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Manny Starr (319778) 
manny@frontierlawcenter.com 
Adam Rose (210880) 
adam@frontierlawcenter.com 
FRONTIER LAW CENTER 
6200 Canoga Ave., Suite 470 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
Telephone: (818) 914-3433 
Facsimile: (818) 914-3433 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Socorro Gonzalez 
 

ISUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
 

SOCORRO GONZALEZ, et al. 
 

Plaintiff(s), 
 
v. 
 

COMPASS GROUP USA, INC., et al.  
 

Defendant(s). 
 

Case No. 23STCV19334 
 
DECLARATION OF MANNY STARR IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO APPROVE 
OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 
 
Date: January 26, 2025 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Dept: SSC7 
 
 

 

I, Manny Starr, declare as follows: 

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

California and am the managing partner of Frontier Law Center. I am one of the attorneys of record 

he matters set forth 

herein, and if called upon as a witness to testify thereto, I could and would competently do so. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

2. On May 29, 2023, Plaintiff uploaded a PAGA letter to the LWDA website and sent 

the letter by certified mail to Defendant, alleging that Defendant violated the Labor Code with 

regard to minimum wage violations, overtime violations, meal break violations, rest break 

violations, wage statement violations, and waiting time penalties. 
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3. On June 15, 2023, Plaintiff uploaded an amended PAGA letter to the LWDA website 

and sent the letter by certified mail to Defendant, alleging that Defendant violated the Labor Code 

with regard to minimum wage violations, overtime violations, meal break violations, rest break 

violations, wage statement violations, and waiting time penalties. 

4. On July 6, 2023, Plaintiff uploaded an amended PAGA letter to the LWDA website 

and sent the letter by certified mail to Defendant, alleging that Defendant violated the Labor Code 

with regard to minimum wage violations, overtime violations, meal break violations, rest break 

violations, wage statement violations, and waiting time penalties. 

5. On September 17, 2024, Plaintiff uploaded a fourth amended PAGA letter to the 

LWDA website and sent the letter by certified mail to Defendant, alleging that Defendant violated 

the Labor Code with regard to minimum wage violations, overtime violations, meal break 

violations, rest break violations, wage statement violations, and waiting time penalties. 

6. Thereafter, on August 28, 2024, the Parties in Action participated in a full day of 

mediation before a neutral, experienced employment, class, and PAGA representative action 

mediator, Monique Ngo-Bonnici, Esq. 

7. Prior to the mediation, and in order to work toward a mediated resolution without the 

time and expense of formal discovery, the Parties produced voluminous documents and data 

(including, by Defendants, human resources documents and policies, time records, and payroll data 

 

8. Due to quarterly financial constraints, the Parties narrowed the issues involved and 

identified areas requiring further analysis at this initial mediation. 

9. Plaintiff subsequently entered into a joint prosecution agreement with Christopher 

Cox and Trinity Martinez; Mr. Cox had filed a complaint against Defendant and its subsidiary Levy 

Premium Foodservice Limited Partnership for the same cause of action on June 20, 2024,and had 

added Mr. Martinez as a plaintiff (Mono County Superior Court case number 24UCM061). 

10. On November 25, 2024, the Parties participated in a second full day mediation 

before experienced employment mediator Monique Ngo-Bonnici, Esq. 

11. The case ultimately settled at mediation. 
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12. A true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement is attached as Exhibit A.  

13. Plaintiff submitted a copy of the Settlement and this motion to the LWDA through 

at the same time as filing this motion. 

FACTS 

14. Defendant is a Delaware corporation based in North Carolina and authorized to do 

business in California that provides food service, hospitality, dining, and support and facilities 

services throughout North America. Plaintiff has worked for Defendant as a server and bartender at 

Crypto.com Arena (previously known as Staples Center) since 2003 and continues to work for 

Defendant as of the date of filing. At all times during her employment, Plaintiff was a full-time, 

hourly, non-exempt employee. 

