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I, JEAN-CLAUDE LAPUYADE, declare as follows: 

1. I am the managing partner of the law firm of JCL Law Firm, APC, co-lead counsel of 

record for Plaintiff CHIDINMA OLISAEMEKA (“Plaintiff”) in this matter.  As such, I am fully 

familiar with the facts, pleadings, and history of the matter.  The following facts are within my own 

personal knowledge, and if called as a witness, I could testify competently to the matters stated herein.  

2. This declaration is being submitted in support of the Motion for Approval of PAGA 

Settlement with Defendants LYNWOOD HEALTHCARE CENTER, LYNWOOD POST ACUTE 

CARE CENTER, and AG LYNWOOD, LLC. (“Defendants”).   

3. A true and correct copy of the fully executed Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA 

Action and Release of PAGA Claims (“Agreement”) is attached hereto as Exhibit #1.  Notably, there 

exists no signature for the entity “Lynwood Healthcare Center”. Defendants have notified Plaintiff that 

there is no entity known as “Lynwood Healthcare Center” and accordingly, Plaintiff intends on 

dismissing his entity from the Action.   

4. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s March 4, 2022, Notice of Violations filed with the 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“PAGA Notice”) is attached hereto as Exhibit #2.   

5. A true and correct copy of the proof of filing with the LWDA of Motion for Approval of 

PAGA Settlement, is attached hereto as Exhibit #3. Included with the Motion is a copy of the 

Agreement.  

6. A true and correct copy of the JCL Law Firm, APC, “Time and Billing Journal” as of 

December 18, 2024, is attached hereto as Exhibit #4.  

7. A true and correct copy of the JCL Law Firm, APC, “Transaction Summary” as of 

December 18, 2024, is attached hereto as Exhibit #5.  

8. A true and correct copy of the JCL Law Firm, APC, Firm Resume is attached hereto as 

Exhibit #6.   

I. INTRODUCTION 

9. An objective evaluation of the proposed settlement confirms that the relief negotiated on 

behalf of the Aggrieved Employees and the LWDA is fair, reasonable, and valuable. The Settlement is 

a product of informed, adversarial, and non-collusive and mediated negotiations between experienced 
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counsel. As discussed below, the proposed Settlement satisfies all criteria for PAGA settlement 

approval.  Accordingly, Plaintiff and PAGA Counsel respectfully request this Court grant approval of 

the Agreement.   

II. PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. Plaintiff’s Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies Under PAGA And Civil Action Against 

Defendant 

10. On March 4 2022, Plaintiff, on behalf of herself and on behalf of other Aggrieved 

Employees, served Defendants and the LWDA with a Notice of Violations (“PAGA Notice”) 

memorializing claims against Defendants for alleged violations of the California Labor Code, including 

causes of action for failure to provide compliant meal and rest periods; failure to accurately compensate 

for missed meal and rest periods; failure to pay all minimum, regular, and overtime wages; failure to 

provide accurate itemized wage statements; and failure to timely pay wages due during, and upon 

termination of employment. (LWDA Case No. LWDA-CM-871682-22). 

11. The 65-day “waiting period” on Plaintiff’s right to file a civil action under PAGA, see 

Cal. Lab. Code § 2699.3(a)(2)(A), lapsed without the LWDA notifying Plaintiff that they intended to 

investigate the claims in the PAGA Notice. To date, the LWDA still has not advised Plaintiff of any 

intent to take action with respect to the claims in the PAGA Notice. 

12. On April 20, 2022, Plaintiff filed a class action complaint against Defendants in the 

Superior Court for Los Angeles, Case Number 22STCV13175 (the “Class Action”).  The complaint 

alleged ten causes of action for (1) Violation of California Labor Code §§ 510 and 1198 (Unpaid 

Overtime); (2) Violation of California Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512(a) (Unpaid Meal Period 

Premiums); (3) Violation of California Labor Code § 226.7 (Unpaid Rest Period Premiums); (4) 

Violation of California Labor Code §§ 1194, 1197, and 1197.1 (Unpaid Minimum Wages); (5) 

Violation of California Labor Code §§ 201 and 202 (Final Wages Not Timely Paid); (6) Violation of 

California Labor Code § 204 (Wages Not Timely Paid During Employment); (7) Violation of California 

Labor Code § 226(a) (Non-Compliant Wage Statements); (8) Violation of California Labor Code § 

1174(d) (Failure To Keep Requisite Payroll Records); (9) Violation of California Labor Code §§ 2800 



 
 

5 
DECLARATION OF JEAN-CLAUDE LAPUYADE 

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 
 
 
 
   
 
  

  
 

and 2802 (Unreimbursed Business Expenses); (10) Violation of California Business & Professions 

Code §§ 17200, et seq. 

13. On May 9, 2022, Plaintiff filed a separate complaint in Los Angeles County Superior 

Court on behalf of herself and other aggrieved employees alleging a single cause of action for civil 

penalties under the Private Attorney Generals Act (“PAGA”). 

14. On December 14, 2023, the Parties participated in an all-day mediation presided over by 

Brandon McKelvey, an experienced mediator of wage and hour representative actions.  In advance of 

the with the mediation, Defendants provided Plaintiff with sufficient information to properly evaluate 

Defendants’ potential liability exposure. Among the data and documents Defendants produced 

included, but was not limited to, the total number of Aggrieved Employees, pay periods, employee 

handbooks, and time and payroll data. 

15. Defendants have produced an arbitration agreement which purportedly bars Plaintiff’s 

class action claims.  Accordingly, Plaintiff has filed a request for dismissal of the class claims.  This 

request was granted on January 11, 2023. This The settlement reached between the Parties does not 

release any class claims.   

16. The Parties’ mediation resulted in a settlement of Plaintiff’s PAGA claims and was 

memorialized in the form of a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”).  After reaching an agreement 

in the principle, the Parties drafted and negotiated a long-form settlement which is the subject of the 

instant motion. The Settlement was negotiated in light of all known facts and circumstances and the 

uncertainty associated with litigation – including the risk of Plaintiff not being able to maintain 

representative claims and establishing manageability, the difficulty of proving Plaintiff’s claims in a 

manageable trial, the merits of Defendants’ potential defenses, and the significant delay and potential 

appellate issues inherent to litigation – and was reached after extensive arm’s length negotiations, with 

the assistance of the mediator. 

17. The Settlement is intended to fully and finally resolve the Released PAGA Claims 

asserted by Plaintiff on behalf of herself, the LWDA, and the State of California.  This is only a 

Settlement of the PAGA claims for civil penalties and is not a class settlement and does not release the 

individual claims, if any, of the Aggrieved Employees. This Settlement does not release any claim that 
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is not a PAGA claim.1 Nor does this Settlement waive Defendants’ right to assert res judicata or other 

available defense to any asserted claim or lawsuit. 

18. Pursuant to California Labor Code Section 2699(1), Plaintiff is providing a copy of the 

Settlement Agreement and this motion to the LWDA concurrently with the filing of the instant motion 

for settlement approval as set forth in the accompanying proof of service.  Additionally, Plaintiff will 

submit to the LWDA a copy of the Court’s judgment and order approving the Settlement Agreement 

within ten (10) days after entry of judgment or order.  

III. TERMS OF THE PAGA SETTLEMENT 

19. The PAGA settlement is subject to Court approval consistent with Labor Code § 

2699(1)(2). The Settlement Agreement negotiated by the Parties provides for a Gross Settlement 

Amount payment in the amount of Two Hundred Five Thousand Dollars and Zero Cents ($205,000.00) 

to resolve the PAGA claims.  From the Gross Settlement Amount, there is a deduction of a PAGA 

Counsel Award in the amount of Ninety Eight Thousand Three Hundred Thirty Three Dollars and Thirty 

Three Cents ($98,333.33) (comprised of one-third of the Gross Settlement Amount (estimated to be 

approximately $68,333.33) and reimbursement of incurred litigation expenses in an amount not to 

exceed Thirty Thousand Dollars and Zero Cents ($30,000.00)), the Claims Administration Costs which 

will not exceed Five Thousand Five Hundred Dollars and Zero Cents ($5,500.00), and a service award 

in the amount of Ten Thousand Dollars and Zero Cents ($10,000.00).  Agreement generally at §§ 3.1; 

3.2.1; 3.2.2.  After these deductions, the amount remaining is the “PAGA Penalties,” which is estimated 

to be $91,166.67.  

IV. THE COURT SHOULD APPROVE THE PAGA SETTLEMENT 

20. The Gross Settlement Amount of $205,000.00 is fair and reasonable and, therefore, 

should be approved. Here, without stacking the PAGA penalties, Defendants’ liability exposure is 

estimated at approximately $1,248,600 in PAGA Penalties. 

