaheim, California, County of Orange.   
 
MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and event temporary staffing services by supplying 
employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at various 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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venues throughout California. MVP EVENT STAFFING negotiates with clients and customers 
for matters such as the time and place where the services of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and 
price of the services.  MVP EVENT STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; retains the authority to assign or reassign the Plaintiff and 
the Aggrieved Employees to another client or customer; sets the rate of pay for the Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees; pays Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees from its own account via 
Onpay platform; and retains the right to hire and terminate the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event locations 
contracted by Defendants.  Plaintiff held various positions working for Defendants including 
“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 
food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction.  
 
Defendants hired the Plaintiff to provide services to MVP EVENT STAFFING clients and 
required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising them payment 
of hourly wages. Plaintiff was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, Defendants 
intentionally failed to pay the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated attempts by 
the Plaintiff seeking payment for his earned wages.   
 
Defendants also promised the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees that they would receive a 
$100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for Defendants. Plaintiff 
in fact worked more than 2 days for Defendants and was entitled to receive his bonus, which he did 
not receive.  
 
Plaintiff would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 p.m. Defendants 
knew or should have known that Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at 
least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages 
for work that was required to be done. In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiff and 
Aggrieved Employoees were not paid at least minimum wages for work done because Defendants 
refused to pay them.   
 
Defendants are well aware of the number of hours worked by the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees because Defendants required the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to submit 
timesheets, which Defendants received from their client/venue, and reconciled those timesheets to 
make sure they match their records.  Also, when Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees reported 
to the designated parking zones for staffer employees per Defendants’ direction (usually red 
parking zones), Defendants marked their presence on Defendants’ iPad as well as their timesheets 
before permitting Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to proceed to their work assignments.  
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be 
check-in and assigned to a supervisor.  
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave 
at the employee’s regular rate of pay regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly pay, 
such as non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was 
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entitled to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code 
because Plaintiff was promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of 
such services to the benefit of the Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the 
services and labor performed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for 
their labor. 
 
Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 
to meal periods in accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 
their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) 
minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all 
meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.  
 
Defendants knew or should have known Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
rest periods in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of 
one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a 
compliant rest period and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided compliant 
rest periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
were not provided a compliant rest period. 
 
The Action would seek to recover penalties for the following Labor Code Violations as detailed 
below, based on the facts alleged above: 

 
Labor Code §§ 200, 510, 1198, 558 Payment for Overtime:  

California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in pertinent 

part: 
“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 
any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 
workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the 
regular rate of pay for an employee.” 

 
California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides: 

 
 “Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less 
than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the 
employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 
minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 
attorney’s fees and cost of the suit.” 

 
California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides: 

“The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the 
commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for 
employees. The employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the 
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order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” 
 
Defendants engaged in a policy and practice of suffering their employees to work more than 8 
hours per day and/or forty hours in a work week by failing to compensate them overtime and 
double time as required by law. Therefore, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
receive certain wages for overtime compensation but were not properly paid for overtime hours.   
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay for purposes of 
overtime compensation because the value of employee’s non-discretionary bonuses were not 
included in the calculation of the Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 
510.   

Defendants also violated Labor Code § 200, by failing to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees 

their non-discretionary bonuses.  Labor Code § 200 defines wages as,  
(a) “Wages” includes all amounts for labor performed by employees of every description, 
whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, 
commission basis, or other method of calculation. 
(b) “Labor” includes labor, work, or service whether rendered or performed under 
contract, subcontract, partnership, station plan, or other agreement if the labor to be paid 
for is performed personally by the person demanding payment. 

 
The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled to receive constitute 
“wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because Plaintiff was promised 
additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such services to the benefit of the 
Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor performed by 
Plaintiff and aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their labor.  
 
Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512: Defendants violated Labor Code § 226.7 which requires 
employers to provide a ten-minute rest period during each four-hour of work or major fraction 
thereof. Defendants further violated Labor Code § 226.7 and 512 by failing to provide Plaintiff and 
all other similarly situated and Aggrieved Employees with a meal period of not less than 30 
minutes for each work period more than 5 hours per day and a second meal period of not less than 
30 minutes for a work period of more than 10 hours-day.  The meal period must be provided prior 
to the 5th hour of work.   
 
California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 require employers to pay an employee one 
additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for each work day that a meal or rest period is 
not provided.  Defendants required Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees to work during meal 
and rest periods and failed to compensate them properly for missed meal and rest periods, 
including but not limited to, failing to pay them any premium pay at their regular rate of pay which 
includes the non-discretionary bonus, additional wages, and/or penalties.    
 
 



 
 
D e c e mb e r  3 ,  2 02 1  
Page 5 
 
 
 
Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203:  California Labor Code section 201 provides that if an employer 
discharges an employee, the employee’s wages that have been earned and are unpaid at the time of 
discharge shall be paid immediately.  Labor Code § 202 provides that if an employee quits, his or 
her wages become due no later than 72 hours thereafter or if an employee gives 72-hours previous 
notice of his or her intention to quit, the employees’ wages are due at the time of quitting.  Labor 
Code §203 provides that if the employer willfully fails to pay any wages of an employee who is 
discharged or who quits, the employee’s wages shall continue as a penalty from the due date of the 
payment of wages, at the same rate, until such wages paid, or an action commenced, but not more 
than 30 days. Defendants willfully failed to provide Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees with 
all wages due and owing, including all regular and overtime wages, and meal and rest period 
premium wages as specified by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, as alleged herein.  
 
Defendants did not pay Plaintiff, and all similarly situated Aggrieved Employees’ wages were due 
when Defendants terminated their employment.  Defendants willfully failed and refused, and 
continue to willfully fail and refuse, to timely pay compensation and wages, including overtime 
payments, and premiums for meal and rest periods, and non-discretionary bonuses as described 
above.  As a result, Defendants are liable for wages due, interest, and waiting time penalties, any 
other statutory penalties, other damages together with attorneys’ fees and costs.   
 
Lab Code §§201.3, and 210: Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary 
services employer is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no 
less frequently than weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work 
performed during any calendar week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of 
the following calendar week. A temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid 
wages upon completion of an assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision.” 
 
Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart from, any other 
penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each employee as 
provided in Sections 201.3 …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows: 

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each 
employee. 
(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred 
dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount 
unlawfully withheld.” 

Defendants intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §201.3; therefore, subject to penalties.   
 
Labor Code §§ 226, and 226.3: Labor Code 226 requires employers to maintain accurate records 
for each employee’s hours of work and to provide each employee with an accurate wage 
statements in writing setting forth, among other things: gross wages earned; total hours worked by 
the employee; net wages earned; all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 
corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, all deductions made, 
and the name and address of the legal entity of the employer 
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Defendants engage in a policy and practice of willfully and intentionally failing to furnish their 
employees with accurate itemized wage statements in compliance with the statutory requirement 
of §226(a).   During the Relevant Time Period, Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to 
provide to the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees, the above described writing required by 
Labor Code § 226 through actions alleged herein, including a failure to provide total hours 
worked, the correct applicable hourly rate, and all wages earned.    
 
All the above violations, were suffered by Plaintiff and all other similarly situated and Aggrieved 
Employees working for Defendants in California daily as a result of Defendants’ uniform policies 
and practices, and managerial instructions.  Defendants knowingly, intentionally and willfully 
refused and continue to refuse to comply with California law.   
 
Labor Code §§ 246(a), 246(i), 246.5(a), 247.5 and 233:  Labor Code 246(a) requires an 
employer to provide employees that work in California on or after July 1, 2015, for 30 or more 
days within a year from the commencement of employment, paid sick days to accrue at a rate of 
not less than one hour per every 30 hours worked. or in the alternative must comply with the 
requirements of section 246(b)(3).   
 
Section 246(i) requires an employer to provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the 
amount of paid sick leave available, or PTO leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for 
use on either the employee's itemized wage statement as described in Section 226 or in a separate 
writing provided on the designated pay date with the employees’ payment of wages.   If an 
employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid time off to an employee, the 
employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the employee' s itemized wage 
statement "unlimited."  
Section 246(l) provides: For the purposes of this section, an employer shall calculate paid sick 
leave using any of the following calculations: 

(1)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated in the same manner as 
the regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, 
whether or not the employee actually works overtime in that workweek. 
(2)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the 
employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total 
hours worked in the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment. 

 
Defendants failed to comply with Labor Code § 246(l)(1)-(2), by failing to pay Aggrieved 
Employees paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which is based on a weighted 
average of all rates the employee earned, including bonuses. Employers may calculate the regular 
rate of pay either based on the workweek in which the employee uses sick leave or by using a 
90-day look back period; Defendants failed to do so.   
 
Lab Code § 247.5: Defendants failed to maintain records documenting Plaintiff’s and the 
Aggrieved Employees accrued and used sick leave in violation of Labor Code § 247.5(a). 
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Specifically, Labor Code Labor Code § 247.5 states: 

(a) An employer shall keep for at least three years records documenting the hours worked 
and paid sick days accrued and used by an employee, and shall allow the Labor 
Commissioner to access these records pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 
1174 .  An employer shall make these records available to an employee in the same 
manner as described in Section 226.  If an employer does not maintain adequate records 
pursuant to this section, it shall be presumed that the employee is entitled to the maximum 
number of hours accruable under this article, unless the employer can show otherwise by 
clear and convincing evidence. 

 
Labor Code § 2810.5: The California Wage Theft Prevention Act of 2011 (''WTPA'') became 
effective on January 1, 2012.  Among other provisions, the WTPA adds section 2810.5 to the 
California Labor Code. The act requires that all employers provide each employee with a written 
notice containing specified information.  The notice must be in the language the employer 
normally uses to communicate employment-related information to the employee.  Specifically, 
employers are required to provide each employee, at the time of hiring, with a written notice 
containing the following information: (1) the rate or rates of pay “and basis thereof,” whether paid 
by the hour, shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for 
overtime, as applicable; (2) allowances, if any, claimed as part of the minimum wage, including 
meal or lodging allowances; (3) the regular payday designated by the employer in accordance with 
the requirements of the Labor Code; (4) the name of the employer, including any “doing business 
as” names used by the employer; (5) the physical address of the employer's main office or principal 
place of business, and a mailing address, if different; (6) the telephone number of the employer; (7) 
the name, address, and telephone number of the employer's workers' compensation insurance 
carrier; and (8) any other information the Labor Commissioner deems material and necessary. 
 
Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.  Cal. 
Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 
information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 
willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to satisfy the requirements created by California Labor Code section 
2699 prior to seeking penalties allowed by law for the aforementioned violations.  We look 
forward to hearing from you whether the agency intends to take any action in reference to these 
violations.   
 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 
Attorney for Domingo Murchison and Aggrieved 
Employees 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
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 Mirzayan LAW, APLC 
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 
Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 

(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 
 

 

 

April 14, 2025 

 

VIA ONLINE FILING 

Labor & Workforce Development Agency 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 

1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 

Oakland, CA  94612 

 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  

  

GREGORY FIELDING  

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  

MVP EVENT STAFFING  

374 James Bowie Court 

Alamo, California 94507 

 

K&L Gates LLP 

(Counsel for Legends Hospitality, LLC) 

Alison Hamer  

10100 Santa Monica Blvd.  

8th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90067 

 

 

   
 

 

  

  

 

Re: Second Amended Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor 

Code 2698 et. seq. Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing, et al. 

LWDA-CM-855809-21 

 

This is the Second Amended Notification (“SAN”) is provided in advance of amending a 

civil action titled Domingo Murchison v. MVP Event Productions, LLC, et al., Case No. 

30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC filed in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange on 

December 6, 2021, pursuant to the Labor Code Private Attorney General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”).  

 

This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Murchison”) who was employed by 

MPV Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), Gregory 

Fielding (“Fielding”), and Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Legends”) (collectively referred to as 

“Defendants”), and Ms. Davina Bhullar (“Bhullar”) who has been employed by Legends on a 

seasonal basis since May 4, 2022.  Murchison and Bhullar are collectively referred to as 

“Plaintiffs”.    

 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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 On December 3, 2021, Murchison provided your agency a Notice of Labor Code Private 

Attorney General Action pursuant to Labor Code 2698 et seq. (“Notice”), a true and correct copy 

of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “1”,and incorporated by reference.  On April 11, 2023, 

Murchison filed his First Amended Notification (“FAN”) which was intended to amend the Notice 

by adding Legends as an additional defendant who was Plaintiffs’ employer and/or joint employer, 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit “2.”  

 

 This SAN is intended to amend the Notice1 and the FAN.   

 

 Legends provides food and beverage services at stadiums, arenas, amphitheaters and 

similar entertainment venues in California.  Legends staffs some of its events, in part, with 

temporary staff obtained through MVP EVENT STAFFING.  The remainder of its staffing is via 

direct employees.  MURCHISON worked during several events, some events MURCHISON was 

directly hired by Legends, directly hired by MVP, and some events he was jointly hired by MVP 

and Legends.  BHULLAR is and was directly hired by LEGENDS.  

 

 MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and event temporary staffing services by 

supplying employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at 

various venues throughout California. MVP EVENT STAFFING negotiates with clients and 

customers for matters such as the time and place where the services the Aggrieved Employees 

are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and price of the 

services. MVP EVENT STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the Aggrieved 

Employees, retains the authority to assign or reassign them to another client or customer, sets their 

rate of pay, pays them from its own account via Onpay platform, and retains the right to hire and 

terminate them. Murchison and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event 

locations contracted by Defendants. Murchison held various positions working for Defendants 

including “Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also 

preparing food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction. 

