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DECL OF BLAKE R. JONES RE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

Blake R. Jones (SBN 211221) 
blake@blakejones.law 
BLAKE JONES LAW, PC 
355 South Grand Avenue 
Suite 2450 - #2052 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Tel: (323) 576-3221 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

CELIA FORD, on behalf of herself and all 
others similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

WILDFLOUR BAKERY AND CAFÉ, LLC, 
an unknown business entity; KANAN 
BAKING CO., an unknown business entity; 
GREG YULISH, an individual; and DOES 1 
through 10, inclusive; 

   Defendants. 

CASE NO.: 23STCV20084 

DECLARATION OF BLAKE R. JONES 
RE: MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA 
SETTLEMENT 

[Filed with Joint Stipulation and Order] 

Hon. Lynne M. Hobbs 
Dept. 61 

mailto:blake@blakejones.law
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DECL. OF BLAKE R. JONES RE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

I 

I, Blake R. Jones, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice in California. I am the owner of Blake Jones

Law, PC, counsel of record for Plaintiff. I provide the following information based on my own 

personal knowledge, unless otherwise indicated. If called to testify as to the facts within, I would 

and could competently do so. 

EXHIBITS 

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the fully executed PAGA

Settlement Agreement. 

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the loadstar hours that

Blake Jones Law PC has incurred in the prosecution of Plaintiff’s PAGA claim. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the Blake Jones Law

PC’s Cost Ledger for costs incurred in the prosecution of Plaintiff’s PAGA claim. 

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the PAGA Notice letter

that Plaintiff submitted to the Labor Development and Workforce Agency (“LWDA”) prior to 

filing this lawsuit and the confirmation of receipt from the LWDA. 

BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

6. On June 14, 2023, my office provided written notice to the California Labor &

Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) and Defendant of Plaintiff’s intention to pursue the 

underlying PAGA Action. (Ex. D). 

7. On August 22, 2023, my office filed the underlying action against Defendants

Wildflour Bakery and Café, LLC, Kanan Baking Company and Greg Yulish, asserting a single 

claim for violations of the California Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) (Labor Code § 

2698 et seq.). 

8. I subsequently discovered that there was another pending Class/PAGA action in

Los Angeles Superior Court filed by a former employee, David Lord Lindsay, against Defendants 

Wildflour Bakery and Café, LLC, Kanan Baking Company, and Coolish Holdings, LLC. (Case 

No. 23STCV20038). 
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DECL. OF BLAKE R. JONES RE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

I 

9. I spoke to counsel for Mr. Linsday and we agreed to jointly prosecute the related

actions. 

10. After discussions with counsel for Defendants, we agreed to a global mediation.

INVESTIGATION 

11. In connection therewith, I requested and received: Plaintiff’s personnel file,

timecards and wage statements; an approximate 20% random sampling of the Aggrieved 

Employees’ time and payroll records; Defendants’ Employee Handbook utilized during the PAGA 

period; other relevant written policies and procedures; and data concerning the Aggrieved 

Employees. I personally reviewed and analyzed these materials. Plaintiffs also retained an expert, 

Berger Consulting Group, to review the documents and data and to opine on the estimated PAGA 

exposure. 

12. On June 10, 2024, the Parties attended a full-day mediation with Deborah Saxe

(JAMS), where they were able to resolve the dispute subject to the Court’s approval. 

SETTLEMENT 

13. The PAGA Settlement provides for payments as follows:

Gross Settlement Amount $80,000 

PAGA Counsel’s Litigation Costs $24,000 (Not to Exceed) 

PAGA Counsel’s Fees $28,000 

Administrator’s Fees $3,500.00 (not to exceed) 

PAGA Penalties: $14,500 ($10,875 to the LWDA and 

remaining $3,625 to the Aggrieved 

Employees) 

14. As discussed in my co-counsel’s supporting declaration, settlement as it is fair,

reasonable, and adequate in view of PAGA’s purposes. 