 
1  As explained by the Supreme Court in ZB, N.A., 8 Cal. 5th 175 at 196: “Nonparty employees are bound by the judgment in 
an action under the PAGA, but only with respect to recovery of civil penalties.” 
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21. Plaintiff’s consultant estimated Defendants’ exposure as follows: 

 
Claim Penalty 

Amount2 
Number of 
Pay Periods 
w/ Violation 

Violation 
Rate 

Total Penalties 

Meal Period Violations 
Cal. Labor Code §§ 
226.7 and 512 

$503 2,505 29% of PAGA 
Pay Periods 

$125,250  

Rest Period Violations 
Cal. Labor Code §§ 
226.7 and 512  

$50 2,505 29% of PAGA 
Pay Periods 

$125,250 

Unpaid Wages Violations 
Cal. Labor Code §§ 
201, 202, 203, 204, 246, 
1194, 1197, 1997.1, 1198 and 
558 

$100 6,419 75% of 
PAGA Pay 
Periods  

$641,925 

Business Reimbursement 
Violations 
Cal. Labor Code § 2802 
 

$100  
 

2,139 25% of 
PAGA Pay 
Periods 

$213,975 

Regular Rate of Pay  
 

$100 1,422 16% of PAGA 
Pay Periods 

$142,200 

 

22. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants failed to pay all wages due to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 

Employees under three separate theories.  First, Plaintiff alleges she and other Aggrieved Employees 

worked off-the-clock pre-shift to undergo mandatory Covid screenings, and second, that due to 

understaffing, Plaintiff and the Aggrieve Employees were instructed to clock out for meal periods to 

 
2 In Bernstein v. Virgin America, Inc. (2021) 3 F.4th 1127, 1144, the court decided that “[u]ntil the employer has 
been notified that it is violating a Labor Code provision … the employer cannot be presumed to be aware that its 
continuing underpayment of employees is a ‘violation’ subject to penalties.” Therefore, Plaintiff used only 
penalties for initial violations.  
3 The $50 penalty rate was used for a number of reasons in this instance.  First, Defendants argued that increased 
civil penalties for subsequent violations do not apply unless the Plaintiff can present evidence that the Labor 
Commission or a court notified the employer that it was in violation of the Labor Code. Bernstein v. Virgin 
America, Inc. (2021) 3 F.4th 1127, 1144 citing Amaral v. Cintas Corp. No. 2 (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 1157, 1209 
[“Until the employer has been notified that it is violating a Labor Code provision … the employer cannot be 
presumed to be aware that its continuing underpayment of employees is a ‘violation’ subject to penalties.”].) 
Separately, Defendants also argued that courts have considerable discretion to reduce the penalty awards under 
PAGA.  See, e.g. Carrington v. Starbucks Corp. (2018) 30 Cal.App.5th 504 (reducing the maximum PAGA 
penalty amount by 90%, at $5 per pay period).  Accordingly, it is unlikely that Plaintiff would recover full penalty 
amounts even if he prevailed in establishing the underlying Labor Code violations.  Pursuant to California Labor 
Code section 558(a)(1), an employer is subject to a penalty of $50 for violations of a Labor Code section 
regulating hours and days of work, including meal period and rest period violations. Thus, because section 
558(a)(1) specifically provides for a civil penalty, Plaintiff used a $50 penalty per violation for the meal and rest 
break claims. JCL Dec., ¶ 28. 
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create a paper trail evidencing a compliant meal period but continued working through this period, off-

the-clock. Plaintiff further alleges that she and other Aggrieved Employees were instructed not to clock 

in before 7:00 a.m., but were required to ensure that patient were picked by the ambulance, which would 

occur prior to 7:00 a.m.  Third, Plaintiff alleges that she and other Aggrieved Employees worked 

pursuant to an invalid alternative workweek schedule, and were accordingly denied proper overtime 

and double time wages.  Plaintiff estimates Defendants’ exposure for this claim to be approximately 

$641,925. 

23. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants failed to include non-discretionary bonuses and shift 

differentials when calculating the regular rate of pay for purposes of overtime, redeemed sick pay, and 

meal period premiums. Specifically, Plaintiff’s expert found six forms of non-discretionary 

compensation listed on wage statements as BNS EXTRA SHFT, BONUS, GIFT, REFERRAL BONUS, 

SHIFT DIFF, SIGN ON BONUS, and WRK RETENTION that were not properly included in the 

regular rate of pay calculation for purposes of calculating and paying overtime, sick pay, or meal period 

premiums.  Defendants deny that all of the bonuses raised by Plaintiff can be properly categorized as 

non-discretionary and accordingly, did not need to be calculated into the regular rate of pay.  Plaintiff 

estimated that Defendants’ total exposure for this claim was approximately $142,200 in penalties. 

24. Plaintiff also alleges that Defendants failed to provide compliant meal periods pursuant 

to two separate theories.  First, Plaintiff’s expert found that recorded meal periods were late, short, or 

missed during approximately 29% of pay periods. Accordingly, Plaintiff alleges that she and other 

Aggrieved Employees are owed meal period premiums for meal period violations that occurred during 

the PAGA Period.  Second, Plaintiff alleges that other meal periods that appear compliant on paper are 

synthetic, contending that, as noted above, employees were directed by Defendants to clock out before 

the sixth hour of work but work through their meal periods if necessary.   

25. Defendants deny these allegations, noting that it paid meal period premiums, and its 

policy and practice of paying meal period premiums is incongruous with a contention that it fabricated 
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compliant meal periods. Taking into account Defendants’ defenses, Plaintiff estimates Defendants’ 

exposure for this claim to be approximately $125,250. 

26. Plaintiff also alleged that Defendants failed to provide compliant rest periods.  

Specifically, Plaintiff alleges that due to patient demands and understaffing, employees were not able 

to take rest breaks.  Defendants denied these allegations and also argued that Plaintiff’s rest break claim 

would have mainly relied on the testimony of Aggrieved Employees, making it a riskier claim. 

Establishing liability likely would have entailed competing testimony stating either rest breaks were 

taken, or rest breaks were voluntarily waived. See, e.g., Ordonez v. Radio Shack, Inc. (C.D. Cal. Jan. 

17, 2013) 2013 WL 210223, at *11 (“Because of the competing testimony before the Court, plaintiff’s 

evidence that defendant may have an illegal, written rest break policy is insufficient for this Court to 

find that common issues predominate.”); Villa v. United Site Servs. of California, Inc. (N.D. Cal. Nov. 

13, 2012) 2012 WL 5503550, at *8 (“Indeed, Plaintiff's own evidence confirms that the written policy 

does not generate uniform practices”). Taking into account Defendants’ defenses, Plaintiff estimates 

Defendants’ exposure for this claim to be approximately $125,250. 

27. Plaintiff alleged Defendants failed to reimburse Class Members for all necessary business 

expenses. Specifically, Plaintiff asserts that he and other Class Members were required to use personal 

cell phones in order to receive and respond to work-related communications from supervisors.  Plaintiff 

also alleges that she and other Aggrieved Employees used their personal vehicles for work purposes but 

were no reimbursed for milage.  These instances included when additional supplies needed to be 

purchased, and when patients would miss an ambulance and an Aggrieved Employee would be required 

to drive the patient in their personal vehicles to their appointment.  Plaintiff estimated Defendants’ 

exposure for this claim to be $213,975. 

28. In light of the above, the Gross Settlement Amount is approximately 16.4% of 

Defendants’ potential PAGA exposure.  The Gross Settlement Amount compares favorably to the likely 

recovery of PAGA penalties through continued litigation. Defendants’ maximum exposure to PAGA 

penalties is not a realistic outcome of the litigation because it fails to account for the risks of continued 

litigation including, but not limited to, Defendants’ defenses. See, Zayerz v. Kiewit Infrastructure West, 

2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 14918, *14 (C.D. Cal. January 18, 2018).  For instance, Defendants argued that 
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it can only be assessed civil penalties for actual violations of the Labor Code. See Lab. Code § 

2699(f)(2). In other words, to recover any civil penalties, Plaintiff would be required to prove the 

underlying Labor Code violations. (Cardenas v. McLane Foodservice, Inc., 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

13126, *10 (C.D. Cal. 2011) [“Given the statutory language [of PAGA], a plaintiff cannot recover on 

behalf of individuals whom the plaintiff has not proven suffered a violation of the Labor Code by the 

defendant.”].) To do this, Plaintiff would need to prove each Aggrieved Employee was subject to the 

alleged Labor Code violation, which would be difficult to do, as Defendants deny any liability or 

wrongdoing of any kind associated with the claims alleged in this action.    

29. Thus, Defendants contended that Plaintiff would be required to “prove Labor Code 

violations with respect to each and every individual on whose behalf Plaintiff seek to recover civil 

penalties under PAGA.” Hibbs-Rines v. Seagate Technologies, 2009 WL 513496, *4 (N.D. Cal. Mar. 

2, 2009). When “determining whether the employer committed Labor Code violations with respect to 

each employee” is impractical, the PAGA action can be dismissed. Wesson v. Staples the Off. 

Superstore, 2021 WL 4099059, *11 (Cal. Ct. App. Sept. 9, 2021) 

30. Finally, the maximum penalty figure does not consider that Courts have complete 

discretion to “award a lesser amount than the maximum civil penalty amount specified [by PAGA] if, 

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

that is unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory.” (Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(e)(2)). In fact, Courts 

routinely exercise their authority to reduce PAGA penalties by 85% to 95%. See e.g. Carrington v. 

Starbucks Corp., 30 Cal. App. 5th 504, 529 (2018) (reducing PAGA penalties to $5 per pay period; 

“Although the trial court may have disagreed with Starbucks regarding the issue of liability, it clearly 

took the circumstances proffered by Starbucks into consideration when it imposed the penalty … only 

$5 per initial violation”); Kaanaana v. Barrett Bus. Servs., Inc., 29 Cal App 5th 778, 788 (2018), review 

granted on other grounds (noting that the trial court “exercised its discretion to reduce the [PAGA] 

penalties to 13 percent of the full amount [requested, because] [o]n average, plaintiffs were deprived of 

13 percent of the 30-minute meal period”); Fleming v. Covidien, Inc., 2011 WL 7563047, *4 (C.D. Cal. 