 

Defendants hired Murchison to provide services to MVP EVENT STAFFING clients and 

required Murchison and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising them 

payment of hourly wages. Murchison was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, 

Defendants intentionally failed to pay Murchison and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated 

attempts by Murchison seeking payment for his earned wages. 

 

 Defendants also promised Murchison and the Aggrieved Employees that they would 

receive a $100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for Defendants. 

Murchison in fact worked more than 2 days for Defendants and was entitled to receive his bonus, 

which he did not receive. 

 

 
1 Except as specifically stated in this SAN, the allegations of the Notice and FAN shall remain in 

full force and effect.   
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Plaintiffs would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 p.m. Defendants 

knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at 

least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages 

for work that was required to be done. In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiffs and 

Aggrieved Employees were not paid at least minimum wages for work done because Defendants 

refused to pay them.  In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiffs and Aggrieved 

employees were not paid at least minimum wages or overtime wages for all hours worked because 

Defendants did not pay them for all hours worked. 

 

Defendants are well aware of the number of hours worked by Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees because Defendants required the Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to submit 

timesheets. Also, when Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees reported to the designated parking 

zones for staffer employees per Defendants’ direction (usually red parking zones), Defendants 

marked their presence on Defendants’ iPad as well as their timesheets before permitting Plaintiffs 

and the Aggrieved Employees to proceed to their work assignments. Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be check-in, be assigned to a 

supervisor, conducting COVID-19 temperature and screening checks, or conducting security 

checks.  Defendants also rounded Plaintiff’s time. 

 

Additionally, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave 

at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly pay, such as 

non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled 

to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because 

Plaintiffs were promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such 

services to the benefit of the Defendants. Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services 

and labor performed by Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their 

labor. 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 

to meal periods in accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 

their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) 

minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all 

meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 

did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.   

 

Defendants knew or should have known Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 

rest periods in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of 

one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a 

compliant rest period and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided compliant 

rest periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 

were not provided a compliant rest period.  Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were denied 

compliant rest breaks and were not relieved of all control or work during their rest periods.  

Defendant’s policies restricted Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees’ activities during rest 
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breaks, walk durations, and prohibited Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees from leaving the 

premises during rest breaks. 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Defendants were obligated to provide Plaintiffs and 

the Aggrieved Employees with paid sick leave benefits but failed to do so.  Additionally, 

Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave at their 

regular rate of pay because the value of non-discretionary bonuses were not included in the 

calculation of their regular rate of pay.   

 

Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees’ regular rate of pay 

for purposes of overtime compensation and meal and rest break premiums because the value of 

non-discretionary bonuses were not included in the calculation of their regular rate of pay. 

 

Legends knew or should have known Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 

reimbursement for all necessary and reasonable business expenses; however Plaintiffs and the 

Aggrieved Employees were not reimbursed for their parking or use of their personal cell phones, 

computers, and/or other devices and internet, which they were required to use by Legends. 

 

Legends knew or should have known that it had a duty to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 

Employees their earned tips; however, Defendant’s policies and practices denied Plaintiffs and the 

Aggrieved Employees their earned tips. 

 

Legends knew or should have known that it had a duty to provide suitable seating but failed to do 

so.  Specifically, California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee 

under conditions of labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. The Labor Code 

provides that labor conditions set by the Industrial Welfare Commission (Commission) shall be the 

standard labor conditions for employees. A Commission wage order provides that employees shall 

be provided suitable seating, if reasonable, during the performance of their duties. Defendants are 

in violation of the Industrial Wage Order by failing to provide Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 

with suitable seating even though providing such seating is reasonable during the performance of 

their duties, therefore, Defendants have violated Lab Code § 1198, California Code of 

Regulations, Title 8, Section 1 1070(14) (Failure to Provide Seating), and the applicable IWC 

Wage Order(s). 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 

to receive itemized wage statements or separate written statements showing all hours worked, the 

proper hourly rate, and the amount of paid sick leave available, or paid time off provided in lieu of 

sick leave. In violation of the California Labor Code, DEFENDANTS failed to provide Plaintiffs 

and the Aggrieved Employees with itemized wage statements or separate written statements 

showing this information. 

 

 

Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 

to timely payment of all wages earned upon termination of employment. In violation of the 
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California Labor Code, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees did not receive payment of all 

wages due, including, but not limited to, overtime wages, minimum wages, and meal and rest 

period premiums, within permissible time periods.  In addition, LEGENDS did not timely pay all 

wages earned upon discharge of employment of Bhullar and Aggrieved Employees at the end of 

each season. 

 

The Action would seek to recover penalties for the following Labor Code Violations as detailed 

below, based on the facts alleged above: 

 

Labor Code §§ 200, 510, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 558 Payment for Minium Wages and 

Overtime:  

 

California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in pertinent 

part:  

“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 

any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 

workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the 

regular rate of pay for an employee.”  

 

California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides:  

“Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less 

than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the 

employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 

minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 

attorney’s fees and cost of the suit.”  

 

California Labor Code §1197, in pertinent part, provides: 

“The minimum wage for employees fixed by the commission or by any applicable state or 

local law, is the minimum wage to be paid to employees, and the payment of a lower wage 

than the minimum so fixed is unlawful. This section does not change the applicability of 

local minimum wage laws to any entity.” 

 

California Labor Code §1197.1, in pertinent part, provides the penalties and damages for failure to 

pay minimum wage. 

 

California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides:  

“The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the 

commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for 

employees. The employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the 

order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.”  

 

Defendants engaged in a policy and practice of suffering their employees to work more than 8 

hours per day and/or forty hours in a work week by failing to compensate them overtime and 
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double time as required by law. Therefore, Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 

receive certain wages for overtime compensation but were not properly paid for overtime hours.  

 

Additionally, Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay for purposes of 

overtime compensation because the value of employee’s non-discretionary bonuses were not 

included in the calculation of the Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 

510.  

 

Defendants also violated Labor Code § 200, by failing to pay Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 

their non-discretionary bonuses. Labor Code § 200 defines wages as,  

(a) “Wages” includes all amounts for labor performed by employees of every description, 

whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, commission 

basis, or other method of calculation.  

(b) “Labor” includes labor, work, or service whether rendered or performed under contract, 

subcontract, partnership, station plan, or other agreement if the labor to be paid for is 

performed personally by the person demanding payment.  

 

The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled to receive constitute 

“wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because Plaintiffs were 

promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such services to the 

benefit of the Defendants. Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor 

performed by Plaintiffs and aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their labor.  

 

Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512: Defendants violated Labor Code § 226.7 which requires 

employers to provide a ten-minute rest period during each four-hour of work or major fraction 

thereof. Defendants further violated Labor Code § 226.7 and 512 by failing to provide Plaintiff and 

all other similarly situated and Aggrieved Employees with a meal period of not less than 30 

minutes for each work period more than 5 hours per day and a second meal period of not less than 

30 minutes for a work period of more than 10 hours-day. The meal period must be provided prior 

to the 5th hour of work.  

 

California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 require employers to pay an employee one 

additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for each workday that a meal or rest period is 

not provided. Defendants required Plaintiffs and other Aggrieved Employees to work during meal 

and rest periods and failed to compensate them properly for missed meal and rest periods, 

including but not limited to, failing to pay them any premium pay at their regular rate of pay which 

includes the non-discretionary bonus, additional wages, and/or penalties. 

 

Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203: California Labor Code section 201 provides that if an employer 

discharges an employee, the employee’s wages that have been earned and are unpaid at the time of 

discharge shall be paid immediately. Labor Code § 202 provides that if an employee quits, his or 

her wages become due no later than 72 hours thereafter or if an employee gives 72-hours previous 

notice of his or her intention to quit, the employees’ wages are due at the time of quitting. Labor 

Code §203 provides that if the employer willfully fails to pay any wages of an employee who is 
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discharged or who quits, the employee’s wages shall continue as a penalty from the due date of the 

payment of wages, at the same rate, until such wages paid, or an action commenced, but not more 

than 30 days. Defendants willfully failed to provide Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees with 

all wages due and owing, including all regular and overtime wages, and meal and rest period 

premium wages as specified by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, as alleged herein.  

 

Defendants did not pay Plaintiffs, and all similarly situated Aggrieved Employees’ wages were 

due when Defendants terminated their employment. Defendants willfully failed and refused, and 

continue to willfully fail and refuse, to timely pay compensation and wages, including overtime 

payments, and premiums for meal and rest periods, and non-discretionary bonuses as described 

above. Defendants did not pay Murchison all wages owed upon his last day worked. In addition, 

when Legends terminated Bhullar’s employment at the end of each season, it did not pay her 

wages due on her last day worked of the season. As a result, Defendants are liable for wages due, 

interest, and waiting time penalties, any other statutory penalties, other damages together with 

attorneys’ fees and costs.  

 

Lab Code §§201.3, and 210: Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary 

services employer is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no 

less frequently than weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work 

performed during any calendar week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of 

the following calendar week. A temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid 

wages upon completion of an assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision.”  

 

Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart from, any other 

penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each employee as 

provided in Sections 201.3 …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows:  

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each employee.  

(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred dollars 

($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount unlawfully withheld.”  

 

Defendants intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §201.3; therefore, subject to penalties.  

 

Labor Code §§ 226, and 226.3: Labor Code 226 requires employers to maintain accurate records 

for each employee’s hours of work and to provide each employee with an accurate wage 

statements in writing setting forth, among other things: gross wages earned; total hours worked by 

the employee; net wages earned; all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 

corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, all deductions made, 

and the name and address of the legal entity of the employer Defendants engage in a policy and 

practice of willfully and intentionally failing to furnish their employees with accurate itemized 

wage statements in compliance with the statutory requirement of §226(a). During the Relevant 

Time Period, Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to provide to the Plaintiffs and the 

Aggrieved Employees, the above described writing required by Labor Code § 226 through actions 

alleged herein, including a failure to provide total hours worked, the correct applicable hourly rate, 

and all wages earned.  
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All the above violations, were suffered by Plaintiffs and all other similarly situated and Aggrieved 

Employees working for Defendants in California daily as a result of Defendants’ uniform policies 

and practices, and managerial instructions. Defendants knowingly, intentionally and willfully 

refused and continue to refuse to comply with California law.  

 

Labor Code §§ 246(a), 246(i), 246.5(a), 247.5 and 233: Labor Code 246(a) requires an employer 

to provide employees that work in California on or after July 1, 2015, for 30 or more days within a 

year from the commencement of employment, paid sick days to accrue at a rate of not less than one 

hour per every 30 hours worked. or in the alternative must comply with the requirements of section 

246(b)(3).  

 

Section 246(i) requires an employer to provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the 

amount of paid sick leave available, or PTO leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for 

use on either the employee's itemized wage statement as described in Section 226 or in a separate 

writing provided on the designated pay date with the employees’ payment of wages. If an 

employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid time off to an employee, the 

employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the employee' s itemized wage 

statement "unlimited."  

 

Section 246(l) provides: For the purposes of this section, an employer shall calculate paid sick 

leave using any of the following calculations:  

(1) Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated in the same manner as the 

regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, whether or 

not the employee actually works overtime in that workweek.  

(2) Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the employee’s 

total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total hours worked in 

the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment.  

 

Defendants failed to comply with Labor Code § 246(l)(1)-(2), by failing to pay Aggrieved 

Employees paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which is based on a weighted 

average of all rates the employee earned, including bonuses. Employers may calculate the regular 

rate of pay either based on the workweek in which the employee uses sick leave or by using a 

90-day look back period; Defendants failed to do so.  

 

Lab Code § 247.5: Defendants failed to maintain records documenting Plaintiffs’ and the 

Aggrieved Employees accrued and used sick leave in violation of Labor Code § 247.5(a). 

 

Specifically, Labor Code Labor Code § 247.5 states:  

(a) An employer shall keep for at least three years records documenting the hours worked 

and paid sick days accrued and used by an employee, and shall allow the Labor 

Commissioner to access these records pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 

1174 . An employer shall make these records available to an employee in the same manner 

as described in Section 226. If an employer does not maintain adequate records pursuant to 
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this section, it shall be presumed that the employee is entitled to the maximum number of 

hours accruable under this article, unless the employer can show otherwise by clear and 

convincing evidence.  

 

 

Labor Code § 2802: Legends failed to indemnify Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for all 

necessary expenditures with respect to parking fees, cellphone, computer and/or other personal 

devices and internet incurred in direct consequence of the discharge of their duties or in obedience 

to the directions of Legends.   

 

Labor Code § 2802 provides, in pertinent part:  

“An employer shall indemnify his or her employee for all necessary expenditures or losses 

incurred by the employee in direct consequence of the discharge of his or her duties, or of 

his or her obedience to the directions of the employer, even though unlawful, unless the 

employee, at the time of obeying the directions, believed them to be unlawful. 