FURTHER PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

15. In connection with the Settlement, the Parties filed a consolidated Frist Amended

Complaint in this action on September 19, 2024, adding David Lord Lindsay as an additional Plaintiff, 
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DECL. OF BLAKE R. JONES RE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

I 

 

adding Coolish Holdings, LLC, as an additional Defendant, and adding Linsday’s additionally asserted 

Labor Code violations in support of the PAGA claim. 

EXPERIENCE OF PLAINTIFF FORD’S COUNSEL 

16. I graduated from the University of Missouri in 1996 with academic honors, and 

graduated from Tulane Law School, magna cum laude, in 2000, where I served on the Moot Court 

Board. I began working as an attorney that same year for Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps, 

LLP. I left with his mentor in 2004 to open the San Diego office of Hooper, Lundy & Bookman, 

where I became a partner in 2008.  I joined Gordon & Rees, LLP, in 2011 and served as a partner 

in its Employment Law practice group until 2020.  I joined Crosner Legal, P.C., on June 1, 2020, 

as “of counsel”, and served as its managing litigation attorney from December 1, 2020 – 

September 12, 2022.  As the managing litigation attorney of Crosner Legal, I managed our entire 

wage and hour litigation practice group, overseeing between 6-8 attorneys handling hundreds of 

Class and/or PAGA actions. In October 2022, I started my own firm Blake Jones Law, PC, where 

approximately 70% of my practice consists of prosecuting wage and hour class and representative 

actions. In short, I have represented both employees and employers in several hundred cases in 

both state and federal courts, including at least a hundred wage and hour class actions and Private 

Attorney General Representative Actions. I have obtained millions of dollars for employees in 

these cases. 

17. Among others, I have served as lead counsel in the following wage and hour class 

and representative action settlements: 

a. a $2.85 million dollar wage and hour settlement in 2021 in Valencia v. The Original 

Mowbray’s Tree Service, Inc., San Bernardino Cty. Super. Ct. Case No. 

CIVDS1825518; 

b. a $900,000 wage and hour class action settlement in 2022 in Cannon v. Trustaff Travel 

Nurses, LLC, Alameda County Super. Ct. Case No. RG20057959; 

c. a $1 million wage and hour class action settlement in 2022 in Duong v. Loan Factory, 

Inc., Santa Clara Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. 21CV382467; 
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DECL. OF BLAKE R. JONES RE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

I 

 

d. a $667,500 wage and hour class action settlement in 2022 in Kapusta v. Cardinale 

Motors SLO, Inc., Kern Cty. Sup. Ct., Case No. BCV-20-101593; 

e. a $800,000 settlement in 2022 in Avila v. Shannon Ranches, Inc., Lake County Sup. 

Ct., Case No. CV418366; 

f. a $850,000 settlement in 2023 in Reed v. Williams-Sonoma Stores, Inc., San Francisco 

Super. Ct., Case No. CGC-22-598118; 

g.  a $3.7 million dollar settlement in 2023 in Cannon v. Pasadena Hospital Assoc., Los 

Angeles Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. 19STCV14554; 

h. a $1.4 million wage and hour class action settlement in 2023 in Correa, et al. v. FedEx 

Supply Chain, Inc., San Bernardino Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. CIVDS2023369; 

i. a $2.38 million wage and hour class action settlement in 2023 in Michel, et al. v. Valley 

Thrift Store, Inc., Los Angeles Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. 21STCV00925;  

j. a $2.5 million wage and hour class action settlement in 2023 in Jajuga v. Pilot Travel 

Centers, San Bernardino Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. CIVDS1931464.;  

k. a $1.015 million wage and hour class action settlement in 2023 in Gotishan v. Kyo 

Autism Therapy, San Francisco Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. CGC-21-596378; 

l. a $1.5 million wage and hour class action settlement in McKinnie v. Iron Mountain, 

Los Angeles Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. 21STCV05707; and, 

m. a $1.3 million wage and hour class action settlement in 2023 in Ellsworth, et al. v. 

Hallcon, Los Angeles Cty. Super. Ct., Case No. 20STCV06618. 

REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS 

18. The Settlement Agreement provides for a Gross Settlement Amount (“GSA”) of 

$80,000, with requested attorney’s fees of $28,000 and requested litigation costs of not more than 

$24,000. 