2011) (exercising discretion to reduce the maximum amount of PAGA civil penalties for plaintiffs’ 

section 226 claims from $2,800,000 to $500,000 because the employees suffered no injuries as a result 
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of the erroneous wage statements and made no complaints about the errors or omissions in the wage 

statements, thus reducing the maximum penalty by 82%); see also, Gola v. University of San Francisco, 

90 Cal. App. 5th 548 (2023), as modified (May 9, 2023), reh'g denied (May 15, 2023), review denied 

(July 12, 2023), and disapproved of by Naranjo v. Spectrum Sec. Servs., Inc., 15 Cal. 5th 1056, 547 

P.3d 980 (2024) (concluding after a full-blown bench trial that a penalty of 15% of the maximum PAGA 

penalties was the appropriate penalty). The gross amount obtained by PAGA Counsel is reasonable in 

light of Defendants’ arguments.  

31. Given Defendants’ defenses to the claimed Labor Code violations at issue, the risks and 

costs of continued litigation, Plaintiff and PAGA Counsel believe that the Gross Settlement Amount is 

fair and reasonable. This settlement was negotiated by experienced counsel at arm's length. 

32. The LWDA has been provided with notice of this motion and the PAGA settlement, and 

the decision of LWDA to accept the PAGA settlement and not oppose the motion should be given 

considerable weight. Moreover, the LWDA is a sophisticated government entity that can assert and 

protect its own rights. 

33. Although PAGA requires that a court approve the proposed PAGA settlement, Labor 

Code § 2699(1) does not require that a court approve any other elements of the proposed settlement.  

Because there are no class allegations for which Plaintiff seeks approval, the approval provisions 

applicable to class settlements under Cal. Code Civil Proc. § 382 do not apply.  Accordingly, the Court 

only needs to approve the settlement of the civil penalties sought in the PAGA claim. Nevertheless, as 

explained herein, the settlement terms for attorneys’ fees and costs are reasonable.  

34. On or around March 31, 2023, Plaintiff submitted a demand for arbitration with Judicial 

Arbitration and Mediation Services (“JAMS”) alleging eleven causes of action against Defendants 

including unfair competition, failure to pay minimum wages, failure to pay overtime wages, failure to 

provide required meal periods, failure to provide required rest periods, failure to reimburse for required 

expenses, failure to provide accurate itemized wage statement, failure to provide wages when due, 

failure to timely pay wages during employment, failure to keep requisite records, and an individual 

PAGA claim (JAMS Case No. 5220002948). Separate from the PAGA settlement, Plaintiff entered into 

an individual settlement with Defendants in which she granted Defendants a broad release of all claims, 
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including the claims outlined in her demand for arbitration.  Plaintiff will file this settlement agreement 

under seal for the Court to review in camera, at the Court’s request. 

V. THE PAGA COUNSEL FEES AND EXPENSES PAYMENT ARE FAIR AND 

REASONABLE 

35. PAGA Counsel seeks approval of the PAGA Counsel Award, comprised of attorneys’ 

fees in the amount of $68,333.33 (one-third of the Gross Settlement Amount) and reimbursement of 

litigation costs not to exceed $30,000.4 PAGA does not have any requirements for reviewing attorneys’ 

fees, and Plaintiff’s position is that the payment of attorneys’ fees and costs in this Settlement is a matter 

of contract for a contingent representation.  Nevertheless, should this Court review the requested 

attorneys’ fees, the requested fees and costs are reasonable for experience wage and hour counsel.  

36. The requested PAGA Counsel Award of $98,333.33, comprised of $68,333.33 for 

attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of litigation expenses of up to $30,000 is fair, reasonable, and 

justified by the result achieved. 

37. PAGA Counsel negotiated a recovery of Two Hundred Five Thousand Dollars and Zero 

Cents ($205,000.00), and this result justifies the requested fees equal to one third of this recovery. This 

percentage is within the standard contingent recovery percentage of one-third, and this percentage is 

what was expressly approved by the Supreme Court in Laffitte v. Robert Half Int’l Inc., 1 Cal.5th 480, 

504, (2016). At the time this case was brought, the result was far from certain. Defendants’ defenses to 

the merits of the case created difficulties with proof and complex legal issues for PAGA Counsel to 

overcome. Here, several defenses asserted by Defendants present serious threats to the claims of 

Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees. Defendants asserted that its employment practices complied 

with all applicable labor laws. If successful, Defendants’ factual and legal defenses would eliminate 

any recovery to the Aggrieved Employees. While Plaintiff believes that these defenses could be 

overcome, Defendants maintain that these defenses have merit and therefore present a serious risk to 

recovery. The Settlement was possible because, in PAGA Counsels’ eyes, PAGA Counsel was able to 

persuade Defendants that there was an appreciable risk that Plaintiff would prevail on the factual and 

legal issues underlying liability and overcome difficulties in proof as to monetary relief.   

 
4 As detailed infra, at the time of filing this motion, Plaintiff's Counsel incurred $20,203.90 litigating this matter.  Plaintiff 
will provide the Court with a final amount of litigation costs at the time of hearing on this motion. 
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38. Plaintiff is represented by competent and experienced counsel to pursue his claims.  I 

establish the JCL Law Firm, APC (“Firm”) in 2010. The Firm is a boutique plaintiff firm representing 

aggrieved employees and consumers throughout California in wage and hour class actions. The Firm 

currently consists of myself, Jean-Claude Lapuyade, Esq. (Partner/Owner), Sydney Castillo-Johnson, 

Esq. (Associate Attorney), Perssia P. Razma (Associate Attorney), Tesla Stone (Senior Paralegal and 

Office Manager), and Jennifer Heming (Paralegal).   

39. I am qualified to represent the Plaintiff, the State of California, and the Aggrieved 

Employees. I have extensive experience with wage and hour class and representative action litigation 

like this matter, and employment matters in general. Additionally, I have extensive complex mass tort 

litigation experience and complex construction product liability experience. I can, will, and have 

adequately represented the interests of the Plaintiff, the State of California, and the Aggrieved 

Employees throughout this action.  

40. I have represented consumers and employees in California class actions, and complex 

multi-party product liability actions exclusively for more than 17 years. I have been in practice as a 

plaintiffs’ civil litigation attorney since April 2007. 

41. My credentials are reflected in the JCL Law Firm, APC, Firm Resume, a true and correct 

copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit #6. Some of the major cases the Firm has undertaken are 

also set forth in Exhibit #6.     

42. The JCL Law Firm’s rates are comparable to those judicially approved for other 

plaintiff’s firms, such as Baron & Budd (rates ranging from $775 for the requested partner to $390-

$630 for non-partners), Western Comden Casselman & Essensten (rates ranging from $670-$750 for 

partners and $300-$500 for associates), and Blood Hurst & Rearden ($510-$695 for partners). See 

Aarons v. BMW of North America, No. 11-7667-PSG, 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 118442, *40-41 (C.D. 

Cal. Apr. 29, 2014). Other Southern California courts have approved hourly rates in the requested range. 

See e.g., Kearney v. Hyundai Motor Am., 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 91636, *24 (C.D. Cal. June 28, 2013) 

(approving hourly rates of $650 -$800 for senior attorneys in consumer class action); Parkinson v. 

Hyundai Motor America, 796 F.Supp.2d 1160, 1172 (C.D. Cal. 2010)(approving hourly rates between 

$445 and $675); Faigman v. AT&T Mobility, LLC, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15825, *2 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 
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15, 2011)(Approving hourly rates of $650 an hour for partners and $500 for associates); Richard v. 

Ameri-Force Mgmt. Servs., Inc., No 37-2008-00096019 (San Diego Superior Court, August 27, 

2010)($695 to $750 an hour for partners and $495 for associates);  Barrera v. Gamestop, No. CV 09-

1399 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 29, 2010)($700 for partners and $475 for associates); Anderson v. Nextel Retail 

Stores, LLC, No. CV 07-4480 (C.D. Cal. June 20, 2010)($655- $750 for partners and $300 – 515 for 

associates); Luquetta v. Regents of Cal., CGC-05-443007 (San Francisco Sup. Ct.) (approving 2012 

partner rates between $550 and $850 per hour); and Holoway v. Best Buy Co., C-05-5056-PJH 

(MEJ)(N.D. Cal.)(approving 2011 partner rates between $825 and $700, and associates hourly rates 

between $355 and $405 an hour). 

43. Moreover, my billing rate has been approved recently by multiple California Superior 

Court judges. (See generally Rodriguez, et al. v. Ferma Greenbox, Inc., et al., Alameda Superior Court 

Case No. RG21101104 (August 23, 2023) Hon. Evelio Grillo approved a $550 billing rate and 

appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Repass v. The 

Scion Group, LLC, Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2020-00285285 (August 23, 2023) Hon. 

Lauri A. Damrell approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL 

Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Baray v. Curation Foods, Inc., et al., Santa Barbara Superior Court 

Case No. 21CV02834 (August 29, 2023) Hon. James F. Rigali approved a $550 billing rate and 

appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Mendez v. Bondz, 

Inc., et al., San Joaquin Superior Court Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2020-0007486 (September 14, 2023) 

Hon. George J. Abdallah, Jr. approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. 

of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Kneisly v. SR Machining, Inc., et al., Riverside Superior 

Court Case No. CVRI2201491 (October 5, 2023) Hon. Harold W. Hopp approved a $550 billing rate 

and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Jackson v. 