 

Labor Code § 2810.5: The California Wage Theft Prevention Act of 2011 (''WTPA'') became 

effective on January 1, 2012. Among other provisions, the WTPA adds section 2810.5 to the 

California Labor Code. The act requires that all employers provide each employee with a written 

notice containing specified information. The notice must be in the language the employer normally 

uses to communicate employment-related information to the employee. Specifically, employers 

are required to provide each employee, at the time of hiring, with a written notice containing the 

following information: (1) the rate or rates of pay “and basis thereof,” whether paid by the hour, 

shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for overtime, as 

applicable; (2) allowances, if any, claimed as part of the minimum wage, including meal or 

lodging allowances; (3) the regular payday designated by the employer in accordance with the 

requirements of the Labor Code; (4) the name of the employer, including any “doing business as” 

names used by the employer; (5) the physical address of the employer's main office or principal 

place of business, and a mailing address, if different; (6) the telephone number of the employer; (7) 

the name, address, and telephone number of the employer's workers' compensation insurance 

carrier; and (8) any other information the Labor Commissioner deems material and necessary.  

Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. Cal. 

Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 

information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 

willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. 

 

Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. Cal. 

Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 

information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 

willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5. 

 

Labor Code § 1198, California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1 1070(14) (Failure to 

Provide Seating), and the applicable IWC Wage Order(s): 
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California Labor Code section 1198 makes it illegal to employ an employee under conditions of 

labor that are prohibited by the applicable wage order. The Labor Code provides that labor 

conditions set by the Industrial Welfare Commission (Commission) shall be the standard labor 

conditions for employees.  A Commission wage order provides that employees shall be provided 

with suitable seating, if reasonable, during the performance of their duties.  Defendants are in 

violation of the Industrial Wage Order by failing to provide Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 

with suitable seating even though providing such seating is reasonable during the performance of 

their duties, therefore, Defendants have violated Lab Code § 1198. 

Labor Code § 351: 

California Lab. Code § 351 provides “No employer or agent shall collect, take, or receive 

any gratuity or a part thereof that is paid, given to, or left for an employee by a patron, or deduct 

any amount from wages due an employee on account of a gratuity, or require an employee to credit 

the amount, or any part thereof, of a gratuity against and as a part of the wages due the employee 

from the employer. Every gratuity is hereby declared to be the sole property of the employee or 

employees to whom it was paid, given, or left for. An employer that permits patrons to pay 

gratuities by credit card shall pay the employees the full amount of the gratuity that the patron 

indicated on the credit card slip, without any deductions for any credit card payment processing 

fees or costs that may be charged to the employer by the credit card company. Payment of 

gratuities made by patrons using credit cards shall be made to the employees not later than the next 

regular payday following the date the patron authorized the credit card payment.”  

Legends failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees all of their earned tips.  

Labor Code § 227.3: 

Labor Code Section 227.3 provides, “Unless otherwise provided by a 

collective-bargaining agreement, whenever a contract of employment or employer policy provides 

for paid vacations, and an employee is terminated without having taken off his vested vacation 

time, all vested vacation shall be paid to him as wages at his final rate in accordance with such 

contract of employment or employer policy respecting eligibility or time served; provided, 

however, that an employment contract or employer policy shall not provide for forfeiture of vested 

vacation time upon termination. The Labor Commissioner or a designated representative, in the 

resolution of any dispute with regard to vested vacation time, shall apply the principles of equity 

and fairness.”    

Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees their earned and vested 

vacation and holiday pay at their final rate upon termination.   

Labor Code § 204: 

Labor Code Section 204 (a) provides “All wages, other than those mentioned in Section 

201, 201.3, 202, 204.1, or 204.2, earned by any person in any employment are due and payable 
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twice during each calendar month, on days designated in advance by the employer as the regular 

paydays. Labor performed between the 1st and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month shall 

be paid for between the 16th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was performed, 

and labor performed between the 16th and the last day, inclusive, of any calendar month, shall be 

paid for between the 1st and 10th day of the following month.”  

  

 By failing to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees all wages earned within the 

appropriate time frames, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees their 

wages as provided in section 204(a).   

 

Labor Code § 221: 

 

 Labor Code § 221 provides “It shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive 

from an employee any part of wages theretofore paid by said employer to said employee.”   

 

 Legends made impermissible and undisclosed deductions from wages owed to Plaintiffs 

and the Aggrieved Employes, in violation of Labor Code § 221.   

 

Labor Code § 223: 

 

 Labor Code § 223 provides “Where any statute or contract requires an employer to 

maintain the designated wage scale, it shall be unlawful to secretly pay a lower wage while 

purporting to pay the wage designated by statute or by contract.” 

 

 Legends secretly paid Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employes a lower wage while 

purporting to pay the wage designated by statute or by contract.   

 

 

The purpose of this letter is to satisfy the requirements created by California Labor Code section 

2699 prior to seeking penalties allowed by law for the aforementioned violations. We look forward 

to hearing from you whether the agency intends to take any action in reference to these violations. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 

Attorney for Plaintiffs and Aggrieved Employees 



EXHIBIT 1 



 Law Offices of Natalie Mirzayan  
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

 
 

December 3, 2021 
 
VIA ONLINE FILING 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  
  
GREGORY FIELDING  
374 James Bowie Court 
Alamo, California 94507 
 

REGISTERED AGENTS, INC. 
1401 21ST ST, STE R 
SACRAMENTO CA 95811 

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  
MVP EVENT STAFFING  
160 Alamo Plaza 486 
Alamo, California 94507 

 

 
Re: Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor Code 2698 et. seq. 

Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing; and Gregory Fielding. 
 

This notification is provided in advance of a civil action under Labor Code Private Attorney 
General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”). This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Mr. 
Murchison” or “Plaintiff”) who was employed by MPV Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event 
Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), and Gregory Fielding (“Fielding”) (collectively referred to as 
“Defendants”) approximately from August 2021 until October 2021.  This letter is a notice and a 
request pursuant to California Labor Code §2699.3 that your agency investigates the claims 
alleged herein. If the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, we specifically 
and respectfully request that you notify our office. 
 
This Action is brought by Mr. Murchison on behalf of himself and other similarly situated and 
aggrieved current and former employees in California (“Aggrieved Employees”) working for 
Defendants. Plaintiff was classified as a non-exempt, hourly paid employee who worked for 
Defendants at various locations, including but not limited to, Angel Stadium of Anaheim, in 
Anaheim, California, County of Orange.   
 
MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and event temporary staffing services by supplying 
employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at various 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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venues throughout California. MVP EVENT STAFFING negotiates with clients and customers 
for matters such as the time and place where the services of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and 
price of the services.  MVP EVENT STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; retains the authority to assign or reassign the Plaintiff and 
the Aggrieved Employees to another client or customer; sets the rate of pay for the Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees; pays Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees from its own account via 
Onpay platform; and retains the right to hire and terminate the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event locations 
contracted by Defendants.  Plaintiff held various positions working for Defendants including 
“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 
food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction.  
 
Defendants hired the Plaintiff to provide services to MVP EVENT STAFFING clients and 
required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising them payment 
of hourly wages. Plaintiff was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, Defendants 
intentionally failed to pay the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated attempts by 
the Plaintiff seeking payment for his earned wages.   
 
Defendants also promised the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees that they would receive a 
$100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for Defendants. Plaintiff 
in fact worked more than 2 days for Defendants and was entitled to receive his bonus, which he did 
not receive.  
 
Plaintiff would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 p.m. Defendants 
knew or should have known that Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at 
least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages 
for work that was required to be done. In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiff and 
Aggrieved Employoees were not paid at least minimum wages for work done because Defendants 
refused to pay them.   
 
Defendants are well aware of the number of hours worked by the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees because Defendants required the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to submit 
timesheets, which Defendants received from their client/venue, and reconciled those timesheets to 
make sure they match their records.  Also, when Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees reported 
to the designated parking zones for staffer employees per Defendants’ direction (usually red 
parking zones), Defendants marked their presence on Defendants’ iPad as well as their timesheets 
before permitting Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to proceed to their work assignments.  
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be 
check-in and assigned to a supervisor.  
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave 
at the employee’s regular rate of pay regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly pay, 
such as non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was 
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entitled to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code 
because Plaintiff was promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of 
such services to the benefit of the Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the 
services and labor performed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for 
their labor. 
 
Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 
to meal periods in accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 
their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) 
minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all 
meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.  
 
Defendants knew or should have known Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
rest periods in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of 
one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a 
compliant rest period and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided compliant 
rest periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
were not provided a compliant rest period. 
 
The Action would seek to recover penalties for the following Labor Code Violations as detailed 
below, based on the facts alleged above: 

 
Labor Code §§ 200, 510, 1198, 558 Payment for Overtime:  

California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in pertinent 

part: 
“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 
any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 
workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the 
regular rate of pay for an employee.” 

 
California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides: 

 
 “Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less 
than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the 
employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 
minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 
attorney’s fees and cost of the suit.” 

 
California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides: 

“The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the 
commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for 
employees. The employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the 
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order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” 
 
Defendants engaged in a policy and practice of suffering their employees to work more than 8 
hours per day and/or forty hours in a work week by failing to compensate them overtime and 
double time as required by law. Therefore, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
receive certain wages for overtime compensation but were not properly paid for overtime hours.   
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay for purposes of 
overtime compensation because the value of employee’s non-discretionary bonuses were not 
included in the calculation of the Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 
510.   

Defendants also violated Labor Code § 200, by failing to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees 

their non-discretionary bonuses.  Labor Code § 200 defines wages as,  
(a) “Wages” includes all amounts for labor performed by employees of every description, 
whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, 
commission basis, or other method of calculation. 
(b) “Labor” includes labor, work, or service whether rendered or performed under 
contract, subcontract, partnership, station plan, or other agreement if the labor to be paid 
for is performed personally by the person demanding payment. 

 
The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled to receive constitute 
“wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because Plaintiff was promised 
additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such services to the benefit of the 
Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor performed by 
Plaintiff and aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their labor.  
 
Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512: Defendants violated Labor Code § 226.7 which requires 
employers to provide a ten-minute rest period during each four-hour of work or major fraction 
thereof. Defendants further violated Labor Code § 226.7 and 512 by failing to provide Plaintiff and 
all other similarly situated and Aggrieved Employees with a meal period of not less than 30 
minutes for each work period more than 5 hours per day and a second meal period of not less than 
30 minutes for a work period of more than 10 hours-day.  The meal period must be provided prior 
to the 5th hour of work.   
 
California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 require employers to pay an employee one 
additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for each work day that a meal or rest period is 
not provided.  Defendants required Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees to work during meal 
and rest periods and failed to compensate them properly for missed meal and rest periods, 
including but not limited to, failing to pay them any premium pay at their regular rate of pay which 
includes the non-discretionary bonus, additional wages, and/or penalties.    
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Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203:  California Labor Code section 201 provides that if an employer 
discharges an employee, the employee’s wages that have been earned and are unpaid at the time of 
discharge shall be paid immediately.  Labor Code § 202 provides that if an employee quits, his or 
her wages become due no later than 72 hours thereafter or if an employee gives 72-hours previous 
notice of his or her intention to quit, the employees’ wages are due at the time of quitting.  Labor 
Code §203 provides that if the employer willfully fails to pay any wages of an employee who is 
discharged or who quits, the employee’s wages shall continue as a penalty from the due date of the 
payment of wages, at the same rate, until such wages paid, or an action commenced, but not more 
than 30 days. Defendants willfully failed to provide Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees with 
all wages due and owing, including all regular and overtime wages, and meal and rest period 
premium wages as specified by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, as alleged herein.  
 
Defendants did not pay Plaintiff, and all similarly situated Aggrieved Employees’ wages were due 
when Defendants terminated their employment.  Defendants willfully failed and refused, and 
continue to willfully fail and refuse, to timely pay compensation and wages, including overtime 
payments, and premiums for meal and rest periods, and non-discretionary bonuses as described 
above.  As a result, Defendants are liable for wages due, interest, and waiting time penalties, any 
other statutory penalties, other damages together with attorneys’ fees and costs.   
 
Lab Code §§201.3, and 210: Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary 
services employer is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no 
less frequently than weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work 
performed during any calendar week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of 
the following calendar week. A temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid 
wages upon completion of an assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision.” 
 
Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart from, any other 
penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each employee as 
provided in Sections 201.3 …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows: 

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each 
employee. 
(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred 
dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount 
unlawfully withheld.” 

Defendants intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §201.3; therefore, subject to penalties.   
 
Labor Code §§ 226, and 226.3: Labor Code 226 requires employers to maintain accurate records 
for each employee’s hours of work and to provide each employee with an accurate wage 
statements in writing setting forth, among other things: gross wages earned; total hours worked by 
the employee; net wages earned; all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 
corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, all deductions made, 
and the name and address of the legal entity of the employer 
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Defendants engage in a policy and practice of willfully and intentionally failing to furnish their 
employees with accurate itemized wage statements in compliance with the statutory requirement 
of §226(a).   During the Relevant Time Period, Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to 
provide to the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees, the above described writing required by 
Labor Code § 226 through actions alleged herein, including a failure to provide total hours 
worked, the correct applicable hourly rate, and all wages earned.    
 
All the above violations, were suffered by Plaintiff and all other similarly situated and Aggrieved 
Employees working for Defendants in California daily as a result of Defendants’ uniform policies 
and practices, and managerial instructions.  Defendants knowingly, intentionally and willfully 
refused and continue to refuse to comply with California law.   
 
Labor Code §§ 246(a), 246(i), 246.5(a), 247.5 and 233:  Labor Code 246(a) requires an 
employer to provide employees that work in California on or after July 1, 2015, for 30 or more 
days within a year from the commencement of employment, paid sick days to accrue at a rate of 
not less than one hour per every 30 hours worked. or in the alternative must comply with the 
requirements of section 246(b)(3).   
 