15. According to Defendant s records, and extrapolated through the date of mediation, it 

has employed 6,200 Aggrieved Employees from September 15, 2022, through April 15, 2025, and 

that there are paychecks issued for a total of approximately 325,000 pay periods worked for that 

same time period. 

16. Defendant denies and continues  and all 

allegations of wrongdoing arising out of the employment relationship between the Parties, including 

the Aggrieved Employees. The Parties intend merely to avoid the expense, delay, uncertainty, and 

burden of continued litigation. 

17. Counsel for the Parties have further investigated the applicable law as applied to the 

claimed by Plaintiff. Based on their own independent investigations and evaluations, the Parties and 

their respective counsel are of the opinion that the Settlement for the consideration and on the terms 

set forth in this motion are fair, reasonable and adequate and are in the best interests of Plaintiff, the 

Aggrieved Employees, and Defendants in light of all known facts and circumstances and the risks 

inherent in litigation. 

18. The Parties further recognize that the issues presented in the Representative PAGA 

Claim are likely only to be resolved with extensive and costly pretrial and trial proceedings, and that 
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further litigation will cause inconvenience, distraction, disruption, delay, and expense 

disproportionate to the maximum potential benefits. 

19. Plaintiff alleges that the Aggrieved Employees were not compensated for all hours 

worked, including hours worked off the clock and during periods when had passed through security 

checkpoints and walked through the premises but had not yet reached a time clock. 

20. Aggrieved Employees should have received compensation for time spent undergoing 

time clock, and any waiting time that may occur during this process, such as a queue. 

21. Defendant contends that liability does not attach for the following reasons: (1) 

security is performed by third parties, (2) time clocks were available at the entrances to the stadium 

and not just at the employee workstation, and (3) employees could use a mobile app to clock in 

upon entering the facility. 

22. Defendant added time clocks throughout the premises to ensure that the Aggrieved 

Employees received their full compensation. 

23. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to provide compliant meal periods to Plaintiff 

and the Aggrieved Employees. 

24. The applicable Collective Bargaining Agreements explicitly state that leaving the 

 immediate termination. 

25.  employee handbook reinforces this restriction by stating that 

 

26. The handbook further states that employees are subject to potential searches at any 

time while on company property, which effectively subjects employees to surveillance and 

employer control even during supposed meal and rest breaks. 

27. Together, these policies created an environment in which meal breaks were on-duty 

and employees were not relieved of all control. 

28. Defendant argues that it is impractical for employees to leave the premises during 

their 30-minute meal periods given the sheer size of Crypto.com Arena and the time it would take 

merely to reach their vehicles. 
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29. Defendant also contends that although policies technically authorize searches, no 

overstated. 

30. Defendant does not dispute that some meal period violations occurred without a 

corresponding premium payment, but asserts these instances are relatively rare and affect only a 

small percentage of pay periods. 

31. According to Defendant, the majority of alleged violations relate to meal breaks that 

were late or short by only one minute or less, and fewer than 5% of pay periods involved breaks that 

were late or short by more than one minute

significantly reduced violation rate of 27.3% of all pay periods, and only 50% where there was no 

corresponding premium payment. 

32. Defendant also emphasizes that most alleged violations stem from late meal periods, 

rather than missed or on-duty meal breaks. 

33. Aggrieved Employees faced the same issues with rest breaks as they did with meal 

breaks: Defendant allegedly failed to provide compliant rest breaks to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 

Employees. 

34. explicitly 

prohibited employees from leaving the premises without express permission under the threat of 

termination. 

35. In addition, the policy allowing searches of employees at any time, including during 

 

36. As with meal breaks, Aggrieved Employees face the issue of merely leaving such a 

large stadium in only 10 minutes during a break, and managers simply do not enforce the search 

policies during rest breaks. 

37. Defendant maintains that employees are relieved by managers during their rest 

breaks, and thus they are and were afforded the opportunity to take duty-free rest periods 

notwithstanding the written policies. 
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38. 

improperly excluded from the regular rate. 

39. First, the uniform allowance was paid on a per-shift basis but not factored into the 

regular rate; Defendant likens this allowance to a cell phone reimbursement, but unlike cell phone 

usage, where costs can be reasonably estimated, the uniform payment was structured on an 

hourly/per-shift basis with no correlation to actual laundering expenses. 