White Fir, LLC, et al., Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2021-00301656 (October 6, 2023) Hon. 

Lauri A. Damrell approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL 

Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; DeSanctis v. Douglas Products and Packaging Company, 

LLC, Contra Costa Superior Court Case No. C21-01874 (October 11, 2023) Hon. Charles S. Treat 

approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as 
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Class Counsel; Anderson v. Barton Myers Associates, Inc., et al., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

21STCV43314 (October 12, 2023) Hon. Elihu M. Berl approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean 

Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Trinh v. Precision Metal 

Products, Inc., et al., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2022-00000965-CU-OE-CTL (October 

16, 2023) Hon. Matthew C. Braner approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, 

Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel; Ware v. Shake Shack Enterprises, LLC, Alameda 

Superior Court Case No. 21CV002063 (October 19, 2023) Hon. Brad Seligman approved a $550 billing 

rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel in a 

$1,330,000 wage and hour class and PAGA action).    

44. As of December 18, 2024, The JCL Law Firm, APC incurred a total lodestar of 

$74,082.50 for 132.6 hours worked by attorneys and staff successfully litigating this matter.  I have 

reviewed my firm’s lodestar in this matter and believe the charges are reasonable and were reasonably 

necessary to the conduct of the case. Detailed Time and Billing Journals for the JCL Law Firm are 

attached hereto as Exhibit #4.  

45. The attorneys and staff at co-counsel the Zakay Law Group, APLC (“ZLG”), billed 

$21,360.00 for 36.3 hours successfully litigating this action.  A true and accurate copy of the ZLG time 

and billing entries is attached to the Declaration of Shani O. Zakay, Esq. is filed concurrently herewith.  

46. Additionally, as provided in the Declaration of Tara  the attorneys and staff at co-counsel 

Lawyers for Justice, P.C. (“LFJ”) billed $79,475 for 93.5 hours successfully litigating this action.    

47. Collectively, PAGA Counsel spent a total of 262.4 hours successfully litigating this 

matter for a total combined loadstar of $174,917.  Thus, the Attorneys’ Fee request is equal to Class 

Counsel’s loadstar with a negative 0.39 multiplier.   

48. PAGA Counsel’s loadstar is summarized by firm below:   

FIRM Hours Total 

JCL Law Firm, APC.  132.6 $74,082.50 

ZLG 36.3 $21,360.00 

LFJ 93.5 $79,475.00 
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49. Prior to incurring costs for filing of this motion, PAGA Counsel collectively expended 

$20,203.90 prosecuting this action (JCL Law Firm, APC - $7,887.35, Zakay Law Group, APLC - 

$8,045.20 and Lawyers for Justice, P.C. - $4,271.35).  

50. PAGA Counsel’s out-of-pocket expenses are the types of expenses normally charged to 

paying clients including the following: filing fees; copying; postage; factual and legal research charges; 

mediation fees; and expert costs which were all incurred during, and were necessary for the successful 

prosecution of, the litigation and, therefore, should be reimbursed.    

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

true and correct. Executed this 7th day of January, 2025 at San Diego, California. 

        JCL LAW FIRM, APC 
 
 
        By: __________________________  
        Jean-Claude Lapuyade 
        Attorney for Plaintiff 

 

Total  262.4 $174,917.50 
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EXHIBIT 4 
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JCL Law Firm
Unbilled Time
Activity: All Dates

ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

Olisaemeka v. Lynwood (002-362)

07/16/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Arbitration Agreement 550.00 0:30 275.00 275.00

07/22/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - R&R Court's Order 550.00 1:00 550.00 825.00

08/21/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Legal Research - Peition to Compel Arb. Statutes and Case Law 550.00 2:54 1,595.00 2,420.00

08/21/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - R&R Defendant's Petition to Compel Arbitration 550.00 3:12 1,760.00 4,180.00

08/21/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - Emails to/from Co Counsel Re Opposition to MTC 550.00 0:18 165.00 4,345.00

09/19/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Drafted, Revised and Edited Joint CMS 550.00 1:18 715.00 5,060.00

10/04/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Drafted, Revise dad Edited CMS 550.00 0:24 220.00 5,280.00

10/10/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - R&R Joint CMS 550.00 0:30 275.00 5,555.00

10/11/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - R&R Court's Tentative and Responded 550.00 0:24 220.00 5,775.00

12/15/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Legal Research - Arbitration Unconscionability Issues 550.00 2:48 1,540.00 7,315.00

12/15/2022 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review Arbitration Agreement and evaluate whether it can be contested in conjunction with 
having strategy meeting with litigation team.

500.00 0:48 400.00 7,715.00
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ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

12/20/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - Analyzed Arb Agreement 550.00 2:18 1,265.00 8,980.00

12/29/2022 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - R&R Opposition to MTC 550.00 3:00 1,650.00 10,630.00

12/29/2022 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Team discussion regarding recent court minute order, Motions to Compel filed, impact on PAGA 
case and intent to dismiss class action case.

625.00 0:30 312.50 10,942.50

01/05/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - R&R Reply to MTC 550.00 2:00 1,100.00 12,042.50

01/13/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - R&R Court's Minute Order 550.00 0:12 110.00 12,152.50

01/18/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review court's message and response by defense as to tentative. 625.00 0:18 187.50 12,340.00

01/19/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review Petition and supporting papers, review opposition and review court's tentative in 
preparation for hearing on Petition to compel Arbitration of individual PAGA claim and stay 
representative claims.

500.00 1:30 750.00 13,090.00

01/19/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Attend CMC hearing with the court and prepare summary of hearing. 625.00 1:00 625.00 13,715.00

03/10/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review competing orders from the court and conduct strategy discussion as to whether court 
stayed remaining part of matter.

625.00 0:36 375.00 14,090.00

03/24/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review information from court clerk as to competing orders and their position that the 
representative PAGA case is stayed pending Arbitration.

625.00 0:12 125.00 14,215.00

03/31/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Arbitration - R&R Arb Demand for Filing 550.00 0:48 440.00 14,655.00

04/05/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review draft Joint report regarding Arbitration and confirm contents for filing. 625.00 0:24 250.00 14,905.00

04/06/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Edits to Joint CMS and Emails Re Same 550.00 0:30 275.00 15,180.00

04/06/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review, edit and comment on draft Arb. demand to be filed. 625.00 1:00 625.00 15,805.00

04/06/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review redline edits to joint status report provided by Defendant and approve for filing. 625.00 0:24 250.00 16,055.00

05/26/2023 No Jean 
Claude 

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Status 550.00 0:24 220.00 16,275.00
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ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

Lapuyade

05/26/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review email from defense counsel regarding interest to mediate the case rather than proceed in 
Arbitration.

625.00 0:06 62.50 16,337.50

05/30/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Potential Mediation 550.00 0:24 220.00 16,557.50

05/31/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review multiple emails with defense counsel regarding setting matter fo rmediation. 625.00 0:12 125.00 16,682.50

06/01/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review email from defense counsel and draft stipulation proposed to proceed with mediation and 
stay Arbitration.

625.00 1:00 625.00 17,307.50

06/02/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Drafted, Revised and Edited Stip to Stay 550.00 1:42 935.00 18,242.50

06/13/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review, revise and comment on draft joint status report re Arbitration to be sent to defense 
counsel.

625.00 0:24 250.00 18,492.50

06/13/2023 No Maria 
Watters

Circulated draft Joint Report, Stip to Stay and Data Demand to OC 175.00 0:30 87.50 18,580.00

06/13/2023 No Maria 
Watters

Sent draft Joint SC Statement and Stip to Stay to attorneys for review 175.00 0:30 87.50 18,667.50

06/20/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review defense counsel's redline changes to joint report to approve for filing. 625.00 0:12 125.00 18,792.50

06/20/2023 No Maria 
Watters

Filed and served Joint Status Report 175.00 0:30 87.50 18,880.00

06/22/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation 550.00 0:30 275.00 19,155.00

06/30/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Stip to Stay 550.00 0:18 165.00 19,320.00

07/05/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review emails with defense counsel regarding stipulation to mediate and sampling size to be 
agreed upon.

625.00 0:24 250.00 19,570.00

07/06/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review email regarding estimated size of PAGA group for purposes of evaluating sampling size 
to be used.

625.00 0:06 62.50 19,632.50

07/06/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:42 385.00 20,017.50

07/12/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding rescheduling mediation. 625.00 0:06 62.50 20,080.00

07/25/2023 No Monnett Review Substitution of Attorney. 625.00 0:12 125.00 20,205.00
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ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

DeLaTorre

07/26/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation and Data 550.00 0:36 330.00 20,535.00

08/15/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up emails to defense counsel regarding sample size to be agreed upon and mediator to 
be used.

625.00 0:06 62.50 20,597.50

08/15/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation and Data 550.00 0:18 165.00 20,762.50

08/16/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC RE Mediation Data 550.00 0:30 275.00 21,037.50

08/17/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:18 165.00 21,202.50

08/24/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up emails to defense counsel to confirm and lock in mediator for matter. 625.00 0:06 62.50 21,265.00

08/24/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:24 220.00 21,485.00

09/06/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation 550.00 0:24 220.00 21,705.00

09/08/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review and edit joint CMS to be sent to defense counsel for review prior to filing. 625.00 0:18 187.50 21,892.50

09/12/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Drafted, Revised and Edited CMS 550.00 1:12 660.00 22,552.50

09/14/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Stip to Stay 550.00 0:30 275.00 22,827.50

09/15/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review stipulation and data demand regarding mediation, review file and revise data demand to 
be sent to defense regarding scope of information requested for mediation.