Section 246(i) requires an employer to provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the 
amount of paid sick leave available, or PTO leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for 
use on either the employee's itemized wage statement as described in Section 226 or in a separate 
writing provided on the designated pay date with the employees’ payment of wages.   If an 
employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid time off to an employee, the 
employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the employee' s itemized wage 
statement "unlimited."  
Section 246(l) provides: For the purposes of this section, an employer shall calculate paid sick 
leave using any of the following calculations: 

(1)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated in the same manner as 
the regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, 
whether or not the employee actually works overtime in that workweek. 
(2)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the 
employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total 
hours worked in the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment. 

 
Defendants failed to comply with Labor Code § 246(l)(1)-(2), by failing to pay Aggrieved 
Employees paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which is based on a weighted 
average of all rates the employee earned, including bonuses. Employers may calculate the regular 
rate of pay either based on the workweek in which the employee uses sick leave or by using a 
90-day look back period; Defendants failed to do so.   
 
Lab Code § 247.5: Defendants failed to maintain records documenting Plaintiff’s and the 
Aggrieved Employees accrued and used sick leave in violation of Labor Code § 247.5(a). 
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Specifically, Labor Code Labor Code § 247.5 states: 

(a) An employer shall keep for at least three years records documenting the hours worked 
and paid sick days accrued and used by an employee, and shall allow the Labor 
Commissioner to access these records pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 
1174 .  An employer shall make these records available to an employee in the same 
manner as described in Section 226.  If an employer does not maintain adequate records 
pursuant to this section, it shall be presumed that the employee is entitled to the maximum 
number of hours accruable under this article, unless the employer can show otherwise by 
clear and convincing evidence. 

 
Labor Code § 2810.5: The California Wage Theft Prevention Act of 2011 (''WTPA'') became 
effective on January 1, 2012.  Among other provisions, the WTPA adds section 2810.5 to the 
California Labor Code. The act requires that all employers provide each employee with a written 
notice containing specified information.  The notice must be in the language the employer 
normally uses to communicate employment-related information to the employee.  Specifically, 
employers are required to provide each employee, at the time of hiring, with a written notice 
containing the following information: (1) the rate or rates of pay “and basis thereof,” whether paid 
by the hour, shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for 
overtime, as applicable; (2) allowances, if any, claimed as part of the minimum wage, including 
meal or lodging allowances; (3) the regular payday designated by the employer in accordance with 
the requirements of the Labor Code; (4) the name of the employer, including any “doing business 
as” names used by the employer; (5) the physical address of the employer's main office or principal 
place of business, and a mailing address, if different; (6) the telephone number of the employer; (7) 
the name, address, and telephone number of the employer's workers' compensation insurance 
carrier; and (8) any other information the Labor Commissioner deems material and necessary. 
 
Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.  Cal. 
Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 
information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 
willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to satisfy the requirements created by California Labor Code section 
2699 prior to seeking penalties allowed by law for the aforementioned violations.  We look 
forward to hearing from you whether the agency intends to take any action in reference to these 
violations.   
 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 
Attorney for Domingo Murchison and Aggrieved 
Employees 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
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 Mirzayan LAW, APLC 
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

 
 

April 11, 2023 
 
VIA ONLINE FILING 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL   
Dillingham & Murphy, LLP counsel for 
GREGORY FIELDING and  
MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  
MVP EVENT STAFFING 
155 Sansome Street, Suite 700 
San Francisco, California 94104  
 
K&L Gates LLP counsel for  
LEGENDS HOSPITALITY, LLC 
10100 Santa Monica Blvd, 8th Fl. 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
 

 

  
 
Re: First Amended Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor Code 

2698 et. seq. Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing, et al. 
LWDA-CM-855809-21 
 
This First Amended Notification (“FAN”) is provided in advance of amending a civil 

action titled Domingo Murchison v. MVP Event Productions, LLC, et al., Case No. 
30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC filed in the Superior Court of California, County of Orange on 
December 6, 2021, pursuant to the Labor Code Private Attorney General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”).  
 

This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Plaintiff”), who was employed by MPV 
Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), Gregory Fielding 
(“Fielding”), and Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Legends”) (collectively referred to as 
“Defendants”).        
 
 On December 3, 2021, Plaintiff provided your agency a Notice of Labor Code Private 
Attorney General Action pursuant to Labor Code 2698 et seq. (“Notice”), a true and correct copy 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “1”, and incorporated by reference.  This FAN is intended to 
amend the Notice1 by adding defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC, (“Legends”) as an additional 
defendant who was Plaintiff’s employer and/or joint employer.  Specifically, this FAN amends the 
Notice by collectively referring to (“Defendants”) to include Legends in addition to MVP Staffing 
and Fielding.   
 

Legends, along with MVP Event Staffing provides festival and event temporary staffing 
services by supplying employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP Event 
Staffing and Legends at various events locations in California.   
 

MVP Event Staffing and Legends negotiate with clients and customers for matters such as 
the time and place where the services of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees are/were to be 
provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and price of the services.  
 

MVP Event Staffing and Legends in coordination with each other, determine assignment 
or re-assignments of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; retain the authority to assign or 
reassign the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to another client or customer; set the rate of 
pay for the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; 
and retain the right to hire and terminate the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees.  
 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event locations 
contracted by Defendants.  Plaintiff held various positions working for Defendants including 
“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 
food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction.  
 
 Defendants hired the Plaintiff to provide services to MVP Event Staffing and Legends’ 
clients and required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising 
them payment of hourly wages.  Plaintiff was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, 
Defendants intentionally failed to pay the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated 
attempts by the Plaintiff seeking payment for his earned wages.     
 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 
Attorney for Domingo Murchison and Aggrieved 
Employees 

 
1 Except as specifically stated in this FAN, the allegations of the Notice shall remain in full force 
and effect.   



 

 

 

EXHIBIT 1 
 



 Law Offices of Natalie Mirzayan  
______________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Ste. # 300 

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 
(949)-285-3550 

mirzayanlaw@outlook.com 

 
 

December 3, 2021 
 
VIA ONLINE FILING 
Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  
  
GREGORY FIELDING  
374 James Bowie Court 
Alamo, California 94507 
 

REGISTERED AGENTS, INC. 
1401 21ST ST, STE R 
SACRAMENTO CA 95811 

MVP EVENT PRODUCTIONS, LLC, dba  
MVP EVENT STAFFING  
160 Alamo Plaza 486 
Alamo, California 94507 

 

 
Re: Notification of Labor Code Private Attorney General Action, Labor Code 2698 et. seq. 

Against MVP Event Production, LLC., dba MVP Event Staffing; and Gregory Fielding. 
 

This notification is provided in advance of a civil action under Labor Code Private Attorney 
General Act of 2004, (“PAGA”). This office represents Mr. Domingo Murchison (“Mr. 
Murchison” or “Plaintiff”) who was employed by MPV Event Productions, LLC, dba MVP Event 
Staffing (“MVP Event Staffing”), and Gregory Fielding (“Fielding”) (collectively referred to as 
“Defendants”) approximately from August 2021 until October 2021.  This letter is a notice and a 
request pursuant to California Labor Code §2699.3 that your agency investigates the claims 
alleged herein. If the agency does not intend to investigate the alleged violations, we specifically 
and respectfully request that you notify our office. 
 
This Action is brought by Mr. Murchison on behalf of himself and other similarly situated and 
aggrieved current and former employees in California (“Aggrieved Employees”) working for 
Defendants. Plaintiff was classified as a non-exempt, hourly paid employee who worked for 
Defendants at various locations, including but not limited to, Angel Stadium of Anaheim, in 
Anaheim, California, County of Orange.   
 
MVP EVENT STAFFING provides festival and event temporary staffing services by supplying 
employees to perform services for clients or customers of MVP EVENT STAFFING at various 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-Act.html
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venues throughout California. MVP EVENT STAFFING negotiates with clients and customers 
for matters such as the time and place where the services of the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees are/were to be provided, the type of work, the working conditions, and the quality and 
price of the services.  MVP EVENT STAFFING determines assignment or re-assignments of the 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees; retains the authority to assign or reassign the Plaintiff and 
the Aggrieved Employees to another client or customer; sets the rate of pay for the Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees; pays Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees from its own account via 
Onpay platform; and retains the right to hire and terminate the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees would be assigned to various event locations 
contracted by Defendants.  Plaintiff held various positions working for Defendants including 
“Stand Worker” (a cashier), taking event attendees’ food and beverage orders, and also preparing 
food in the kitchen based on Defendants’ assignment and direction.  
 
Defendants hired the Plaintiff to provide services to MVP EVENT STAFFING clients and 
required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work for Defendants promising them payment 
of hourly wages. Plaintiff was promised $20.00 per hour on a W2 basis; however, Defendants 
intentionally failed to pay the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees despite repeated attempts by 
the Plaintiff seeking payment for his earned wages.   
 
Defendants also promised the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees that they would receive a 
$100.00, a non-discretionary bonus, if they worked two (2) or more days for Defendants. Plaintiff 
in fact worked more than 2 days for Defendants and was entitled to receive his bonus, which he did 
not receive.  
 
Plaintiff would work more than 10 hours per day, usually between 12 p.m. to 10 p.m. Defendants 
knew or should have known that Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to receive at 
least minimum wages for compensation and that they were not receiving at least minimum wages 
for work that was required to be done. In violation of the California Labor Code, Plaintiff and 
Aggrieved Employoees were not paid at least minimum wages for work done because Defendants 
refused to pay them.   
 
Defendants are well aware of the number of hours worked by the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees because Defendants required the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to submit 
timesheets, which Defendants received from their client/venue, and reconciled those timesheets to 
make sure they match their records.  Also, when Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees reported 
to the designated parking zones for staffer employees per Defendants’ direction (usually red 
parking zones), Defendants marked their presence on Defendants’ iPad as well as their timesheets 
before permitting Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to proceed to their work assignments.  
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not compensated for the time waiting in line to be 
check-in and assigned to a supervisor.  
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for paid sick leave 
at the employee’s regular rate of pay regular rate of pay, which includes hourly and non-hourly pay, 
such as non-discretionary bonuses. The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was 
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entitled to receive constitute “wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code 
because Plaintiff was promised additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of 
such services to the benefit of the Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the 
services and labor performed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for 
their labor. 
 
Defendants knew or should have known that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled 
to meal periods in accordance with the Labor Code or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at 
their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) 
minute meal periods and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided with all 
meal periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
did not receive a timely, uninterrupted, thirty (30) minute meal period.  
 
Defendants knew or should have known Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
rest periods in accordance with the Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Order or payment of 
one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they were not provided with a 
compliant rest period and that Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees were not provided compliant 
rest periods or payment of one (1) additional hour of pay at their regular rates of pay when they 
were not provided a compliant rest period. 
 
The Action would seek to recover penalties for the following Labor Code Violations as detailed 
below, based on the facts alleged above: 

 
Labor Code §§ 200, 510, 1198, 558 Payment for Overtime:  

California Labor Code § 510 codifies the right to overtime compensation and provides, in pertinent 

part: 
“Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in excess of 40 hours in 
any one workweek and the first eight hours worked on the seventh day of work in any one 
workweek shall be compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the 
regular rate of pay for an employee.” 

 
California Labor Code §1194, in pertinent part, provides: 

 
 “Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any employee receiving less 
than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation applicable to the 
employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of this 
minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 
attorney’s fees and cost of the suit.” 

 
California Labor Code §1198, in pertinent part, provides: 

“The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed by the 
commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor for 
employees. The employment of any employee for longer hours than those fixed by the 
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order or under conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.” 
 
Defendants engaged in a policy and practice of suffering their employees to work more than 8 
hours per day and/or forty hours in a work week by failing to compensate them overtime and 
double time as required by law. Therefore, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were entitled to 
receive certain wages for overtime compensation but were not properly paid for overtime hours.   
 
Additionally, Defendants failed to properly calculate Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay for purposes of 
overtime compensation because the value of employee’s non-discretionary bonuses were not 
included in the calculation of the Plaintiff’s regular rate of pay in violation of Cal. Lab. Code § 
510.   

Defendants also violated Labor Code § 200, by failing to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees 

their non-discretionary bonuses.  Labor Code § 200 defines wages as,  
(a) “Wages” includes all amounts for labor performed by employees of every description, 
whether the amount is fixed or ascertained by the standard of time, task, piece, 
commission basis, or other method of calculation. 
(b) “Labor” includes labor, work, or service whether rendered or performed under 
contract, subcontract, partnership, station plan, or other agreement if the labor to be paid 
for is performed personally by the person demanding payment. 

 
The amount of earned but unpaid bonuses that the Plaintiff was entitled to receive constitute 
“wages” within the meaning of § 200 of the California Labor Code because Plaintiff was promised 
additional compensation as an incentive for the performance of such services to the benefit of the 
Defendants.  Defendants unjustly reaped the benefits of the services and labor performed by 
Plaintiff and aggrieved Employees but failed to pay them for their labor.  
 
Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512: Defendants violated Labor Code § 226.7 which requires 
employers to provide a ten-minute rest period during each four-hour of work or major fraction 
thereof. Defendants further violated Labor Code § 226.7 and 512 by failing to provide Plaintiff and 
all other similarly situated and Aggrieved Employees with a meal period of not less than 30 
minutes for each work period more than 5 hours per day and a second meal period of not less than 
30 minutes for a work period of more than 10 hours-day.  The meal period must be provided prior 
to the 5th hour of work.   
 