40. 

did not produce a written policy or CBA provision expressly supporting this exclusion. 

41. Third, an Auto Service Charge was excluded from regular rate calculations during 

2024. 

42. Finally, commission payments, were excluded from the regular rate in certain 

instances, albeit with minimal case impact given their limited applicability to employees who sell 

merchandise at events. 

43. In total, Plaintiff calculates that approximately 28.8% of all pay periods involve at 

least one form of regular rate violation. 

44. Plaintiff contends these practices are unlawful under the Labor Code because they 

resulted in Aggrieved Employees receiving premium pay at a lower rate than required by law. 

45. The uniform allowance, guaranteed pay, and Auto Service Charge are all 

in the regular rate. 

46. The exclusion of these items, even where sporadic, deprived Aggrieved Employees 

of proper wages owed. 

47. 

undercuts their position, particularly as the burden lies with the employer to demonstrate 

compliance with wage-and-hour statutes. 

48. Defendant argues that regular rate issues primarily concern a small subset of 

employees, such as those earning commissions when overtime or premium pay was also due, 
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making the scope of violations narrow; it argues that Plaintiffs own findings of violations in a 

sampling of records, respectively, 25%, 16%, 1%, and 0.1%, shows that this issue is not 

widespread. 

49. Defendant asserts that the guaranteed pay is properly excluded as reporting time pay 

under the CBA, and that the uniform allowance is excluded pursuant to 29 C.F.R. § 778.217 and 

two separate CBAs requiring employees to maintain clean uniforms. 

50. Defendant contends that the uniform allowance was placed in the taxable wage 

portion of pay statements due to tax reporting requirements, not to circumvent wage laws. 

51. Defendant maintains that any errors are limited in frequency, estimating only 18% of 

pay periods contain potential issues, and characterizing the overall impact as minor and highly 

localized. 

52. The wage statement violations are derivative of the unpaid time and meal and rest 

break violations. 

53. Because this claim is purely derivative, defeating liability on the underlying claim 

also defeats liability on the Wage Statement claim. 

54. Even if the underlying claim prevails, Defendants could counter that any alleged 

omission of information from the wage statements was not knowing and intentional, which could 

negate wage statement penalties. 

55. Like the wage statement claims, Defendants will likely argue that the failure to pay 

was not willful, that it disputes that any wages were due, that violations were minimal, and that the 

Aggrieved Employees were not following company procedure. 

THE SETTLEMENT IS FAIR, REASONABLE, AND ADEQUATE 

56. I have substantial experience in class action and PAGA litigation, particularly in the 

area of employment law. Over the course of my legal career, I have represented thousands of 

plaintiffs in employment law litigation, both on an individual and class action basis. 

57. Based on my experience, I believe that the settlement reached in this matter is fair, 

reasonable, and adequate. 
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58. This case settled for $2,515,000, which is an excellent result given the inherent risks 

of litigation, and in light of the facts of this case. 

59. The maximum liability for the off-the-clock work claim is 325,000 x $100 (Labor 

Code 1197.1) = $32,500,000. 

60. , a risk 

adjustment to 5% of the maximum potential liability for this claim is appropriate. The risk-adjusted 

liability of the minimum wage violation is $32,500,000 × 0.05 = $1,625,000. 

61. The maximum liability for the meal break claim is 325,000 x $50 (Labor Code 558 

penalty) = $16,250,000. 

62. The risk-adjusted liability for meal break violations is calculated as $16,250,000 × 

5% = $812,500. 

63. The maximum liability for rest break violations is 325,000 x $100 (Labor Code 2699 

penalties) = $32,500,000. 

64. The risk-adjusted liability for rest breaks is calculated as $32,500,000 × 5% = 

$1,625,000. 

65. The maximum liability for the regular rate violations is 325,000 x $100 (Labor Code 

1197.1 penalties) = $32,500,000. 