19. To date, I have spent no less than 83.3 hours prosecuting Plaintiff’s PAGA claim. 

(Ex. B.) This does not include the time I will spend attending the hearing on the motion for 

approval and overseeing the administration process. 
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DECL. OF BLAKE R. JONES RE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

I 

 

20. My hourly rate is currently $850, which has been approved by numerous California 

courts, including those listed above. I have been practicing law for approximately 24 years, 

including working as (1) an associate and eventual partner at Hooper Lundy & Bookman for 

approximately seven years, (2) as a partner for Gordon Rees Scully Manuskhani for approximately 

eight years, (3) the managing attorney of Crosner Legal for two years; and (4) the owner of my 

own firm for approximately 2 years. 

21. My hourly rate comports with the adjusted Laffey Matrix, which provides that the 

reasonable hourly rates for attorneys with 20+ years of experience are $1057 as of June 1, 2023.  

The adjusted Laffey Matrix may be found at http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html.  I have not 

raised my hourly rates in approximately the past four years. 

22. With regard to the prosecution of the PAGA claim, the total loadstar for Blake 

Jones Law PC is $70,805. I am not requesting a multiplier, as the loadstar amount is greater than 

the $28,000 in  requested attorney’s fees that I will be sharing with counsel Linday per a Join 

Prosecution Agreement.  

23. Plaintiff Ford has incurred costs to date of $9,427.15, including: (1) $1,148.27 to 

One Legal for e-filing and service of documents; (2) $75 to the LWDA for submitting the PAGA 

notice; and (3) $8,203.88 to JAMS for mediation costs. All of the requested costs are reasonable, 

have been necessarily incurred in the course of prosecuting Plaintiff’s PAGA claim, and have been 

paid by my firm. 

Dated: February 4, 2025     

_________________________   

  Blake R. Jones 

http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html
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EXHIBIT B 



Ford/Lindsay v. Wildflour Bakery and Café, et al. 
(Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. 23STCV20084 

 
Blake Jones Law PC 

Time Report 
 

 

 
 

Tasks Blake Jones 
Pre-filing Case 
Investigation 
 

2.4 

Pleadings and Law and 
Motion 
 

21.3 

Discovery and Post-
Filing Investigation 
 
  

25.6 

Court Appearances 
 

.4 

Case Management; 
Litigation Strategy & 
Analysis 
 

14.2 

Mediation and 
Settlement 
Negotiations 
 

19.4 

Total Hours 
 

83.3 

Hourly Rate 
 

$850 

 
Lodestar 
 

$70,805 



 
 

 
EXHIBIT C 



Ford/Lindsay v. Wildflour Bakery and Café, et al. 
(Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. 23STCV20084 

 
Blake Jones Law PC 

Cost Ledger 
 

VENDOR AMOUNT DISCRIPTION 
One Legal $465.49 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $17.66 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $113.25 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $17.66 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $17.66 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $113.25 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $113.25 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $113.25 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $2.06 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $19.71 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $15.39 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $19.71 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $19.71 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $17.45 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $2.06 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 



Ford/Lindsay v. Wildflour Bakery and Café, et al. 
(Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. 23STCV20084 

 
One Legal $20.02 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $20.08 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
One Legal $40.61 E-Service Provider and Court 

Fees 
JAMS $7,476.94 Mediation 
JAMS $726.94 Non-refundable Cancellation 

Fee re Mediation 
LWDA $75 PAGA Notice 

 
Total Costs To Date: $9,427.15 
 



 
 

 
EXHIBIT D 
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Blake Jones Law, PC, 355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2450 - #2052, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

 

 

 

Blake R. Jones 
blake@blakejones.law 

 
355 South Grand Avenue 

Suite 2450 - #2052 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

 
Tel: (888) 210-4083 
Fax: (323) 380-3781 

 

June 14, 2023 

VIA ELECTRONIC SUMBISSION 

California Labor & Workforce Development Agency 
ATTN: PAGA Administrator 
455 Golden Gate Ave., 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
PAGAfilings@dir.ca.gov 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL (EMPLOYER) 
 