California Labor Code sections 226.7 and 512 require employers to pay an employee one 
additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate for each work day that a meal or rest period is 
not provided.  Defendants required Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees to work during meal 
and rest periods and failed to compensate them properly for missed meal and rest periods, 
including but not limited to, failing to pay them any premium pay at their regular rate of pay which 
includes the non-discretionary bonus, additional wages, and/or penalties.    
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Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 203:  California Labor Code section 201 provides that if an employer 
discharges an employee, the employee’s wages that have been earned and are unpaid at the time of 
discharge shall be paid immediately.  Labor Code § 202 provides that if an employee quits, his or 
her wages become due no later than 72 hours thereafter or if an employee gives 72-hours previous 
notice of his or her intention to quit, the employees’ wages are due at the time of quitting.  Labor 
Code §203 provides that if the employer willfully fails to pay any wages of an employee who is 
discharged or who quits, the employee’s wages shall continue as a penalty from the due date of the 
payment of wages, at the same rate, until such wages paid, or an action commenced, but not more 
than 30 days. Defendants willfully failed to provide Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees with 
all wages due and owing, including all regular and overtime wages, and meal and rest period 
premium wages as specified by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202, as alleged herein.  
 
Defendants did not pay Plaintiff, and all similarly situated Aggrieved Employees’ wages were due 
when Defendants terminated their employment.  Defendants willfully failed and refused, and 
continue to willfully fail and refuse, to timely pay compensation and wages, including overtime 
payments, and premiums for meal and rest periods, and non-discretionary bonuses as described 
above.  As a result, Defendants are liable for wages due, interest, and waiting time penalties, any 
other statutory penalties, other damages together with attorneys’ fees and costs.   
 
Lab Code §§201.3, and 210: Lab. Code § 201.3(b) provides that “if an employee of a temporary 
services employer is assigned to work for a client, that employee’s wages are due and payable no 
less frequently than weekly, regardless of when the assignment ends, and wages for work 
performed during any calendar week shall be due and payable not later than the regular payday of 
the following calendar week. A temporary services employer shall be deemed to have timely paid 
wages upon completion of an assignment if wages are paid in compliance with this subdivision.” 
 
Lab. Code § 210(a) provides “[i]n addition to, and entirely independent and apart from, any other 
penalty provided in this article, every person who fails to pay the wages of each employee as 
provided in Sections 201.3 …. shall be subject to a penalty as follows: 

(1) For any initial violation, one hundred dollars ($100) for each failure to pay each 
employee. 
(2) For each subsequent violation, or any willful or intentional violation, two hundred 
dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, plus 25 percent of the amount 
unlawfully withheld.” 

Defendants intentionally refused to comply with Lab Code §201.3; therefore, subject to penalties.   
 
Labor Code §§ 226, and 226.3: Labor Code 226 requires employers to maintain accurate records 
for each employee’s hours of work and to provide each employee with an accurate wage 
statements in writing setting forth, among other things: gross wages earned; total hours worked by 
the employee; net wages earned; all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the 
corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, all deductions made, 
and the name and address of the legal entity of the employer 
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Defendants engage in a policy and practice of willfully and intentionally failing to furnish their 
employees with accurate itemized wage statements in compliance with the statutory requirement 
of §226(a).   During the Relevant Time Period, Defendants knowingly and intentionally failed to 
provide to the Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees, the above described writing required by 
Labor Code § 226 through actions alleged herein, including a failure to provide total hours 
worked, the correct applicable hourly rate, and all wages earned.    
 
All the above violations, were suffered by Plaintiff and all other similarly situated and Aggrieved 
Employees working for Defendants in California daily as a result of Defendants’ uniform policies 
and practices, and managerial instructions.  Defendants knowingly, intentionally and willfully 
refused and continue to refuse to comply with California law.   
 
Labor Code §§ 246(a), 246(i), 246.5(a), 247.5 and 233:  Labor Code 246(a) requires an 
employer to provide employees that work in California on or after July 1, 2015, for 30 or more 
days within a year from the commencement of employment, paid sick days to accrue at a rate of 
not less than one hour per every 30 hours worked. or in the alternative must comply with the 
requirements of section 246(b)(3).   
 
Section 246(i) requires an employer to provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the 
amount of paid sick leave available, or PTO leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for 
use on either the employee's itemized wage statement as described in Section 226 or in a separate 
writing provided on the designated pay date with the employees’ payment of wages.   If an 
employer provides unlimited paid sick leave or unlimited paid time off to an employee, the 
employer may satisfy this section by indicating on the notice or the employee' s itemized wage 
statement "unlimited."  
Section 246(l) provides: For the purposes of this section, an employer shall calculate paid sick 
leave using any of the following calculations: 

(1)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated in the same manner as 
the regular rate of pay for the workweek in which the employee uses paid sick time, 
whether or not the employee actually works overtime in that workweek. 
(2)  Paid sick time for nonexempt employees shall be calculated by dividing the 
employee’s total wages, not including overtime premium pay, by the employee’s total 
hours worked in the full pay periods of the prior 90 days of employment. 

 
Defendants failed to comply with Labor Code § 246(l)(1)-(2), by failing to pay Aggrieved 
Employees paid sick leave at the employee’s regular rate of pay, which is based on a weighted 
average of all rates the employee earned, including bonuses. Employers may calculate the regular 
rate of pay either based on the workweek in which the employee uses sick leave or by using a 
90-day look back period; Defendants failed to do so.   
 
Lab Code § 247.5: Defendants failed to maintain records documenting Plaintiff’s and the 
Aggrieved Employees accrued and used sick leave in violation of Labor Code § 247.5(a). 
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Specifically, Labor Code Labor Code § 247.5 states: 

(a) An employer shall keep for at least three years records documenting the hours worked 
and paid sick days accrued and used by an employee, and shall allow the Labor 
Commissioner to access these records pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 
1174 .  An employer shall make these records available to an employee in the same 
manner as described in Section 226.  If an employer does not maintain adequate records 
pursuant to this section, it shall be presumed that the employee is entitled to the maximum 
number of hours accruable under this article, unless the employer can show otherwise by 
clear and convincing evidence. 

 
Labor Code § 2810.5: The California Wage Theft Prevention Act of 2011 (''WTPA'') became 
effective on January 1, 2012.  Among other provisions, the WTPA adds section 2810.5 to the 
California Labor Code. The act requires that all employers provide each employee with a written 
notice containing specified information.  The notice must be in the language the employer 
normally uses to communicate employment-related information to the employee.  Specifically, 
employers are required to provide each employee, at the time of hiring, with a written notice 
containing the following information: (1) the rate or rates of pay “and basis thereof,” whether paid 
by the hour, shift, day, week, salary, piece, commission, or otherwise, including any rates for 
overtime, as applicable; (2) allowances, if any, claimed as part of the minimum wage, including 
meal or lodging allowances; (3) the regular payday designated by the employer in accordance with 
the requirements of the Labor Code; (4) the name of the employer, including any “doing business 
as” names used by the employer; (5) the physical address of the employer's main office or principal 
place of business, and a mailing address, if different; (6) the telephone number of the employer; (7) 
the name, address, and telephone number of the employer's workers' compensation insurance 
carrier; and (8) any other information the Labor Commissioner deems material and necessary. 
 
Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee entitled to notice pursuant Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.  Cal. 
Labor Code § 2810.5 is aimed at informing employees about such fundamental and material 
information concerning their pay and rates of pay under an employment relationship. Defendants 
willfully, and intentionally failed to comply with the requirements of Cal. Lab. Code § 2810.5.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to satisfy the requirements created by California Labor Code section 
2699 prior to seeking penalties allowed by law for the aforementioned violations.  We look 
forward to hearing from you whether the agency intends to take any action in reference to these 
violations.   
 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Natalie Mirzayan, Esq. 
Attorney for Domingo Murchison and Aggrieved 
Employees 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000215&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ibb1e5ad01a2d11e9a1cde15df354b5d0&cite=CALBS1174
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Quotation Request:
Natalie Mirzayan

Mirzayan Law, APLC

Mirzayanlaw@outlook.com

949.285.3550

Prepared By:  Estimated Class Size: 10,478

Nick Day  Certified Language Translation: Yes

Apex Class Action LLC  Static Settlement Website: Yes

nickday@apexclassaction.com  Percentage of Undeliverable Mail: 10%

949.563.6650

 Professional Services Fee Calculation Rate(s) Quantity Estimated Cost

 Import and Standardize Data* Per Hour $125.00 4 $500.00

 Data Analyst Per Hour $150.00 4 $600.00

 *Data provided must be in a workable format. Apex can standardize provided data at an additional cost of $150/hr.

Sub Total: $1,100.00

 Form Set Up Per Hour $120.00 1 $120.00

 Print & Mail Class Notice - English & Spanish Per Piece $0.50 10,478 $5,239.00

 USPS First Class Postage Per Piece $0.68 10,478 $7,125.04

 Remail Undeliverable Mail (Skip-Trace) Per Piece $2.00 1,048 $2,095.60

 Receive and Process Undeliverable Mail Per Hour $75.00 5 $375.00

 Process Class Member Correspondence via mail, e-mail & fax Per Piece $75.00 6 $450.00

 NCOA Address Update (USPS) Static Rate $1,250.00 1 $1,250.00

Certified Language Translation: Spanish Static Rate $1,200.00 1 $1,200.00

 

Sub Total: $17,854.64

 Project Management Per Hour $150.00 5 $750.00

 Project Coordinator Per Hour $90.00 4 $360.00

 Data Analyst and Reporting Per Hour $140.00 4 $560.00

Sub Total: $1,670.00

Murchison v. Legends Hospitality
Tuesday, July 7, 2026

49240002

Data Analytics and Standardization

Mailing of Class Notice

Project Management

Case Name:
Date:

RFP Number:

 Settlement Specifications

mailto:nickday@apexclassaction.com


 Professional Services Fee Calculation Rate(s) Quantity Estimated Cost

 Bilingual Toll-Free IVR FAQ Static Rate $1,500.00 1 $1,500.00

 Settlement Website: Static Apex URL Static Rate $500.00 1 $500.00

 Settlement Status Reports Static Rate $750.00 1 Waived

Sub Total: $2,000.00

Settlement Calculations (Preliminary and Final) Per Hour $120.00 5 $600.00

Account Management and Reconciliation Per Hour $140.00 5 $700.00

Print & Mail Distribution Settlement Check (W-2/1099) Per Piece $0.50 10,478 $5,239.00

USPS First Class Postage Per Piece $0.68 10,478 $7,125.04

Remail Distribution to Updated Address (Skip Trace) Per Piece $2.00 629 $1,257.36

Individual Income Tax Preparation & Reporting Per Hour $100.00 10 $1,000.00

QSF Income Tax Reporting (per calendar year) Per Year $1,250.00 1 $1,250.00

Unclaimed Funds: State Controller's Unclaimed Property Fund Static Rate $500.00 1 $500.00

Sub Total: $17,671.40

Bank Account Reconciliation Per Hour $135.00 5 $675.00

Project Management Reconciliation Per Hour $100.00 5 $500.00

Declarations Per Hour $120.00 5 $600.00

  

Sub Total: $1,775.00

$42,071.04

$32,500.00
Thank you for your business!

Toll-Free Contact Center, Website & Reporting

Distribution & Settlement Fund Management

Post Distribution Reconciliation

TOTAL ESTIMATED ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS:

DISCOUNTED TOTAL ESTIMATED ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS:



Terms & Conditions
The following Terms and Conditions govern the provision of all services to be provided by Apex

Class Action and its affiliates ("Apex") to the Client. These terms and conditions are binding and

shall apply to all services provided by Apex in relation to any related services or products.

1. Services: Apex commits to providing the Client with the administrative services detailed in

the attached Proposal (the "Services").

2. Payment Terms: As compensation for the legal services to be provided, the Client agrees to

pay Apex all fees detailed in the Proposal. The fees quoted in the Proposal (and any subsequent

proposals for additional services) are estimates based on the information provided to Apex by the

Client. Apex makes no representation that the estimated fees in the Proposal or any subsequent

proposals for additional services shall equal the actual fees charged by Apex to the Client, which

fees (including individual line items) may be greater or less than estimated. If additional services

are requested on an hourly basis and are not specifically detailed in the Proposal, Apex will

prepare estimates for such services subject to approval by the Client. In the performance of such

additional services, Apex will charge standard hourly fees which shall apply.

3. Incurred Expenses: In relation to the provision of services outlined in this agreement, the

Client agrees to reimburse Apex for all reasonable out-of-pocket expenses incurred. Such

expenses may include, but are not limited to, costs associated with postage, media production or

publication, banking fees, brokerage fees, messenger and delivery service expenses, travel

expenses, filing fees, office supplies, meals, staff overtime expenses, and other related costs and

expenses. If not otherwise specified in writing, fees for print notice and certain expenses, such as

media publication and postage, must be paid immediately upon invoicing and, in certain cases, at

least ten (10) days prior to the date on which such expenses will be incurred.

4. Invoicing: Apex shall present invoices for its fees and expenses on a monthly basis, except

as provided in Section 3. The Client agrees to pay each invoice within 30 days of receipt. In case

of non-payment within 90 days of the billing date, an additional service charge of 1.5% per month

may apply. Apex reserves the right to increase its prices, charges, and rates annually, subject to

reasonable adjustments. If any price increases exceed 10%, Apex shall give thirty (30) days' notice

to the Client. In the event of any unpaid invoices beyond 120 days of the due date, Apex reserves

the right to withhold services and reports until payment is received, subject to notice to the Client.