625.00 1:00 625.00 23,452.50

09/26/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Data Demand 550.00 0:24 220.00 23,672.50

09/28/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:30 275.00 23,947.50
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ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

10/11/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding confirmation that data sampling will be provided by 
agreed upon deadline prior to mediation.

625.00 0:06 62.50 24,010.00

10/11/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:30 275.00 24,285.00

10/16/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - R&R Mediation Data 550.00 1:54 1,045.00 25,330.00

10/31/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding status of mediation records. 625.00 0:06 62.50 25,392.50

11/06/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:30 275.00 25,667.50

11/09/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:18 165.00 25,832.50

11/10/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from Expert Re Data Analysis 550.00 0:30 275.00 26,107.50

11/10/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Email to expert regarding status of records and payroll records still missing that are needed for 
mediation evaluation and expert report.

625.00 0:06 62.50 26,170.00

11/10/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding status of additional documents and data needed 
for mediation.

625.00 0:06 62.50 26,232.50

11/11/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - R&R Mediation Time and Payroll Data 550.00 5:24 2,970.00 29,202.50

11/13/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding missing data. 625.00 0:06 62.50 29,265.00

11/14/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:30 275.00 29,540.00

11/14/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding status of mediation data production. 625.00 0:06 62.50 29,602.50

11/15/2023 No Sydney 
Castillo-
Johnson

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation data 400.00 0:42 280.00 29,882.50

11/15/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Begin reviewing policy documents and time records produced by Defendant, prepare analysis of 
relevant information to be used for mediation and email breakdown to defense of what has been 
produced and what is still missing.

625.00 2:30 1,562.50 31,445.00
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ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

11/15/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Email to defense counsel regarding missing data and intent to cancel mediation. 625.00 0:06 62.50 31,507.50

11/17/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense regarding sampling size and missing information for 22 employees; 
further follow up on prior questions

625.00 0:06 62.50 31,570.00

11/20/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Provide breakdown to litigation team. of off the clock claim related to bag checks, temperature 
checks and donning and doffing for purposes of mediation.

625.00 0:18 187.50 31,757.50

11/20/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to expert regarding 22 missing files. 625.00 0:06 62.50 31,820.00

11/20/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from Expert Re Data Analysis 550.00 0:54 495.00 32,315.00

11/22/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from Expert Re Data Analysis 550.00 0:54 495.00 32,810.00

11/27/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - R&R Mediation time and payroll data 550.00 6:00 3,300.00 36,110.00

11/28/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Teleconference with the client to discuss mediation and relevant information needed for 
mediation.

625.00 1:00 625.00 36,735.00

11/29/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review email from defense regarding premiums paid and email information to expert. 625.00 0:12 125.00 36,860.00

11/29/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:36 330.00 37,190.00

11/29/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Detailed email to defense counsel regarding additional 4 missing files and follow up questions as 
to pay code references, missing time records and missing policies.

625.00 0:12 125.00 37,315.00

11/29/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up emails with defense counsel regarding mediation data produced, information still 
missing and follow up.

625.00 0:24 250.00 37,565.00

11/29/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to expert with 4 missing files. 625.00 0:06 62.50 37,627.50

12/02/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - R&R Mediation Time and Payroll Data 550.00 2:48 1,540.00 39,167.50

12/04/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Legal Research for Mediation Brief  (Off the Clock Claims9=) 550.00 3:54 2,145.00 41,312.50

12/04/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Data 550.00 0:24 220.00 41,532.50
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ACTIVITY 
DATE

POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

12/04/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review and respond to email from expert regarding expected timeline for report. 625.00 0:06 62.50 41,595.00

12/04/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Complete review of records produced by Defendant, review Plaintiffs records, review complaint 
and other pleadings and prepare detailed breakdown of claims and assumptions for expert.

625.00 3:12 2,000.00 43,595.00

12/04/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding information still missing that is needed for 
mediation.

625.00 0:06 62.50 43,657.50

12/04/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding 3 missing files. 625.00 0:06 62.50 43,720.00

12/04/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Email to expert to confirm whether March 2021-July 2021 records are missing. 625.00 0:06 62.50 43,782.50

12/05/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - Revised and Edited Mediation Brief 550.00 3:36 1,980.00 45,762.50

12/05/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Reivew additional handbook produced by defense and note differences in policies for purposes 
of mediation brief.

625.00 0:48 500.00 46,262.50

12/05/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Discovery - TCW Expert Re Damage Analysis 550.00 1:12 660.00 46,922.50

12/05/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Prepare detailed Mediation summary of relevant information and claims; Prepare 14 page 
mediation brief and detailed summary outline for litigation team in preparation for mediation.

625.00 6:24 4,000.00 50,922.50

12/05/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding missing information and need to confirm AE count, 
lack of meal break waiver and on duty meal agreement.

625.00 0:06 62.50 50,985.00

12/06/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Mediation - Drafted, Revised and Edited Mediation Brief 550.00 1:12 660.00 51,645.00

12/06/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Strategy discussion with litigation team regarding AE definition used by prior counsel. 625.00 0:24 250.00 51,895.00

12/11/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Conduct pre-mediation teleconference with Mediator. 625.00 0:30 312.50 52,207.50

12/12/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Mediation - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation Readiness 550.00 0:18 165.00 52,372.50

12/12/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Mediation - Emails to/from Mediator Re Readiness Call 550.00 0:24 220.00 52,592.50

12/13/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Prepare additional detailed list of relevant facts to be used for mediation. 625.00 1:00 625.00 53,217.50

12/13/2023 No Sydney 
Castillo-

Mediation - prep for med and review brief 400.00 0:54 360.00 53,577.50
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POSTING EMPLOYEE MEMO/DESCRIPTION RATE DURATION AMOUNT BALANCE

Johnson

12/14/2023 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Mediaton - Attended Mediation 550.00 8:00 4,400.00 57,977.50

12/14/2023 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review email regarding case not settling. 625.00 0:06 62.50 58,040.00

12/14/2023 No Sydney 
Castillo-
Johnson

Mediation - attend mediation 400.00 7:00 2,800.00 60,840.00

01/10/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Status 550.00 0:12 110.00 60,950.00

01/10/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review and revise joint status report to be sent to defense for update and prior to filing. 625.00 0:24 250.00 61,200.00

01/11/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Strategy discussion with litigation team regarding bottom line settlement number for purposes of 
continuing settlement negotiations.

625.00 0:24 250.00 61,450.00

01/11/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Drafted, Revised and Edited Joint Report 550.00 1:00 550.00 62,000.00

01/11/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Mediation - Emails to/from OC Re Offers/Counters 550.00 1:00 550.00 62,550.00

01/16/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Pleadings - Drafted, Revised and Edited Joint Post Mediation Report 550.00 1:00 550.00 63,100.00

03/14/2024 No Andrea 
Amaya

Pleadings. Prepare CMS. 400.00 1:30 600.00 63,700.00

03/15/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review and confirm joint posting regarding status of arbitration. 625.00 0:06 62.50 63,762.50

03/19/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from OC Re Mediation 550.00 0:30 275.00 64,037.50

03/25/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - TCW OC Re Continued Mediation Negotiations 550.00 0:36 330.00 64,367.50

03/27/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Strategy meeting with litigation team regarding several legal questions that will impact settlement 
negotiations.

625.00 0:30 312.50 64,680.00

04/08/2024 No Jean 
Claude 

Mediation - Emails to/from Mediator Re Negotiations 550.00 0:24 220.00 64,900.00
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Lapuyade

04/29/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review and revise status update to the client. 625.00 0:18 187.50 65,087.50

04/30/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Case Management - Emails to/from Mediator Re Proposal 550.00 0:18 165.00 65,252.50

05/29/2024 No Andrea 
Amaya

Case Management. Email to OC re: edits/revisions to MOU 400.00 0:06 40.00 65,292.50

05/30/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - TCW Client Re MOU 550.00 0:30 275.00 65,567.50

05/30/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Teleconference with client regarding scope of attorney's fees to be taken, CFA signed and 
prepare summary of call.

625.00 0:42 437.50 66,005.00

06/03/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re MOU. 550.00 0:18 165.00 66,170.00

06/28/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re MOU and R&R Defense Edits to MOU 700.00 1:00 700.00 66,870.00

07/10/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - TCW Client Re MOU 700.00 0:30 350.00 67,220.00

07/11/2024 No Andrea 
Amaya

Case management. Email to/from OC and team re: MOU. 425.00 0:30 212.50 67,432.50

07/15/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from Client Re MOU 700.00 0:18 210.00 67,642.50

07/24/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Teleconference with client to discuss settlement, next steps, timeline and expectations moving 
forward.

625.00 0:36 375.00 68,017.50

07/26/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re MOU 700.00 0:18 210.00 68,227.50

08/14/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Email to defense counsel with draft agreements. 625.00 0:06 62.50 68,290.00

08/14/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review draft long form PAGA SAR and individual SAR and propose edits. 625.00 2:18 1,437.50 69,727.50

08/26/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:12 140.00 69,867.50
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09/03/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Multiple emails with defense counsel regarding award to Plaintiff and edits to be made to SARs 
to account for agreement.