Kanan Baking Company 
Wildflour Bakery & Café, LLC 
Wildflour Bakery, LLC  
Greg M. Yulish 
21250 Califa St, Suite 104 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
 

 
 

 
Re:  Notice of Labor Code/IWC Wage Order Violations (Labor Code § 2699.3) 

Dear LWDA and Employer, 

Please be advised that my law firm, Blake Jones Law, PC, represents Claimant Celia Ford.  
Claimant was previously employed by Wildflour Bakery & Café, LLC (also known as Kanan 
Baking Company and Wildflour Bakery, LLC) (“Wildflour”). Claimant is informed that, at all 
relevant times, Wildflour was owned and operated by Greg Yulish, a California resident.   

Claimant is informed and believes that Mr. Yulish is the alter ego of Wildflour; and, that the 
foregoing entities under which he operates are (1) fictious business names and (2) not legal 
entities that are actively registered with California Secretary of State.  Mr. Yulish and Wildflour 
are jointly referred to herein as “Employer”. 

mailto:blake@blakejones.law
mailto:PAGAfilings@dir.ca.gov
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Blake Jones Law, PC, 355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2450 - #2052, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Claimant was employed by Employer during the relevant statutory period for asserting the 
underlying claims under the California Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) (Labor Code § 
2699 et seq.). 

Pursuant to California Labor Code sections 2699.3 and 2699.5, Claimant, individually, and on 
behalf of all other exempt and non-exempt employees (“Aggrieved Employees”), hereby 
provides written notice of the following Labor Code and IWC Wage Order violations. 

VIOLATIONS OF LABOR CODE AND IWC WAGE ORDERS 

Recordkeeping Violations: Under California law, an employer must maintain accurate time and 
pay records, including (1) time records showing when employees begin and ends each work 
periods, meal periods, split shift intervals, and total hours worked, and (2) pay records showing 
its employees’ hours worked and applicable rates of pay during each pay period.  (Labor Code § 
1174 and IWC Wage Orders § 7). 

Employer failed to maintain these records. Among other things, Employer failed to keep records 
of all hours worked for the non-exempt Aggrieved Employees, including time spent before 
clocking in (including completing a “Daily Health Screening”) and time spent “off the clock” 
donning and doffing their uniforms and protective gear. 

Employer’s failure to keep “accurate and complete” time and payroll records for the Aggrieved 
Employees violates Labor Code §§ 1174 and the applicable IWC Wager Order § 7. These 
violations subject Employer to civil penalties under Labor Code § 2699.  

Meal Period Violations: California law requires employers to provide employees a reasonable 
opportunity to take a duty-free thirty (30) minute meal period when an employee works more 
than five (5) hours in a workday. Unless the employee is relieved of all duty during a 30-minute 
meal period, the meal period shall be considered an “on duty” meal period and counted as time 
worked. Employers must also provide employees with a second meal period when an employee 
works more than (10) hours in a workday, except under certain conditions. Employers must pay 
employees an additional hour of wages at the employees’ regular rate of pay for each missed 
meal period. (Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512, IWC Wage Orders § 11.)1 

Employer failed to provide the Aggrieved Employees with compliant meal periods. Among other 
things, Aggrieved Employees routinely did not receive full thirty-minute meal periods as they 
were required to don and doff their uniforms and protective gear and wash their wands during 
meal periods. Aggrieved Employees also received shortened meal periods due to the fact that they 
had to wait in line to clock in from lunch, as there was only one available time clock for numerous 

 

1 Labor Code § 516 provides that the Industrial Welfare Commission may adopt or amend working condition orders 
with respect to break periods, meal periods, and days of rest for any workers in California consistent with the health 
and welfare of those workers. 
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employees. Employees were also occasionally interrupted during meal periods and asked to 
perform work. 

Employer did not pay the Aggrieved Employees one additional hour of pay at their regular rates 
when Employer failed to provide compliant meal periods. 