It is important to note that Apex's failure to provide services and reports in such instances shall not

constitute a default under this agreement.

5. Case Duration: The duration of these Terms and Conditions, except for the data storage

obligations stated in Section 13, shall be in effect until 30 days following the completion of the

Services as described in the Proposal. The parties may extend these Terms and Conditions in

writing for a mutually agreed-upon period beyond this initial 30-day period.

6. Termination of Services: Either party may terminate the Services by providing thirty (30)

days written notice to the other party. Alternatively, termination may occur immediately upon

written notice for Cause, as defined below. Cause means (I) Apex's gross negligence or willful

misconduct that causes serious and material harm to the Client; (ii) the Client's failure to pay Apex

invoices for more than one hundred twenty (120) days from the date of the invoice; or (iii) the

accrual of invoices or unpaid services where Apex reasonably believes it will not be paid.

Termination of the Services shall not relieve the Client of its obligation to pay Apex for services

rendered prior to the termination.

7. Independent Contractor: As an independent contractor, Apex will provide services under

the terms of this agreement. It is agreed that neither Apex nor any of its employees will be

considered an employee of the Client. Consequently, Apex and its employees will not be eligible

for any benefits provided by the Client to its employees. The Client will not make any tax

deductions from the payments due to Apex for state or federal tax purposes. Apex will be solely

responsible for paying all taxes and other payments due on payments received from the Client

under this agreement.

8. Apex warrants that the Services outlined in the Proposal will be performed in accordance

with the standards generally adhered to by professionals providing similar services. It is

acknowledged that the Services may entail the likelihood of some human and machine errors,

omissions, delays, and losses that may result in damage. However, Apex shall not be held liable

for such errors, omissions, delays, or losses unless they are caused by its gross negligence or

willful misconduct. In the event of any breach of this warranty by Apex, the Client's sole remedy

will be limited to Apex's rerunning, at its expense, any inaccurate output provided that such

inaccuracies occurred solely as a result of Apex's gross negligence or willful misconduct under

this agreement.

9. Limitation of Liability: The Client acknowledges that Apex shall not be held liable for any

consequential, special, or incidental damages incurred by the Client in relation to the performance

of Services, whether the claim is based on breach of warranty, contract, tort (including

negligence), strict liability, or any other grounds. Under no circumstances shall Apex's liability to

the Client, for any Losses (including court costs and reasonable attorney’s fees), arising out of or

in connection with these Terms and Conditions, exceed the total amount charged or chargeable to

the Client for the specific service(s) that caused the Losses.

10. Indemnification: The Client agrees to indemnify and hold harmless Apex from any losses,

suits, actions, judgments, fines, costs, liabilities, or claims arising from any action or proceeding

relating to the Services provided by Apex, regardless of whether or not it results in liability

(collectively referred to as "Indemnified Claims"). However, this indemnification provision shall

not apply to the extent that such Indemnified Claims are caused by Apex's willful misconduct,

gross negligence, or breach of these Terms and Conditions. This provision shall survive

termination of the Services.

11. Confidentiality: Apex will uphold strict confidentiality between Apex and the Client and

applies to all non-public records, documents, systems, procedures, processes, software, and

other information received by either party in connection with the performance of services under

these terms. Both Apex and the Client agree to keep confidential all such non-public

information, including any material marked or identified as confidential or proprietary. Any

such confidential information shall not be disclosed, provided, disseminated, or otherwise made

available to any third party, except as required to fulfill the parties' obligations under these

terms. The parties acknowledge that in the event of any request to disclose any confidential

information in connection with a legal or administrative proceeding, or otherwise to comply

with a legal requirement, prompt notice of such request must be given to the other party to

enable that party to seek an appropriate protective order or other remedy or to waive compliance

with the relevant provisions of these terms. If the Client seeks a protective order or another

remedy, Apex, at the Client's expense, will cooperate with and assist the Client in such efforts.

If the Client fails to obtain a protective order or waives compliance with the relevant provisions

of these terms, Apex will disclose only that portion of the confidential information that it

determines it is required to disclose. This confidentiality provision shall survive termination of

the services provided. Both parties acknowledge and agree that any breach of this these terms

may cause irreparable harm to the non-breaching party and that injunctive relief may be

necessary to prevent any actual or threatened breach. The terms set forth between the parties

supersede all prior negotiations, understandings, and agreements between the parties concerning

confidentiality. These terms may only be amended in writing and signed by both parties.

12. Ownership of the programs, system data, and materials provided by Apex to the Client

during the course of providing services herein shall solely belong to Apex. It is acknowledged

that fees and expenses paid by the Client do not confer any rights in such property. It is also

understood that the said property is made available to the Client solely for the purpose of using

it during and in connection with the services provided by Apex.

13. Upon the completion of the administration and unless retention instructions are ordered

by the court, Apex will notify the client that it will destroy and/or return all confidential

information and property within 90 days upon the client's written request. Alternatively, the

material may be stored for one year at a monthly fee of $1.50 per storage box for paper

documents and $0.01 per image for electronic copies over a period of three years, which

compensates Apex for its electronic and hard-copy storage costs. Apex will not be liable for any

damages, liability, or expenses incurred in connection with any delay in delivery of, or damage

to disks, magnetic tapes, or any input data provided by the client or its representatives unless

Apex has agreed in writing to assume such responsibility.

14. COMPLETE AGREEMENT. These Terms and Conditions, along with the attached

Proposal, represent the complete agreement and understanding between the parties and override

any prior agreements (whether written or oral) between Apex and the Client regarding the

subject matter. Any modification to these Terms and Conditions may only be made in writing

and must be signed by both Apex and the Client. The headings in this document are included for

convenience only and do not alter or restrict any provisions in these Terms and Conditions.

They may not be used in the interpretation of these Terms and Conditions.

15. This provision outlines the requirements for providing notice or other communication

under this agreement. All such communications must be in writing and can be delivered either

by personal delivery or through U.S. Mail with prepaid postage or overnight courier. Once

delivered personally or sent through the mail, the notice will be considered given after five (5)

days from the deposit date in the U.S. Mail. Alternatively, if sent through an overnight courier,

the notice will be considered given one business day after delivery to the such courier. It's

important to note that the notice must be provided to a responsible officer or principal of the

Client or Apex, depending on the case.

16. Force Majeure: In the event of any failure or delay in performance due to circumstances

beyond Apex's control, including but not limited to strikes, lockouts, fires, floods, acts of God or

public enemy, riots, civil disorders, insurrections, war or war conditions, or interference by civil

or military authorities, Apex shall not be held liable for any resulting loss or damage. The time

for performance under this agreement shall be extended for a period equal to the duration of the

disabling cause and a reasonable time thereafter. This provision shall constitute a force majeure

clause and shall be construed accordingly.

17. The applicable state and federal laws shall govern the interpretation and enforcement of

these Terms and Conditions. No choice of law or conflict of laws provisions shall affect this

governing law provision.

18. Severability: This applies to all clauses and covenants contained within these Terms and

Conditions. In the event that any clause or covenant is deemed invalid, illegal, or unenforceable,

the remaining provisions shall remain valid and enforceable to the fullest extent permissible by

law. The validity, legality, and enforceability of the remaining provisions shall in no way be

affected or impaired by the invalidity, illegality, or unenforceability of any provision deemed so.

19. Nonwaiver: This applies to these Terms and Conditions. This means that any failure by

one party to enforce a provision of these terms on one or more occasions shall not be construed

as a waiver of that provision. In other words, any failure to enforce a provision does not give up

the right to enforce it in the future. All provisions of these Terms and Conditions remain in full

force and effect, regardless of any prior failure to enforce them.
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EXHIBIT “A”

COURT APPROVED NOTICE OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT
AND HEARING DATE FOR FINAL COURT APPROVAL

DOMINGO MURCHISON v. LEGENDS HOSPITALITY, LLC, et al., Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 30-
2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC

The Superior Court for the State of California authorized this Notice. Read it carefully!
It’s not junk mail, spam, an advertisement, or solicitation by a lawyer. You are not being sued.

YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS MAY BE AFFECTED WHETHER YOU ACT OR DO NOT ACT.  PLEASE READ THIS 
NOTICE CAREFULLY.

You may be eligible to receive money  from an employee class action lawsuit (“Action”) against  Defendant 
Legends Hospitality, LLC (“Defendant”) for alleged wage and hour violations. The Action was filed by Plaintiffs Domingo 
Murchison and Davina Bhullar (“Plaintiffs”).  No court or jury has made any determination regarding the merits of 
Plaintiffs’ claims, or that the claim can be pursued as a class action.  The Parties have voluntarily reached a settlement to 
avoid the expenses and disruption of class litigation.

The proposed Settlement Settlement, as revised by Addendum No. 1, has two main parts: (1) a Class Settlement whereby 
Defendant has agreed to fund Individual Class Payments to all individuals who were employed by Defendant in California 
and classified as a non-exempt employee at any time during the Class Period (August 21, 2021 through April 28, 2025)  
(“Class Members”) and to all individuals who were employed by Defendant in California and were eligible to receive tips at 
any time during the Tip Class Period (December 6, 2017 (August 21, 2021 through April 28, 2025) (“Tip Class Members”), 
and (2) a PAGA Settlement whereby Defendant has agreed to fund the PAGA Penalties to pay penalties to the California  
Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) and to all  individuals who were employed by Defendant in 
California and classified as a non-exempt employee at any time during the PAGA Period (September 18, 2021 through 
April 28, 2025) (“Aggrieved Employees”).

Based on Defendant’s records, and the Parties’ current assumptions, your Individual Class Payment is estimated 
to be  <<$______________>> (less  withholding),  and your  share  of  the  PAGA Penalties  is  estimated to  <<be 
$_______________>>.  The actual amount you may receive likely will be different and will depend on a number of factors. 
(If $0.00 is stated, then according to Defendant’s records you are not eligible for that payment.)

The above estimates are based on Defendant’s records showing that you worked <<_________>> Workweeks 
during the Class Period, you worked <<_________>> Tip Workweeks during the Tip Class Period, and you worked 
<<_______>> pay periods during the PAGA Period.  If you believe that you worked more Workweeks, Tip Workweeks, 
and/or pay periods during any such period, you can submit a challenge by the deadline date. See Section 5 of this Notice 
below.  

The Court has already preliminarily approved the proposed Settlement and approved this Notice, meaning that the 
Court has preliminarily determined that the settlement is fair and reasonable. The Court has not yet decided whether to grant 
final approval. Your legal rights are affected whether you act or do not act. Read this Notice carefully. You will be deemed 
to have carefully read and understood it. At the Final Approval Hearing, the Court will decide whether to finally approve the 
Settlement and how much of the Settlement will be paid to Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ attorneys (“Class Counsel”). The Court 
will also decide whether to enter a judgment reflecting the terms of the Settlement, under which Defendant will make 
payments under the Settlement and Participating Class Members and Aggrieved Employees will give up their rights to 
assert certain claims against Defendant.

If you worked for Defendant during the Class Period and/or the PAGA Period, you have two basic options under 
the Settlement:
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(1) Do Nothing. You don’t have to do anything to participate in the proposed Settlement and be eligible for an Individual 
Class Payment, and/or a share of the PAGA Penalties. As a Participating Class Member, though, you will give up your 
right to assert Class Period wage claims against Defendant as described below in Section 4 below.

(2) Opt-Out of the Class Settlement. You can exclude yourself from the Class Settlement (opt-out) by submitting the 
written Request for Exclusion attached to this Notice or otherwise notifying the Administrator in writing. If you opt-out 
of the Settlement, you will not receive an Individual Class Payment, however you will preserve your right to personally 
pursue Class Period wage claims against Defendant at your own cost. If you are an Aggrieved Employee, you remain 
eligible for a share of the PAGA Penalties. You cannot opt-out of the PAGA portion of the proposed Settlement.
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Defendant will not retaliate against you for any actions you take with respect to the proposed Settlement.

1. What is action about?

Plaintiffs were employees of Defendant.  The Action claims that Defendant violated California labor laws by failing to pay 
minimum wages, failing to pay overtime wages, failing to pay sick wages, failing to provide required meal periods and  
unpaid premiums, failing to provide required rest periods and unpaid premiums, failing to provide accurate itemized wage 

SUMMARY OF YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN THIS SETTLEMENT:
You Don’t Have to Do 
Anything to 
Participate in the 
Settlement

If you do nothing, you will be a Participating Class Member, eligible for an Individual Class  
Payment and a share of the PAGA Penalties (if any). In exchange, you will give up your right 
to assert the wage claims against Defendant that are covered by this Settlement (Released 
Class Claims). 

You Can Opt-out 
of the Class 
Settlement but 
not the PAGA 
Settlement

The Opt-out Deadline 
is ______.

If you don’t want to fully participate in the proposed Settlement, you can opt-out of the Class 
Settlement by sending the Administrator a written Request for Exclusion.  Once excluded, you 
will be a Non-Participating Class Member and no longer eligible for an Individual Class 
Payment. Non-Participating Class Members cannot object to any portion of the proposed 
Settlement. See Section 7 of this Notice.  

However, you cannot opt-out of the PAGA portion of the proposed Settlement.  If you are also 
an Aggrieved Employee and exclude yourself, you will still be paid your share of the PAGA 
Penalties and will remain subject to the release of the Released PAGA Claims regardless of 
whether you submit a request for exclusion.