625.00 0:24 250.00 70,117.50

09/10/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:12 140.00 70,257.50

09/16/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:18 210.00 70,467.50

09/17/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Several emails to defense counsel following up on agreements. 625.00 0:18 187.50 70,655.00

10/02/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Revise PAGA SAR and individual SAR to account for agreement as to amount to be awarded to 
Plaintiff and email revised agreements to defendant

625.00 0:30 312.50 70,967.50

10/03/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:18 210.00 71,177.50

10/07/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up email to defense counsel regarding revised SARs. 625.00 0:06 62.50 71,240.00

10/10/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:18 210.00 71,450.00

10/16/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - TCW Clint Re MOU 700.00 0:36 420.00 71,870.00

10/17/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - Emails to/from OC Re Approval Motion 700.00 0:12 140.00 72,010.00

10/21/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Review draft motion for approval sent to defense counsel for comments, along with draft 
proposed order.

625.00 1:18 812.50 72,822.50

10/23/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Follow up emails to defense counsel regarding revised SARs needed and comments and 
redlines as to points and authorities in support of approval motion.

625.00 0:12 125.00 72,947.50

10/25/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Law and Motion - Emails to/from  OC Re MPA 700.00 0:18 210.00 73,157.50

11/04/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:18 210.00 73,367.50

11/08/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:18 210.00 73,577.50
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11/12/2024 No Jean 
Claude 
Lapuyade

Settlement - Emails to/from OC Re SAR 700.00 0:18 210.00 73,787.50

11/14/2024 No Monnett 
DeLaTorre

Emails to defense counsel and staff regarding status of long form settlement agreement. 625.00 0:12 125.00 73,912.50

11/15/2024 No Perssia 
Razma

Case management- joint cmcs 425.00 0:12 85.00 73,997.50

11/18/2024 No Perssia 
Razma

Case management- reviewed joint statement draft 425.00 0:12 85.00 74,082.50

Total for Olisaemeka v. Lynwood (002-362) 132:36 $74,082.50
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JCL Law Firm
Transaction Report

All Dates

DATE TRANSACTION 
TYPE

NUM NAME MEMO/DESCRIPTION AMOUNT BALANCE

Olisaemeka v. Lynwood (002-362)

06/30/2022 Journal Entry June 2022 
Postage

Postage for June 2022 3.78 3.78

06/30/2022 Journal Entry June 2022 
Postage

Copies for June 2022 6.30 10.08

07/15/2022 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order Number:  18563156 - Filing Fee Re:  Joint Status Conference 
Report, Proof of Service

17.19 27.27

07/31/2022 Journal Entry July 2022 
Postage

Copies for July 2022 0.10 27.37

10/05/2022 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order Number:  19042525 - Filing Fee Re:  Case Management Statement, 
Proof of Service

17.19 44.56

10/11/2022 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 267389 130.80 175.36

10/31/2022 Journal Entry Oct. 2022 
Postage

Copies for October 2022 0.30 175.66

01/09/2023 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 275953 171.00 346.66

01/31/2023 Journal Entry Jan 2023 
Postage

Copies for January 2023 0.10 346.76

03/31/2023 Journal Entry Mar 2023 
Postage

Postage for March 2023 2.22 348.98

03/31/2023 Journal Entry Mar 2023 
Postage

Copies for March 2023 4.60 353.58

04/08/2023 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order no. 20166260 - Filing Fee Re:  Joint Status Conference, Proof of 
Service

17.66 371.24

04/17/2023 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 284757 147.00 518.24

04/30/2023 Journal Entry April 2023 
Postage

Copies for March 2023 0.50 518.74

07/06/2023 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 293787 171.00 689.74

07/14/2023 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order Number:  20784036 - Photocopy Charges Re:  Stipulation and 
Proposed Order to Lift Stay

63.06 752.80

07/31/2023 Journal Entry July 2023 
Postage

Copies for July 2023 0.20 753.00

09/15/2023 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order Number:  21211699 - Filing Fee Re:  Joint Status Conference 17.66 770.66
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Report, Proof of Service

09/27/2023 Check 3448 McKelvey 
Resolution

3,750.00 4,520.66

09/30/2023 Journal Entry Sept. 2023 
Postage

Copies for September 2023 0.30 4,520.96

10/06/2023 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 303254 159.00 4,679.96

10/31/2023 Journal Entry Oct. 2023 
Postage

Copies for October 2023 0.75 4,680.71

10/31/2023 Journal Entry Oct. 2023 
Postage

Postage for October 2023 1.26 4,681.97

12/31/2023 Journal Entry Dec. 2023 
Postage

Copies for December 2023 0.10 4,682.07

01/08/2024 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 313178 135.00 4,817.07

01/09/2024 Check 3616 Berger Consulting 
Group

Inv. 9859 2,460.00 7,277.07

01/31/2024 Journal Entry Jan. 2024 
Postage

Copies for January 2024 0.60 7,277.67

03/26/2024 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order No. 22521579 - Filing Fee Re:  Stipulation and Order, Proof of 
Service

40.30 7,317.97

03/31/2024 Journal Entry Mar 2024 
Postage

Copies for March 2024 0.20 7,318.17

04/09/2024 Expense LA Superior Court 5.00 7,323.17

04/24/2024 Check 3776 Berger Consulting 
Group

Inv. 11354 0.00 7,323.17

04/30/2024 Journal Entry April 2024 
Postage

Copies for April 2024 0.30 7,323.47

05/31/2024 Journal Entry May 2024 
Postage

Copies for May 2024 0.30 7,323.77

07/11/2024 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 334136 135.00 7,458.77

07/31/2024 Journal Entry July 2024 
Copies

Copies for July 2024 0.20 7,458.97

09/11/2024 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order No.  23705647 - Filing Fee Re:  Joint Status Conference Report, 
Proof of Service

19.71 7,478.68

09/30/2024 Journal Entry Aug/Sept. 2024 
Print.

Aug/Sept. 2024 Printing 0.10 7,478.78

10/08/2024 Expense Case Anywhere Inv. 345580 147.00 7,625.78

10/17/2024 Check 3996 Berger Consulting 
Group

Inv. 11354 240.00 7,865.78

10/31/2024 Journal Entry October 2024 October 2024 Printing 0.20 7,865.98
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Printing

11/19/2024 Expense One Legal LLC One Legal Order No.  24169644 -  Filing Fee Re:  Motion re:  Joint Status Conference 
Report, Proof of Service

21.37 7,887.35

Total for Olisaemeka v. Lynwood (002-362) $7,887.35

TOTAL $7,887.35



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 6  



JCL LAW FIRM, APC 
5440 Morehouse Drive, Suite 3600 

San Diego, CA 92121 

Tel: (619) 599-8292 

Fax: (619) 599-8291 

 

 

FIRM RESUME 

 

Areas of Practice: Employee Class Actions, Wage and Hour Class Actions, Civil Litigation, and Unlawful Housing 

Practices. 

 

ATTORNEY BIOGRAPHIES 

 

Jean-Claude Lapuyade, Esq.  

California Bar Number 248676 

Founding Partner 

 

Biography: 

Mr. Lapuyade is a San Diego based labor and employment attorney representing aggrieved California employees and the 

victims of unlawful housing practices throughout the State of California.  Mr. Lapuyade’s litigation practice focuses on 

representing California employees in wage and hour class actions for unpaid wages, missed meal and rest breaks, and 

misclassification, wrongful termination cases and tenants in unlawful housing class actions.  Mr. Lapuyade prides himself 

on providing his clients with aggressive, attentive and result driven representation through the litigation process, trial and 

arbitration. Since 2007, Mr. Lapuyade successfully recovered in excess of $200 million in monetary awards for his clients. 

 

Mr. Lapuyade served as co-editor of the Insurance Column for Consumer Attorneys of San Diego from 2011 to 2014. As 

editor, Mr. Lapuyade was responsible for publishing monthly articles in the Trial Bar News periodical analyzing complex 

insurance coverage issues.   Mr. Lapuyade is a four-time recipient of the Super Lawyers Rising Star by Thomson Reuters. 

To be eligible for inclusion in Rising Stars, a candidate must be either 40 years old or younger or in practice for 10 years 

or less. While up to 5 percent of the lawyers in a state are named to Super Lawyers, no more than 2.5 percent are named 

to Rising Stars. 

 

Bar Admissions: 

• California 

• U.S. District Court Southern District of California 

• U.S. District Court Central District of California 

• U.S. District Court Eastern District of California 

• U.S. District Court Northern District of California 

 

Professional Associations: 

• California Employment Lawyers Association, 2007 to Present 

• Consumer Attorneys of San Diego, 2007 to 2020 

• American Bar Association, Section of Litigation, Member, 2007 to 2020 

• American Bar Association, Labor & Employment Section, Member, 2007 to 2020 

• American Bar Association, Tort, Trial & Insurance Section, Member, 2007 to 2020 

• California Bar Association, Labor & Employment Section, Member, 2007 to Present 

• California Bar Association, Litigation Section, Member, 2007 to Present 

 

Education: 

• California Western School of Law 

• J.D. - 2006 

• Honors: Deans Merit Scholarship, California Western School of Law 2005 - 2006 

• University of Arizona 

• B.A. - 2001 

• Major: History 

Honors: 

• Super Lawyers Rising Star, Thomson Reuters, 2015 - 2018 

• Distinguished Advocate Award for Outstanding Oral Advocacy, 2005 – 2006 

 

 

 



Perssia Razma, Esq.  