Employer failed to provide Aggrieved Employees the required meal breaks or premium pay in 
violation of California Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512 and 516 and IWC Wage Orders § 11. 
Employer is therefore liable for civil penalties under California Labor Code §§ 558 and/or 
2699(f). 

Rest Period Violations: Under California law, employers must provide employees a paid, duty- 
free ten (10) minute rest period for each four (4) hours worked, or major fraction thereof. (Labor 
Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order § 12). Employers must pay employees an additional hour of 
wages at the employee’s regular rate of pay where it fails to provide a compliant rest period. 
( Lab. Code § 226.7). 

Employer violated Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 516, and IWC Wage Orders Section 11 by failing to 
provide the Aggrieved Employees with all required, compliant rest periods.  Among other things, 
Aggrieved Employees failed to receive net ten-minute breaks because they were required to don 
and doff their uniforms and protective gear and wash their hands during their rest periods. 
Aggrieved Employees also had to frequently walk to designated remote areas to take their rest 
periods. Employer did not allow additional time for these activities. 

Employer did not pay Aggrieved Employees premium pay for missed rest periods. 

Employer is therefore subject to civil penalties under California Labor Code § 2699(f). 

Minimum Wage Violations: Labor Code § 1197 requires employers to pay employees at least 
the minimum wage fixed by the Industrial Welfare Commission for all hours worked. Labor 
Code § 1194 similarly provides that notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, 
any employee receiving less than the legal minimum wage or the legal overtime compensation 
applicable to the employee is entitled to recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full 
amount of this minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest thereon, reasonable 
attorney’s fees, and costs of suit. 

Employer failed to pay Aggrieved Employees minimum wages for all hours worked. Among 
other things, Employer failed to pay the Aggrieved Employees for work performed “off the 
clock” including time spent performing Daily Health Screenings, donning and doffing uniforms 
and protective gear, and required hand washing during breaks. Employer violated Labor Code §§ 
510, 1194, 1197, 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order; and, is therefore liable for civil 
penalties under Labor Code §§ 1197.1 and 2699. 
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Overtime Violations: California law requires employers to pay overtime equal to one and one- 
half times the regular hourly rate of pay for each hour worked beyond eight (8) hours per 
workday and each hour worked beyond forty (40) hours per work week. Employers must pay 
overtime equal to double the regular hourly rate of pay for each hour worked beyond twelve (12) 
hours per workday and for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours on the seventh 
consecutive day or work in a work week. (Lab. Code § 510; IWC Wage Orders § 3 (A). 

Employer violated California overtime laws by failing to pay Aggrieved Employees for all 
overtime hours that they worked. Among other things, Employer failed to account for the “off-
the-clock” work described herein.  This off-the-clock work was often required to be paid at the 
applicable overtime rate based on the Aggrieved Employees’ total daily or weekly work hours. 

Employer violated Labor Code §§ 510, 1194, 1197, 1198, and the applicable IWC Wage Order; 
and, is therefore liable for civil penalties under Labor Code §§ 1197.1 and 2699. 

Wage Statement Violations: An employer, semimonthly or at the time of each payment of 
wages, shall furnish to his or her employee, either as a detachable part of the check, draft, or 
voucher paying the employee's wages, or separately if wages are paid by personal check or cash, 
an accurate itemized statement in writing showing (1) gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked 
by the employee, except as provided in subdivision (j), (3) the number of piece-rate units earned 
and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all deductions, 
provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee may be aggregated and 
shown as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period for which the 
employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and only the last four digits of his or her social 
security number or an employee identification number other than a social security number, (8) 
the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer and, if the employer is a farm labor 
contractor, as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 1682, the name and address of the legal entity 
that secured the services of the employer, and (9) all applicable hourly rates in effect during the 
pay period and the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee 
and, beginning July 1, 2013, if the employer is a temporary services employer as defined in 
Section 201.3, the rate of pay and the total hours worked for each temporary services assignment. 
(Labor Code § 226(a).) 

Employer violated Labor Code section 226(a) by failing to provide Claimant and the Aggrieved 
Employees with accurate itemized written wage statements. Specifically, Employer failed to list 
its legal name on the wage statements. Employer additionally failed to accurate list the total 
hours worked for the non-exempt Aggrieved Employees because Employer failed to include 
“off-the-clock work” described herein. 