66. The risk-adjusted liability for regular rate violations is calculated as $32,500,000 × 

5% = $1,625,000. 

67. Assuming a violation on every single wage statement over the 325,000 pay periods 

at issue, the maximum theoretical value of this claim is (325,000 x $100 per initial violation) 

$32,500,000. 

68. Plaintiff estimates that the risk-adjusted liability on the wage statement claim is only 

10% of its maximum value, or $3,250,000. 

69. Based on the data regarding the number of Aggrieved Employees who are no longer 

the maximum liability for the estimated 2,700 former employees to be $270,000 at $100 per 

Aggrieved Employee. 
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70. Plaintiff evaluates the risk-adjusted value of the waiting time penalties claim to be 

10% or $27,000. 

71. The Settlement of $2,515,000 (1.7% of maximum liability, 28.1% of risk adjusted 

liability) represents a fair, adequate, and reasonable compromise amount for these claims and is in 

the best interest of Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees and thus, warrants approval. 

72. The PAGA settlement and its terms are fair, just, reasonable, adequate, and equitable 

to Defendant, Plaintiff, and the State, especially in light of the current economic climate, and are the 

product of good faith, and informed arms-length negotiations between the Parties consistent with 

public policy and fully comply with applicable provisions of law. 

73. Plaintiff and each Aggrieved Employee shall receive a portion of the Aggrieved 

Employee Payment on a pro-rata basis by the ratio of (i) the number of pay periods worked by the 

Aggrieved Employee during the release period and (ii) the total number of pay periods worked by 

all Aggrieved Employees during the release period. The average Aggrieved Employee will receive 

$62.50. 

74. Considering the general risks of litigation, such as the time-value of money, 

degradation of witness memory over time, inability to find witnesses, etc., Plaintiff is confident that 

she has achieved an excellent result for the Aggrieved Employees. 

75.   In sum, the total reasonable exposure for PAGA penalties is $425,000. 

76. 

of this settlement, with Defendant paying out a sum total of $2,515,000 in conjunction with this 

lawsuit. Therefore, the total amount attributed to PAGA penalties under this settlement of 

$2,515,000 is fair and reasonable. 

77. This settlement will be uploaded onto the LWDA website at the time of filing the 

Motion for Preliminary Approval pursuant to the requirement under Labor Code section 2699(s)(2). 

 

78. I have spent significant time researching and pursuing the claims that have been 

alleged in this action. The Parties engaged in a significant amount of informal discovery and 

rienced 
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employment law mediator. Based on my review of all the documents and information and based on 

my experience in complex class and representative employment litigation, I believe this settlement 

to be fair, adequate, and reasonable. 

79. 

agreed to advance all costs and receive no fee unless a recovery was accomplished. Specifically, 

had Plaintiff failed to prevail in this case, counsel for Plaintiff would have spent a significant 

amount of time, money and other resources without any benefit or return. In addition, had Plaintiff 

failed to prevail in the present case, Defendants would have been able to seek costs in connection 

with their defense of the case. 

80. In terms of my experience in this field, I have been named as Class Counsel in 

several Class Actions, and have been lead counsel in numerous representative PAGA settlements 

that have been granted approval, including the following: 

a. Joshua Albright, et al. v. Loma Linda Shared Services, Case No. 

CIVDS1818361: Class action and PAGA case involving failure to pay wages, meal 

and rest break violations, and failure to indemnify work related expenses; 

$600,000.00 settlement; final approval granted; 

b. Tri Nguyen v First Alarm Security & Patrol, Inc., Case No. 18CV332369: 

class action and PAGA case on behalf of security guards involving various wage and 

hour issues; $7,250,000 settlement; final approval granted; 

c. Ronnie McNeal v. Platinum Security, Inc., Case No. 19STCV05709: PAGA 

action on behalf of security guards involving meal and rest break violations and 

failure to pay wages in a timely manner; $300,000 settlement; PAGA settlement 

approved; 

d. Mervyn Cole v. Saucey, Inc., Case No. BC707895: class action and PAGA 

case involving misclassification of employees and other wage and hour issues; 