California Bar Number 351398 

Associate Attorney 

 

Biography: 

Ms. Razma is a San Diego based labor and employment attorney representing California employees throughout the state 

of California. Ms. Razma’s litigation practice focuses on representing current and former employees in wage and hour 

class actions for unpaid wages, missed meal and rest breaks, misclassification, and wrongful termination. 

 

Perssia was born and raised in Los Angeles, California. She earned a Bachelor of Arts in 2020 at San Diego State 

University in Psychology. In 2023, Perssia earned her Juris Doctor from the University of San Diego School of Law. 

 

Education: 

• University of San Diego School of Law 

• J.D. - 2023 

• San Diego State University 

• B.A. – 2020 

• Major: Psychology 

 

 

Sydney Castillo-Johnson, Esq.  

California Bar Number 343881 

Associate Attorney 

 

Biography: 

Ms. Castillo-Johnson is a San Diego based labor and employment attorney representing California employees 

throughout the state of California. Ms. Castillo-Johnson's litigation practice focuses on representing current 

and former employees in wage and hour class actions for unpaid wages, missed meal and rest breaks, 

misclassification, and wrongful termination. 

 

Ms. Castillo-Johnson volunteered her time at California Wester School of Law first as a student intern and 

later as a student manager with the Community Law Project which offers legal services to the low-income 

community of San Diego.  

 

Education: 

• California Western School of Law 

• J.D.- 2022 

• Honors:  

• Dean’s Honor List: Spring 2021, Fall 2021  

• Public Service Honor Society Fall 2021  

• 3L Academic Merit Scholarship 

• Dean’s Diversity, Service, and Leadership Scholarship  

• Activities: Community Law Project Student Manager  

• Azusa Pacific University 

• B.A. – 2018 

• Major: Criminal Justice  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



JCL Law Firm, APC - REPORTED CASES 

• Blanchette et al., v. Superior Court (GHA Homes), 8 Cal.App.5th 521 (2017). 

• Duran v. Employbridge Holding Co., 92 Cal.App.5th 59 (2023). 

 

EXAMPLES OF THE JCL LAW FIRM’S  

REPRESENTATIVE CLASS ACTION & REPRESENTATIVE CASES 

 

• Ware v. Shake Shack Enterprises, LLC, Alameda Superior Court Case No. 21CV002063 (October 19, 

2023) Hon. Brad Seligman approved a $1,330,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for violations 

of California wage and hour laws.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as 

representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Trinh v. Precision Metal Products, Inc., et al., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2022-00000965-CU-

OE-CTL (October 16, 2023) Hon. Matthew C. Braner approved a $450,000.00 class action and PAGA action 

settlement for, inter alia, unpaid off the clock work.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class 

Counsel and as representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.  

• Anderson v. Barton Myers Associates, Inc., et al., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

21STCV43314 (October 12, 2023) Hon. Elihu M. Berl approved a $900,000.00 class action and PAGA 

action settlement for meal and rest period violations. The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class 

Counsel and as representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.  

• DeSanctis v. Douglas Products and Packaging Company, LLC, Contra Costa Superior Court Case No. 

C21-01874 (October 11, 2023) Hon. Charles S. Treat approved a $372,500.00 class action and PAGA action 

settlement for, inter alia, failure to pay for all hours worked.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as 

Class Counsel and as representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.  

• Jackson v. White Fir, LLC, et al., Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2021-00301656 (October 6, 

2023) Hon. Lauri A. Damrell approved a $750,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for violations 

of California wage and hour laws.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as 

representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Kneisly v. SR Machining, Inc., et al., Riverside Superior Court Case No. CVRI2201491 (October 5, 2023) 

Hon. Harold W. Hopp approved a $220,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for meal and rest 

period violations.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative PAGA 

counsel for the State of California.  

• Mendez v. Bondz, Inc., et al., San Joaquin Superior Court Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2020-0007486 

(September 14, 2023) Hon. George J. Abdallah, Jr. approved a $180,000.00 class action and PAGA action 

settlement for, inter alia, failure to comply with piece-rate laws.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC 

as Class Counsel and as representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.  

• Baray v. Curation Foods, Inc., et al., Santa Barbara Superior Court Case No. 21CV02834 (August 29, 

2023) Hon. James F. Rigali approved a $495,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for meal and 

rest period violations.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative 

PAGA counsel for the State of California.  

• Rodriguez, et al. v. Ferma Greenbox, Inc., et al., Alameda Superior Court Case No. RG21101104 (August 

23, 2023) Hon. Evelio Grillo approved a $200,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter 

alia, unpaid off-the-clock work.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as 

representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• O’Quinn v. Laugh Factory, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 19STCV28155 (August 1, 2023) 

Hon. Carolyn B. Kuhl approved a $144,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter alia, 

unlawful tip pooling.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative 

PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Toler v. Total Testing Solutions, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 21STCV38452 (July 27, 

2023) Hon Elihu M. Berle approved a $160,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for meal and 

rest period violations.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative 

PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Rodriguez v. EAH, Inc., Santa Cruz Superior Court Case No. 21CV00884 (July 25, 2023) Hon. Marjorie 

Carter approved a $1,450,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter alia, failure to 

compensate overtime and redeemed sick pay at the regular rate of pay.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, 

APC as Class Counsel and as representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Neutall v. Urban Alchemy, San Francisco Superior Court Case No. CGC-20-588622 (July 13, 2023) Hon. 

Richard B. Ulmer approved a $980,000.00 class action settlement for violations of California wage and hour 

laws.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel.   

• Rodriguez v. RM Parks Place, Inc., San Joaquin Superior Court Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2021-6050 (June 

7, 2023) Hon. Erin Guy Castillo approved a $175,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter 

alia, wage statement violations.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as 

representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.   



• Chrestensen v. Northeastern Rural Health Clinics Lassen, Superior Court Case No. 63703 (April 13, 2023) 

Hon. Leonard J. La Casse approved a $270,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter alia, 

unpaid overtime wages.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative 

PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Hernandez, et al. v. Parenting Network, Inc., Tulare Superior Court Case No. VCU287027 (March 14, 2023) 

Hon. Bret Hilman approved a $225,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter alia, unpaid 

off-the-clock work.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative PAGA 

counsel for the State of California.   

• Sarmiento v. Caduceus Healthcare Inc., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2021-00002597 (March 10, 

2023) Hon. Richard S. Whitney approved a $315,000.00 class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter 

alia, unpaid off-the-clock work.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as 

representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Garces, et al. v. DriverDo, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 19STCV32773 (January 24, 2023) 

Hon. Carolyn B. Kuhl approved a $700,000 class action and PAGA settlement for meal and rest period 

violations. The JCL Law Firm, APC, represented the plaintiff, the State of California, and the Aggrieved 

Employees. 

• De Jesus v. Guardian Angel Home Care, Inc., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2020-00021049-CU-

OE-CTL (July 29, 2022) Hon. Ronald F. Frazier approved a $300,000 class action and PAGA settlement for 

meal and rest period violations. The JCL Law Firm, APC, represented the plaintiff, the State of California, 

and the Aggrieved Employees. 

• Kaur v. Aces 2020 I, LLC, et al., Contra Costa Superior Court Case No. MSC20-02482 (December 22, 2022) 

Hon. Edward G. Weil approved a $585,000 class action and PAGA settlement for meal and rest period 

violations. The JCL Law Firm, APC, represented the plaintiff, the State of California, and the Aggrieved 

Employees. 

• Molina v. Hawaiian Airlines, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 20STCV28079 (November 23, 

2022) Hon. Maren Nelson approved a $250,000 class action settlement for meal and rest period violations. 

The JCL Law Firm, APC, represented the Plaintiff.   

• Lang Jr. v. Pathways Community Services LLC, San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2019-00049969-CU-

OE-CTL (September 9, 2022) Hon. James A. Mangione approved a $160,000 class action and PAGA 

settlement for meal and rest period violations. The JCL Law Firm, APC, represented the plaintiff, the State 

of California, and the Aggrieved Employees. 

• Martinello v. Century Wilshire, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 20STCV32613 (March 1, 2022) 

Hon. Carolyn Kuhl approved a $550 billing rate and appointed Jean Claude Lapuyade, Esq. of the JCL Law 

Firm, APC, as Class Counsel.  

• Wilson v. Spreen Inc. (dba Spreen Honda), San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVSB2119857 (April 

6, 2022) Hon. David Cohn approved a $300,000 PAGA action settlement for meal and rest period violations. 

The JCL Law Firm, APC, represented the plaintiff, the State of California, and the Aggrieved Employees.  

• Ledesma v. TVJ Sons I, Inc.; Porter and Howard, Inc. Santa Barbara Superior Court Case No. 20CV03573 

(November 10, 2021) Hon. Jed Beebe approved a $350,000 PAGA action settlement for meal and rest period 

violations.  The JCL Law Firm, APC represented the State of California and the Aggrieved Employees.  

• Jacobs v. Rush Media Company, LLC; XLT Management Services, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. 20STCV32350 (May 2, 2022) Hon. Daniel J. Buckley appointed the JCL Law Firm, APC as Class 

Counsel and approved a $330,000 class action settlement for, inter alia, independent contractor 

misclassification.   