Participating Class 
Members Can Object 
to the Class 
Settlement 

Written Objections 
Must be Submitted by 
the Response Deadline 
___________.

All Class Members who do not opt-out (“Participating Class Members”) can object to any 
aspect  of  the  proposed Settlement.  The Court’s  decision  whether  to  finally  approve the 
Settlement will include a determination of how much will be paid to Class Counsel and 
Plaintiffs who pursued the Action on behalf of the Class. You can object to the Settlement 
and/or the amounts requested by Class Counsel or Plaintiffs if you think they are unreasonable. 

See Section 8 of this Notice.

You Can Participate 
in the Final Approval 
Hearing

The  Court’s  Final  Approval  Hearing  is  scheduled  to  take  place  on_____________  at 
____________ [a.m./p.m.], at the Orange County Superior Court, located at 751 W Santa Ana 
Blvd, Santa Ana, CA 92701, in Department __ before Judge_______________.  This hearing 
may change as explained below in Section 9.

You don’t have to attend but you do have the right to appear (or hire an attorney to appear on 
your  behalf  at  your  own cost),  in  person,  by  telephone or  by  using  the  Court’s  virtual  
appearance platform. Participating Class Members can verbally object to the Settlement at the 
Final Approval Hearing. See Section 9 of this Notice

You Can Challenge 
the Calculation of 
Your Workweeks / 
Pay Periods

Witten Challenges 
Must be Submitted by 
the Response Deadline 
(____________)

The amount of your Individual Class Payment depends on how many Workweeks you worked 
at least one day during the Class Period and how many Tip Workweeks in which you were paid 
any tips. The amount of your share of the PAGA Penalties (if any) depends on how many pay 
periods you worked at least one day during the PAGA Period.  The number of Class Period 
Workweeks, Tip Workweeks, and number of PAGA Period pay periods you worked according 
to Defendant’s records is stated on the first page of this Notice. If you disagree with any of 
these numbers, you must challenge it by _____________________.  See Section  5 of this 
Notice.
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statements, failing to provide wages during employment, failing to timely pay wages upon termination, failing to provide 
required expense reimbursement, failing to distribute all gratuities, and engaging in unfair competition.  Plaintiffs also seek 
civil  penalties under the Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”).  The Fourth Amended Class and PAGA Action 
Complaint, filed ______________, 2025, is the Operative Complaint in the Action.  Plaintiffs in this Action are represented 
by: 

MIRZAYAN LAW, APLC
26632 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 300
Foothill Ranch, CA 92610
Telephone: (949) 285-3550
Email: mirzayanlaw@outlook.com

Defendant denies all liability, and maintains that it has paid all employees all minimum and overtime wages and sick pay 
due, provided all required meal and rest breaks, paid all required expense reimbursements, distributed all gratuities, timely 
paid all wages owed, provided suitable seating, and furnished accurate wage statements.

2. What does it mean that the action has settled?

So far, the Court has made no determination whether Defendant or Plaintiffs are correct on the merits, or that Plaintiffs can 
bring this claim on behalf of anyone but themselves.  In the meantime, Plaintiffs and Defendant hired a mediator in an effort 
to resolve the Action by negotiating to end the case by agreement (settle the case) rather than continuing the expensive and 
time-consuming process of litigation.  The negotiations were successful.  By signing a written settlement agreement 
(“Agreement”) and agreeing to Addendum No. 1 amending the Agreement, and jointly ask asking the Court to enter a 
judgment  ending  the  Action  and  enforcing  the  Agreement,  Agreement  as  amended,  Plaintiffs  and  Defendant  have 
negotiated a the revised proposed Settlement.  The Court preliminarily approved the revised Settlement that is subject and 
authorized this Notice.  The Court will decide at the Final Approval Hearing whether to the Court’s Final Approval.  grant 
final approval.  Both sides agree the proposed Settlement is a compromise of disputed claims.  By agreeing to settle,  
Defendant does not admit any violations or concede the merit of any claims. Plaintiffs and Class Counsel strongly believe 
the Settlement is a good deal for you because they believe that: (1) Defendant has agreed to pay a fair, reasonable and 
adequate amount considering the strength of the claims and the risks and uncertainties of continued litigation; and (2) 
Settlement is in the best interests of the Class Members.  The Court preliminarily approved the proposed Settlement as fair, 
reasonable and adequate, authorized this Notice, and scheduled a hearing to determine Final Approval. 

3. What are the terms of the Settlement?

Gross Settlement Amount.  Defendants has agreed to pay an “all in” amount of   Seven   Eight   Hundred   Seventy-Five   and   
Fifteen   Thousand Dollars   ($775,000)   ($815,000)   (“Gross Settlement Amount”) to fund the settlement of the Action.  The   
Gross Settlement Amount includes all payments of Individual Class Payments, Class Counsel Fees Payment, Class Counsel 
Litigation Expenses Payment, Class Representative Service Payments, the Administration Expenses Payment, and the 
PAGA Penalties for civil penalties under PAGA.  Any employer-side payroll taxes on the portion of the Individual Class 
Payments allocated to wages shall be separately paid by Defendant.  Defendant shall fund the Gross Settlement Amount, 
and also fund the amounts necessary to fully pay Defendant’s share of payroll taxes, by transmitting the funds to the  
Administrator no later than 14 days after the Effective Date.  The “Effective Date” means the date the Judgment is final and 
no longer subject to appeal.  Within 14 days after Defendant funds the Gross Settlement Amount, the Administrator will  
mail checks for all Individual Class Payments to Participating Class Members.

Court Approved Deductions from Gross Settlement Amount.  The proposed payments, subject to Court approval, will be 
deducted from the Gross Settlement Amount before payments of Individual Class Payments are made to Class Members 
who do not request exclusion (“Participating Class Members”).  At the Final Approval Hearing, Plaintiffs and/or Class 
Counsel will ask the Court to approve the following deductions from the Gross Settlement, the amounts of which will be 
decided by the Court at the Final Approval Hearing:
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 Administration Expenses Payment.  Payment to the Administrator, estimated not to exceed   $35,776.00   $32,500.00   for   
expenses, including expenses of notifying the Class Members, and Aggrieved Employees of the Settlement, processing 
opt outs, and distributing settlement checks and tax forms.

 Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.  Payment to Class Counsel of reasonable attorneys’ fees not to exceed forty-percent (40%)   
of the Gross Settlement Amount, which presently equals    $310,000.00,    $326,000.00,    and an additional amount to   
reimburse  actual  litigation costs  incurred by the  Plaintiffs  not  to  exceed $  50,000.00.   Class  Counsel  has  been 
prosecuting the Action on behalf of Plaintiffs and the Class on a contingency fee basis (that is, without being paid any 
money to date) and has been paying all litigation costs and expenses.  The amounts stated are what Class Counsel will be 
requesting and the final amounts to be paid will be decided at the Final Approval Hearing.

 Class Representative Service Payments  .  Class Representative Service Payments in an amount not more than $15,000 to 
Plaintiff Domingo Murchison and $10,000 to Plaintiff Davina Bhullar as service awards, or such lesser amount as may 
be approved by the Court, to compensate them for services on behalf of the Class in initiating and prosecuting the 
Action, and for the risks they undertook.  The amount stated is what Plaintiffs will be requesting and the final amount to 
be paid will be decided at the Final Approval Hearing.

 PAGA Penalties.   A  payment  of    $40,000.00    $80,000.00    relating  to  Plaintiffs’  claim  under  PAGA,    $30,000.00   
$60,000.00   of which will be paid to the State of California’s Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”).   
The remaining   $10,000.00   $20,000.00   will be distributed to the Aggrieved Employees as Individual PAGA Payments.   
The Administrator will calculate each Individual PAGA Payment to the Aggrieved Employees by calculating the 
number of Qualifying PAGA Pay Periods, meaning the number of workweeks in which an Aggrieved Employee worked 
at least one shift for Defendant during the PAGA Pay Period, which is September 18, 2021 through April 28, 2025. 
Aggrieved Employees assume full responsibility and liability for any taxes owed on their Individual PAGA Payment. 

Participating Class Members have the right to object to any of these deductions. The Court will consider all objections.

Calculation of Payments to Class Members.  After all of the payments of the court-approved Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, the 
Class Representative Service Payments, the PAGA Penalties, and the Administration Expenses Payment are deducted from 
the Gross Settlement Amount, the remaining portion, the “Net Settlement Amount”, shall be distributed as Individual Class 
Payments to the Participating Class Members.  The Net Settlement Amount is estimated to be at least    $324,224.00.   
$301,500.00.     The  Administrator  will  pay  an  Individual  Class  Payment  from the  Net  Settlement  Amount  to  each   
Participating Class Member.  The Individual Class Payment for each Participating Class Member will be calculated by: (a) 
multiplying the Net Settlement Amount by   90%,   95%,   dividing that result by the total number of Workweeks worked by all   
Participating Class Members during the Class Period, and multiplying the result by each Participating Class Member’s 
Workweeks; and (b) multiplying the Net Settlement Amount by   10%,   5%,   dividing that result by the total number of Tip   
Workweeks worked by all Tip Class Members during the Tip Class Period, and multiplying the result by each Participating 
Tip Class Member’s Workweeks during the Tip Class Period.  “Workweek” means any week during the Class Period in 
which a Class Member worked for Defendant as a Class Member for at least one day.  The number of Workweeks will be 
based on Defendant’s records; however, Class Members may challenge the number of Workweeks as explained below. 

If the Settlement is approved by the Court and you do not exclude yourself, you will automatically be mailed a check 
for your Individual Class Payment to the same address as this Class Notice.  You do not have to do anything to 
receive a payment.  If your address has changed, you must contact the Administrator to inform them of your correct address 
to ensure you receive your payment. If you do not inform the Administrator of an updated address, the Administrator's 
mailing of your settlement check to the address on file shall be deemed sufficient proof of delivery of your settlement 
proceeds.

Tax Matters.  Twenty Percent (20%) of each Participating Class Member’s Individual Class Payment is in settlement of 
wage claims (the “Wage Portion”).  Accordingly, the Wage Portion is subject to wage withholdings, and shall be reported 
on IRS Form W-2.  Eighty Percent (80%) of each Participating Class Member’s Individual Class Payment is in settlement 
of claims for non-wages, expense reimbursement, interest and penalties allegedly due to employees (collectively the “Non-
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Wage Portion”).  The Non-Wage Portion shall not be subject to wage withholdings and shall be reported on IRS Form 1099. 
The employee portion of all applicable income and payroll taxes will be the responsibility of the Participating Class  
Members.  Neither Class Counsel nor Defendant’s Counsel intend anything contained in this Class Notice to constitute  
advice regarding taxes or taxability.  The tax issues for each Participating Class Member are unique to him/her, and each  
Participating Class Member may wish to consult a tax advisor concerning the tax consequences of the payments received 
under the Settlement.

Conditions of Settlement.  This Settlement and your receipt of the Individual Class Payment is conditioned upon the Court 
entering an order granting final approval of the Settlement and entering judgment.

The Proposed Settlement Will be Void if the Court Denies Final Approval. It is possible the Court will decline to grant 
Final Approval of the Settlement or decline to enter a Judgment. Plaintiffs and Defendant have agreed that, in either case, 
the Settlement will be void: Defendant will not pay any money and Class Members, and Aggrieved Employees will not 
release any claims against Defendant.

Need to Promptly Cash Payment Checks. The front of every check issued will show the date when the check expires (the 
void date), which will be 180 days after the mailing date. If you don’t cash it by the void date, your check will be  
automatically cancelled, and the funds represented by such checks remitted to the California Controller's Unclaimed 
Property Fund in the name of the individual who failed to cash their check.  

Administrator.   The Court  has appointed a neutral  company,    Simpluris,  Inc.    Apex Class Action Administration    (the   
“Administrator”) to send this Notice, calculate and make payments, and process Class Members’ Requests for Exclusion.  The 
Administrator will also decide Class Member challenges over Workweeks, mail and re-mail settlement checks and tax forms, 
and perform other tasks necessary to administer the Settlement. The Administrator’s contact information is contained in 
Section 9 of this Notice.  