$590,000 settlement; final approval granted; 
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e. James Rushing v. Security Intelligence Specialist Corporation, Case No. 18-

civ-1808, class action and PAGA case on behalf of security guards for breaks and 

wage statement violations; $480,000 settlement; final approval granted; 

f. Anthony Gaines, et al. v. Triple Canopy, Inc., l Case No. 9CV345l69, class 

action and PAGA case on behalf of approximately 550 security guards relating to 

meal and rest break violations and other wage and hour issues; $2,300,000 

settlement; final approval granted; 

g. Veronica Espinoza v. Sharp HealthCare, Case No. 37-2018-00034031-CU-

OE-CTL, class action and PAGA case on behalf of hospital employees relating to 

meal and rest break violations, among other things; $2,125,000 settlement; final 

approval granted; 

h. Wendy Navarro Garcia v. Widdicombe Enterprises, Inc., Case No. 30-2021-

01235358-CU-OE-CXC: Class action and PAGA case involving failure to provide 

compliant meal and rest breaks, failure to pay overtime at the correct regular rate, 

failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, and failure to pay all wages 

due at time of termination; $1,200,000 settlement; final approval granted; 

i. Samuel Nudelman v. Heartland Steel Products West LLC, Case No. STK-

CV-UOE-2022-0003348: Class action and PAGA case involving failure to pay 

overtime at the correct regular rate, unpaid meal and rest period premiums, failure to 

provide compliant off-premises meal and rest periods, and failure to provide 

compliant wage statements; $1,032,500 settlement; final approval granted; 

j. Renee Bullock v. Atria Management Company, LLC, et al., Case No. CU22-

086285: PAGA case involving failure to provide compliant meal and rest breaks, 

failure to properly account for non-discretionary bonuses in the regular rate of pay 

for calculating overtime, failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, and 

failure to pay all wages due at time of termination; $1,695,000 settlement; PAGA 

approval granted; 
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k. Robert Anthony Gonzalez v. Golden Gate Bell, LLC, Case No. MSC21-

00956: Class action and PAGA case involving off-the-clock work, failure to 

reimburse expenses, failure to provide reporting time pay, meal and rest break 

violations, and various wage statement and penalty claims; $4,500,000 settlement; 

final approval granted; and 

l. Raul Antonio Castro v. Clay Lacy Aviation, Inc., Case No. 21VECV00304: 

PAGA case involving various wage and hour violations; $760,000 settlement; PAGA 

approval granted. 

FEES AND COSTS 

81. 

838,333.00 in attorney fees and $75,000.00 in litigation costs is fair and 

reasonable. 

82. Of the , Mr. Cox, and Mr. Martinez, 

with Frontier Law Center, counsel for Plaintiff, will receive 70% or $586,833.10; Blumenthal 

Nordehaug Bhowmik De Blouw LLP, counsel for Mr. Cox, will receive 22.5% or $188,624.93; and 

Gomez Trial Attorneys, APLC, counsel for Ms. Martinez, will receive 7.5% or $62,874.97. 

83. Counsels will recover their actual costs from the $75,000 litigation cost dispersal. 

84. 

the Aggrieved Employees and the State while bearing the substantial burdens of contingency 

representation. 

85. The requested fee award is justified by the work performed, especially in a matter as 

complex as the Action, with its extensive number of Parties, Aggrieved Employees, and PAGA Pay 

Periods and its long procedural history. 

86. The requested fee award is justified by the work performed; the fee award represents 

 with 

a multiplier of 3, which is substantiated based on the amount of work and skill involved to reach all 

aspects of the settlement. 

87. A true and correct copy of  lodestar is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
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88.  litigation costs currently total $34,913.32; a true and correct copy of the 

costs is attached as Exhibit C.   

89. 

Administration Solutions for $21,500 and CPT Group, Inc. for $25

the lowest bidder (Phoenix). 

90. Based on the above, I respectfully request the court to grant the motion to approve 

the PAGA settlement. 

 

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

and correct.  

Date:  October 15, 2025      /s/ Manny Starr 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 