• Chavez v. HTL Conrad Domestic, LLC; HTL Conrad Domestic Employer, LLC, San Diego Superior Court 

Case No. 37-2020-00016193-CU-OE-CTL (June 9, 2022) Hon. John S. Meyer approved a $850,000 PAGA 

action settlement for, inter alia, failure to compensate overtime at the regular rate of pay. The JCL Law Firm, 

APC acted as representative PAGA counsel for the State of California and the Aggrieved Employees.  

• Renteria v. Love’s Country Stores of California, San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVDS20164481 

(June 14, 2022) Hon. David Cohn approved a $2.2 million dollar class action and PAGA action settlement 

for, inter alia, unpaid overtime and sick pay.  The JCL Law Firm, APC acted as Class Counsel and as 

representative PAGA counsel for the State of California.  

• Lopez v. Adidas America, Inc., Ventura Superior Court Case No. 56-2021-005498444-CU-OE-VTA (April 

4, 2022) Hon. Mark Borrell approved a $1.5 million dollar class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter 

alia, inaccurate overtime calculations, and appointed the JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel.  

• Felix v. TVI, Inc., d.b.a. Savers, Santa Clara Superior Court Case No. 21CV376407 (February 18, 2022) Hon. 

Sunil R. Kulkarni approved a $1.8 million dollar class action and PAGA action settlement for, inter alia, 

unpaid off-the-clock work.  The Court appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel and as representative 

PAGA counsel for the State of California.   

• Munoz v. AMTCR, San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIV-DS2001914 (August 24, 2021) Hon. David 

Cohn approved a $1.8 million dollar class and PAGA settlement for, inter alia, inaccurate itemized wage 

statements.  The JCL Law Firm, APC acted as class counsel for the settlement class and as representative 

PAGA counsel the State of California and the Aggrieved Employees.)  



• Nunes v. Home Depot U.S.A., Inc., San Joaquin Superior Court Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2020-0011011 

(October 20, 2021 – Hon. Roger Ross approved a $1.5 million dollar class and PAGA settlement for, inter 

alia, miscalculated meal period premiums and appointed Jean-Claude Lapuyade, Esq, as Class Counsel.)  

• Pillsbury v. T&T Restaurants CA, Inc., Del Norte Superior Court Case No. CVUJ-20-1214 (December 14, 

2021 – Hon. Darren McElfresh approved $550 billing rate and appointed Jean-Claude Lapuyade, Esq, as 

Class Counsel in a wage and hour class action settlement.)  

• Latin v. OneMain General Service Corporation, Stanislaus County Superior Court Case No. CV-20-002498 

(October 22, 2021) Hon. Stacy Speiller approved a PAGA action settlement for $700,000 wage statement 

violations. The JCL Law Firm, APC acted as counsel for the plaintiff, the State of California and the 

Aggrieved Employees.   

• Elias Kaser v. Aviation Consultants, Inc., Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-2021-01191204-CU-

OE-CXC (September 22, 2021 – Hon. Peter J. Wilson approved $550 billing rate in a representative 

California Labor Code Private Attorney General Act settlement).   

• Rodriguez v. RSI Home Products, Inc., San Bernardino Superior Court Case No.  CIVDS2023354 (July 30, 

2021 – Hon. David Cohn approved a $1.45 million class and PAGA settlement for, inter alia, failure to 

comply with piece-rate laws, and appointed the JCL Law Firm, APC as Class Counsel) 

• Jer Vang v. Bridge Property Management, Alameda County Superior Court, Case No RG19047434 (January 

8, 2021 – Hon. Winifred Smith approved a class and PAGA settlement for, inter alia, unpaid off the clock 

work.  The JCL Law Firm, APC acted as class counsel for the settlement class and as representative PAGA 

counsel the State of California and the Aggrieved Employees.)  

• Johnson v. Volt Management Corp., Inc. et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 19STCV16466 

(December 11, 2020 – Hon. Amy Hogue approved a PAGA Settlement negotiated on behalf of the State of 

California and the aggrieved employees by the JCL Law Firm, APC.) 

• Salazar v. Frontier Auto Sales Inc., dba Frontier Toyota, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. 

19STCV20382 (November 24, 2020 – Hon. John P. Doyle appointed the JCL Law Firm, APC as class 

counsel and approved a class and PAGA settlement for, inter alia, missed meal and rest periods.)  

• Villalobos v. Alterra Group, LLC et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 19STCV19448 

(November 11, 2020 – Hon. Richard Fruin approved a PAGA Settlement for, inter alia, unreimbursed 

business expenses.  The JCL Law Firm, APC acted as counsel for the plaintiff, the State of California and 

the Aggrieved Employees.)  

• Stevens et al., v. Bank of England, San Diego County Superior Court Case No. 37-2019-00018662-CU-OE-

CTL (October 16, 2020 – Hon. John Meyer appointed JCL Law Firm as Class Counsel and granted final 

approval of wage and hour class action for, inter alia, off-the-clock work.)  

• Frazier v. ASA Carlton, Inc., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2019-00036147 (October 9, 2020 Hon. 

Kenneth Medel appointed the JCL Law Firm as Class Counsel and granted final approval of wage and hour 

class action for off-the-clock work.)  

• Krake et al., v. Central Valley Diner, Inc., Placer County Superior Court Case No. SCV0041645 (September 

4, 2020 – Hon. Michael Jones appointed JCL Law Firm as class counsel and granted final approval of wage 

and hour class action for meal period violations.)  

• Conner v. Ascendant Marketing, LLC et al., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2019-00026864-CU-

OE-CTL (July 24, 2020 Hon. Joel Wohlfeil granted approval of PAGA Settlement for, among other things, 

off-the-clock work.  JCL Law Firm, APC acted as lead counsel.) 

• Guerrero v. Estancia Operations, LLC., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2019-00028963 (August 25, 

2020 – Hon. Katherine Bacal approved PAGA Settlement for, inter alia, missed meal and rest periods.  JCL 

Law Firm, APC, acted as lead counsel.)     

• Moreno v. Dash Lube, et al., United States District Court, Southern District of California, Case No. 18cv1922 

DMS (AHG) (December 13, 2019 – Granted class certification of Labor Code Section 226 claim and 

appointed JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel.) 

• Perkins et al., v. Tahiti Enterprises, Inc., et al., Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-2016-00863095 

(October 22, 2019 – Hon. Peter Wilson appointed JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel and granted final 

approval for an unlawful housing class action settlement arising out of Civil Code Section 1940.1.)   

• Hill v. Stemak Holdings, Ltd., San Diego Superior Court Case No., 37-2018-00000747 (January 28, 2020 – 

Hon. Kenneth Medel appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as class counsel and granted final approval of wage and 

hour class action for unpaid overtime.)  

• Shachno et al., v. KT Hotels, LLC, et al. San Diego Superior Court Case No Case No. 37-2018-00043601 

(May 31, 2019 – Hon, Gregory Pollack appointed JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel and granted 

preliminary approval for the wage and hour class action settlement involving nearly 900 current and former 

employees. Final approval scheduled for October 4, 2019) 

• Almanza v. The Express Group, Inc., San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVDS1722542 (April 19, 

2019 – Hon. David Cohn appointed the JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel and granted final approval 

for a wage and hour class action settlement for inter alia, missed meal and rest periods and independent 

contractor misclassification.)  



• Moschetto v. Pillow Global, Inc. San Diego Superior Court, Case No. 37-2017-00024031-CU-OE-CTL 

(April 5, 2019 – Hon. John S. Meyer appointed JCL LAW Firm, APC, as Class Counsel and granted final 

approval for a wage and hour wage class action settlement involving misclassified house cleaners.) 

• Burke v. Friendship Hotel, LLC, San Diego County Superior Court Case No. 37-2017-00022517-CU-OE-

CTL (March 10, 2019 – final approval granted on for an unlawful housing class action arising under Civil 

Code Section 1940.2) 

• Terrado et al., v. Accredited Debt Relief, LLC, San Diego County Superior Court Case No. 37-2018-

00014181-CU-OE-CTL (February 8, 2019 – Hon. Gregory W. Pollock appointed JCL Law Firm, APC as 

Class Counsel and granted final approval for a wage and hour class action settlement for meal and rest period 

violations);  

• Macaspac v. San Antonio Regional Hospital, San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVDS1512625, (July 

27, 2018 – Hon. Thomas S. Garza appointed JCL Law Firm, APC, as Class Counsel and granted final 

approval for a wage and hour class action settlement involving claims for on duty meal and rest periods.);  

• Summerlin et al. v. Maplebear, Inc. dba Instacart, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC603030 (2018 - 

certified and settled wage and hour class action.) 

• Ortega v. Prime Healthcare, San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2014-00011240-CU-OE-CTL (2018 – 

Approved PAGA only settlement for on duty meal and rest periods)  

• Engstrom v. Bender-Rosenthal, Inc. San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2016-00012373-CU-OE-CTL 

(2017 - Certified and settled class action for employee misclassification);     

• Crawford v. Outlook Amusements, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC617160 (2017 - Certified 

and settled wage and hour class action.);  

• Hernandez v. Sunglass Hut Trading, LLC, San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVDS1505181 (2016 

- Certified and settled wage and hour class action);  

• Burns v. Shalom, LLC, San Diego Superior Court, Case No., 37-2013-00058356-CU-BT-CTL (2015 - 

certified and settled class action for unlawful housing practices arising out of Civil Code Section 1940.1);  

 