4. What Do I Release Under the Settlement?
Released Class Claims.  Upon the Effective Date and full funding of the Gross Settlement Amount, all Participating Class 
Members,  on behalf  of  themselves and their  respective  former and present  representatives,  agents,  attorneys,  heirs,  
administrators, successors, and assigns, release Released Parties from the Released Class Claims.  The “Released Class 
Claims” are all claims that were alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged, reasonably arise out of, or reasonably relate 
to the facts or allegations stated in the Operative Complaint which occurred during the Class Period during employment in a 
non-exempt position in California. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, Participating Class Members do not  
release any other claims, including claims for vested benefits, wrongful termination, violation of the Fair Employment and 
Housing Act,  unemployment  insurance,  disability,  social  security,  workers’  compensation,  or  claims based on facts 
occurring outside the Class Period. Released Class Claims specifically include but are not limited to any claims for unpaid 
regular, minimum, overtime, vacation or sick wages, non-compliant meal periods, non-compliant rest periods, failure to pay 
meal and rest break premiums, failure to timely pay wages during employment, failure to timely pay wages upon separation 
or termination from employment, non-compliant wage statements, failure to reimburse business expenses, and claims for 
interest, penalties (including but not limited to waiting time penalties), or premiums in connection therewith, as well as any 
claims under the California Labor Code and California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage orders that were alleged or 
which reasonably could have been alleged under the same or similar facts pleaded in the Operative Complaint, and any 
claims for injunctive relief, declaratory relief, restitution, unfair business practices or liquidated damages alleged or which 
could have been alleged under the facts, pleaded in the Operative Complaint.  The “Tip Class Released Claims” are all 
claims, rights, demands, liabilities and causes of action that are alleged, or reasonably could have been alleged, reasonably 
arise out of, or reasonably relate to the facts or allegations asserted in the Operative Complaint, which occurred during the 
Tip Class Period for failure to distribute all gratuities and any unfair business practices relating to failure to distribute all 
gratuities. This means that, if you do not timely and formally exclude yourself from the settlement, you cannot sue, continue 
to sue, or be part of any other lawsuit against Defendant and any other Released Party about the Released Class Claims and 
Tip Class Released Claims resolved by this Settlement.  It also means that all of the Court’s orders in the Action will apply 
to you and legally bind you.
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Released PAGA Claims.  Upon the Effective Date and full funding of the Gross Settlement Amount, all Aggrieved 
Employees and the LWDA are deemed to release, on behalf of themselves and their respective former and present  
representatives, agents, attorneys, heirs, administrators, successors, and assigns, the Released Parties from the Released 
PAGA Claims.  The “Released PAGA Claims” are all claims for PAGA penalties that were alleged, or reasonably could 
have been alleged, based on the facts stated in the Operative Complaint and the PAGA Notices, which occurred during the 
PAGA Period during employment by Defendant  in a non-exempt position in California.  The Aggrieved Employees 
cannot opt out of Released PAGA Claims.  Released PAGA Claims do not include claims for wrongful termination, 
discrimination, unemployment insurance, disability and worker’s compensation, and claims outside of the PAGA Period. 
The  Released PAGA Claims specifically include claims for PAGA penalties premised on claims for unpaid wages, 
failure to timely pay wages upon separation or termination from employment, failure to timely pay wages during  
employment, failure to provide sick pay wages, non-compliant meal periods, non-compliant rest periods, failure to pay 
meal  and  rest  break  premiums,  non-compliant  wage  statements,  reimbursement  for  business  expenses,  failure  to 
distribute all tips, failure to provide suitable seating, and claims for interest, penalties (including but not limited to waiting 
time penalties), or premiums in connection therewith, as well as claims for PAGA penalties premised on any claims under 
the California Labor Code sections (510, 510, 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 226.7, 227.3, 351, 512, 226(a), 227.3, 
1174(d), 246(i), 201-203, 201–203, 201.3, 204, 210, 221, 223, 2802, 2810.5), and 2802; California Code of Regulations, 
Title  title  8,  Section 1 1070(14)  section 11070(14)  (Failure to Provide  Seating),  Seating);  and California Industrial 
Welfare Commission Wage orders Orders that were alleged or which could have been alleged under the same or similar 
facts,  allegations  allegations,  and/or claims pleaded in  the  Actions  Action  or  PAGA Notices,  and any claims for 
injunctive relief, declaratory relief, restitution, fraudulent business practices practices, or punitive damages alleged or 
which could have been alleged under the facts, allegations allegations, and/or claims pleaded. pleaded in the Operative 
Complaint or PAGA Notices.

Released Parties.  The Released Parties are: Defendant Legends Hospitality, LLC, and any of its/their past, present and  
future direct or indirect parents, subsidiaries, predecessors, successors and affiliates, as well as each of its or their past,  
present  and  future  officers,  directors,  employees,  partners,  members,  shareholders  and  agents,  attorneys,  insurers,  
reinsurers, and any individual or entity which could be jointly liable with Defendant. Released Parties shall not include  
Defendant MVP Event Productions, LLC, Gregory Fielding, or any of its owners, directors, officers, or managing agents.

5. How much will my payment be?

Individual Class Payments.  The Administrator will calculate Individual Class Payments by (a) dividing   90%   95%   of the   
Net Settlement Amount by the total number of Workweeks worked by all Participating Class Members during the Class 
Period and (b) multiplying the result by each Participating Class Member’s Workweeks during the Class Period; plus (a) 
dividing   10%   5%   of the Net Settlement Amount by the total number of Tip Workweeks worked by all Participating Tip   
Class Members during the Tip Class Period and (b) multiplying the result by each Participating Tip Class Member’s Tip  
Workweeks during the Tip Class Period.

Defendant’s records reflect that you worked <<_____>> Workweeks during the Class Period  (August 21, 2021 
through April 28, 2025).  

Defendant’s records reflect that you worked <<_____>> Workweeks during the Tip Class Period (December 6, 2017 
(August 21, 2021 through April 28, 2025).  

Based  on  this  information,  your  estimated  Individual  Class  Payment  from  the  Net  Settlement  Amount  is 
<<_______>>.

Defendant’s records reflect that you worked <<_____>> PAGA Pay Periods during the during the PAGA Period 
(September 18, 2021, through April 28, 2025).  Based on this information your estimated Individual PAGA Payment 
is <<_______>>.



1615609042.1 

8

If you wish to challenge the information set forth above, then you must submit a written, signed dispute challenging the 
information along with supporting documents, to the Administrator at the address provided in this Class Notice no later than 
the Response Deadline, which is  ___________________ [sixty (60) days after the mailing of the Class Notice or an 
additional 14 days in the case of re-mailing].  You may also fax the dispute to ________________ or email the dispute to  
____________________ by no later than the Response Deadline.  Any dispute should include credible written evidence and 
will be resolved by the Administrator.  A blank Workweek Dispute Form is attached to this Notice.

You need to support your challenge by sending copies of pay stubs or other records.  The Administrator will accept  
Defendant’s calculation of Workweeks and Tip Workweeks based on Defendant’s records as accurate unless you send 
copies of records containing contrary information.  You should send copies rather than originals because the documents will 
not  be  returned to  you.   The Administrator  will  resolve Workweek and Tip Workweeks challenges  based on your 
submission and on the Parties’ counsel.  Upon review of all supporting documentation, the Administrator will attempt to 
resolve the Class Member’s allocation of Workweeks and/or Pay Periods. The Court will ultimately be the final arbiter of  
any Workweek and/or Pay Period disputes unless resolved prior to the Final Approval hearing. 

6. How can I get a payment?

To get money from the Settlement, you do not have to do anything.  A check for your Individual Class Payment will be 
mailed automatically to the same address as this Class Notice.  If you change your address, be sure to notify the 
Administrator as soon as possible.  Section 9 of this Class Notice has the Administrator’s contact information.

7. What if I do not want to be a part of the Settlement?

If you do not wish to participate in the Settlement, you may exclude yourself from the Class portion of the Settlement or 
“opt out.”  If you opt out, you will not receive an Individual Class Payment from the Settlement, and you will not be 
bound by its terms, which means you will retain the right to sue Defendant at your own cost for the Released Class 
Claims.  However, Aggrieved Employees who opt out will still be paid their allocation of the PAGA Penalties and will  
remain subject to the release of the Released PAGA Claims regardless of whether they submit a request for exclusion. 

To opt out of the Class portion of the Settlement, you must submit to the Administrator a written, signed and dated request to 
opt-out postmarked no later than the Response Deadline which is _____________.  You may also fax your request to opt out 
to ________________ or email the dispute to ____________________ by no later than the Response Deadline.  The 
request to opt-out should state in substance that you wish to be excluded from the class settlement in the Murchison v.  
Legends Hospitality, LLC lawsuit.  The request to opt-out should state the Class Member’s full name, address and email 
address or telephone number.  Please include the name and number of the case, which is Murchison v. Legends Hospitality,  
LLC, Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC.  The request to opt-out must be completed and signed by you.  No other 
person may opt-out for a living member of the Class.

The address for the Administrator is ______________________________________.  Written requests for exclusion that 
are postmarked after  ______________, or are incomplete or unsigned will be rejected, and those Class Members will 
remain bound by the Settlement and the release described above.

8. How do I Object to the Settlement?
A Participating Class Member who disagrees with any aspect of the Class Settlement may wish to object.  The Response 
Deadline for sending written objections to the Administrator is                                 [sixty (60) days after the date of the 
Notice  or  an  additional  14  days  after  the  Notice  in  the  case  of  re-mailing].   You  may  also  fax  the  dispute  to 
______________ or email the dispute to ____________________ by no later than this Response Deadline. Be sure to tell 
the Administrator what you object to, why you object, and any facts that support your objection. Make sure you identify 
the Action, Murchison v. Legends Hospitality, LLC, Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC, and include your name, 
current address, email or telephone number, and approximate dates of employment for Defendant and sign the objection. 
The Administrator’s contact information is as follows:
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Administrator:
Name of Company: Simpluris, Inc.Apex Class Action Administration
Email Address: _________________________
Mailing Address: ________________________
Telephone Number: ______________________
Fax Number: ____________________________
Settlement Website: ________________

Alternatively, a Participating Class Member can object (or personally retain a lawyer to object at your own cost) by 
attending the Final Approval Hearing. You (or your attorney) should be ready to tell the Court what you object to, why you 
object, and any facts that support your objection.  You also have the option to appear at the hearing remotely through the 
Court’s procedure at www.occourts.org/civil-remote-hearings.  Check the Court’s website for the most current information. 
See Section 9 of this Notice (immediately below) for specifics regarding the Final Approval Hearing.

QUESTIONS REGARDING OBJECTIONS, REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSION, AND ANYTHING ELSE IN THIS 
NOTICE SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, SIMPLURIS, INC. APEX CLASS ACTION 
ADMINISTRATION WHOSE CONTACT INFORMATION IS ABOVE.   YOU MAY ALSO CONTACT CLASS 
COUNSEL.  

9. Can I Attend the Final Approval Hearing?

You  can,  but  do  not have  to,  attend  the  Final  Approval  Hearing  at  __________  (Pacific  Standard  Time)  on 
________________, in Department _ of the Superior Court of California, County of Orange, at 751 W Santa Ana Blvd,  
Santa Ana, CA 92701, before Judge ________________.  At this hearing, the Court will consider whether the Settlement is 
fair, reasonable, and adequate.  The purpose of this hearing is for the Court to determine whether to grant final approval to 
the Settlement and to fix the amounts to be paid as attorneys’ fees and costs to Class Counsel and as service payments to  
Plaintiffs.  If there are objections, the Court will consider them.  You are not required to attend the Final Approval 
Hearing, although any Class Member is welcome to attend the hearing using the procedure at www.occourts.org/civil-
remote-hearings. 

It’s possible the Court will reschedule the Final Approval Hearing. If the hearing is continued, notice will be posted on the 
Internet via the Case Inquiry page for the California Superior Court for the County of Orange (Case Access | Superior Court 
of California | County of Orange) and entering the Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC.  It will also be posted on the 
Administrator’s website for this settlement: <<______________________>>. 

10. How Can I Get More Information?

You may call the Administrator at ____________ or write to Murchison v. Legends Hospitality, LLC Administrator, c/o 
____________________________.

This Class Notice summarizes the proposed settlement.  More details are in the Settlement Agreement. Agreement and 
Addendum No. 1. You may receive a copy of the Settlement Agreement, Addendum No. 1, the Judgment, the motion for 
attorneys’ fees, costs and service award, the motion for final approval or other Settlement documents by going to the 
Administrator’s website for this settlement: <<______________________>> where these documents will be posted, by 
reaching out to the Administrator, or examining the Court’s file on the Internet via the Case Inquiry page for the California 
Superior Court for the County of Orange (Case Access | Superior Court of California | County of Orange) and entering the 
Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC.  If you wish to view the Court files in person, you do so at the Clerk’s Office at 
751 W Santa Ana Blvd, Santa Ana, CA 92701.

PLEASE DO NOT CALL THE COURT ABOUT THIS NOTICE.

IMPORTANT:

https://www.occourts.org/online-services/case-access
https://www.occourts.org/online-services/case-access
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 What if Your Address Changes - To receive your check, you should immediately notify the Administrator if you 
move or otherwise change your mailing address.

 What if You Fail to Cash a Check - Settlement checks will be null and void 180 days after issuance if not deposited 
or cashed, and this expiration date is printed on the check.  In such events, the Administrator shall direct all  
unclaimed funds to be paid to the California Controller's Unclaimed Property Fund in the name of and for the benefit 
of the individual who did not cash their check. The funds may be claimed at https://www.sco.ca.gov/upd_msg.html.

 What if  You Lose Your Check -  If  your check is lost  or misplaced, you should contact the  Administrator 
immediately to request a replacement.

https://www.sco.ca.gov/upd_msg.html
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Request for Exclusion

I, ________________________________________, request to opt-out of the Class Settlement in Murchison, et 
al. v. Legends Hospitality, LLC, Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-2021-01234789-CU-OE-CXC.

___________________________
Name (Printed)

___________________________
Signature

___________________________
Employee ID or Last 4 Digits
of Social Security Number

___________________________
Date
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Workweek Dispute Form 

The Class Notice states that Defendant’s records reflect that I worked _____ Workweeks during the Class Period (August 
21, 2021 through April 28, 2025).  However, I worked __________ Workweeks during the Class Period.

Defendant’s records reflect that I worked _____ Workweeks during the Tip Class Period (December 6, 2017 (August 21, 
2021 through April 28, 2025).  However, I worked __________ Workweeks during the Tip Class Period.

I am enclosing the following documents to support my dispute:  __________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________.

___________________________
Name (Printed)

___________________________
Signature

___________________________
Employee ID or Last 4 Digits
of Social Security Number

___________________________
Date
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