Violations for Failing to Timely Pay Wages During Employment: Labor Code § 204 requires 
an employer to pay all wages that are due and owing to employees twice during each calendar 
month on days designated in advance by the employer as regular paydays. Employer violated 
this statute by failing to pay the non-exempt Aggrieved Employees all wages that were due and 
owing each pay period, including failing to pay them for the “off the clock” work that they were 
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required to perform and failing to pay them premium pay for missed meal and rest periods.  
Employer is therefore subject to civil penalties under Labor Code § 2699. 

Violations for Failing to Timely Pay Wages Upon Separation of Employment: If an 
employer discharges an employee, the wages earned and unpaid at the time of discharge are due 
and payable immediately. (Labor Code § 201.)  If an employee not having a written contract for 
a definite period quits his or her employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable not 
later than 72 hours thereafter, unless the employee has given 72 hours previous notice of his or 
her intention to quit, in which case the employee is entitled to his or her wages at the time of 
quitting. (Labor Code § 202.)  If an employer willfully fails to pay, without abatement or 
reduction, in accordance with Sections 201, 201.3, 201.5, 201.6, 201.8, 201.9, 202, and 205.5, 
any wages of an employee who is discharged or who quits, the wages of the employee shall 
continue as a penalty from the due date thereof at the same rate until paid or until an action 
therefor is commenced; but the wages shall not continue for more than 30 days. (Labor Code § 
203.)  Employer violated these statutes by failing to timely pay Claimant and the Aggrieved 
Employees all wages that were due and owing upon separation of employment, including failing 
to pay them for the “off the clock” work they were required to perform and failing to pay them 
premium pay for missed meal and rest periods.  Employer is therefore subject to civil penalties 
under Labor Code §§ 2699 and/or 203. 

Sick Pay Violations:  California Labor Code § 246(i) provides in relevant part that “[a]n 
employer shall provide an employee with written notice that sets forth the amount of paid sick 
leave available, or paid time off leave an employer provides in lieu of sick leave, for use on 
either the employee’s itemized wage statement described in Section 226 or in a separate writing 
provided on the designated pay date with the employee’s payment of wages.” 

California law require and employer to provide paid sick days to employees. (Labor Code § 
246.) Paid sick leave must be calculated as set forth in Labor Code § 246(l). Employer failed to 
provide all of the required sick days or to accrue sick days at the required rate. Employer also 
failed to pay Claimant and the Aggrieved Employees sick pay at the correct rate. Among other 
things, Employer failed to calculate to include non-discretionary pay/bonuses and “match pay” 
when calculating the regular rates. Employer is therefore subject to penalties under Labor Code 
§§2699(a)/(f), 248.5 and/or 558. 

Failure to Reimburse Business Expenses.  Under California law, an employer is required to 
indemnify his or her employee for all necessary expenditures or losses incurred by the employee 
in direct consequence of the discharge of his or her duties.  (Labor Code § 2802.) Employer 
failed to reimburse Claimant and the Aggrieved Employees for such business expenses.  Among 
other things, the Aggrieved Employees were required to purchase shoes and leave them on 
premises for sanitation reasons.  Employer did not reimburse these expenses.  Accordingly, 
Employer is subject to penalties under Labor Code § 2699(f). 
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Blake Jones Law, PC, 355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2450 - #2052, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

CONCLUSON 

Pursuant to Labor Code § 299.3(a)(2)(A), please advise my office within sixty days if the 
LWDA intends to investigate these alleged violations. In the event the LWDA fails to timely 
respond, please be advised that my office intends to file a PAGA action for these violations 
against Employer on behalf of Claimant and the Aggrieved Employees. 

If the Employer cures any of the alleged violations that are subject to cure pursuant to Labor 
Code § 2699.3(c)(2)(A) within thirty (30) days, Employer is directed to give notice to this office 
via certified mail. 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  Should you have any questions or concerns, please 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

 
Blake R. Jones 
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