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DECLARATION OF JOHN A. YOUNG 

I, John A. Young, declare: 

1. I am an attorney duly licensed in the State of California and authorized to practice 

before this Court and attorney at the law firm Mahoney Law Group, APC.  The contents of this 

declaration are based on my personal knowledge and I would and could competently testify 

thereto if called to testify.   

2. I am counsel of record, along with attorney Kevin Mahoney, for Plaintiff JOSE 

VASQUEZ MOLINA (“Plaintiff”) in the case of Vasquez v. Partners Personnel – Management 

Services, LLC, Los Angeles County Superior Court case number 24STCV14373 (the "Action.) 

BACKGROUND 

3. On June 7, 2024, Plaintiff, prior to commencing the Action, as required by 

California Labor Code section 2699.3, Plaintiff provided the Labor Workforce Development 

Agency (“LWDA”) and Defendants PARTNERS PERSONNEL – MANAGEMENT 

SERVICES, LLC and PRIME MATTER LABS WEST, LLC (“Defendants”) with written notice 

of Plaintiff’s intent to assert claims under PAGA and the basis for those claims, which the LWDA 

did not provide notice within sixty-five (65) days of its intention to investigate the alleged 

violations. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the PAGA Notice.  

4. On June 10, 2024, Plaintiff initially filed a class action complaint.  On October 1, 

2024, Plaintiff a First Amended Complaint to include a cause of action alleging violations of the 

Private Attorneys’ General Act (“PAGA”).  On October 10, 2024, Plaintiff filed a Request for 

Dismissal of Individual and Class Claims without prejudice as a result of the an arbitration 

agreement between the Parties containing a class action waiver.  The Action is only being brought 

by Plaintiff on a representative basis under PAGA on behalf of himself, the State of California 

and other allegedly aggrieved employees, based on violations of unpaid wages (unpaid wages and 

overtime), meal and rest break violations, failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, 

failure to reimburse necessary business expenditures, failure to pay wages due upon termination 

of employment. 
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5. On September 11, 2025, the Parties participated in a private mediation session with 

the Steven Rottman, Esq. After a full-day mediation, the Parties did resolve the matter at 

mediation through arm’s length negotiations, subject to the Parties entering into a more 

comprehensive written settlement agreement.  Prior to and during the mediation, Defendants 

provided Plaintiff’s counsel with the following documents and information: (1) Plaintiff’s 

personnel file; (2) Plaintiff’s time and pay records; (3) Defendants’ employee handbooks utilized 

during the PAGA Period; (4) twenty percent (20%) sampling of time records and corresponding 

payroll records for the putative aggrieved employees; (5) other relevant documents, including 

samples of other policy documents. Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s counsel had sufficient information 

prior to mediation to evaluate the potential strengths and weaknesses of the claims and defenses 

in the action with the assistance of an expert.  During the mediation, the Parties, through the 

mediator, continued to discuss and evaluate all aspects of the case, including the risks and delays 

of further litigation, the risks to the Parties of proceeding with arbitration, a PAGA trial, the law 

relating to representative PAGA actions, wage-and-hour enforcement, the evidence produced and 

analyzed, and the risks of trial and appeals, among other things. In particular, the Parties 

considered the risks of proceeding. At all times, the Parties conducted their negotiations at arm’s 

length in an adversarial position. 

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the PAGA Settlement 

Agreement (“Settlement” or “Settlement Agreement”) fully executed by and between the Parties. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit C is the email confirmation of the electronic service of the settlement 

agreement to the LWDA dated December 12, 2025. 

7. Based on all of the information available to Plaintiff, with the prior assistance of 

an experienced mediator, the Parties were subsequently able to reach an agreement that the matter 

was well-suited for settlement given the strengths and weaknesses of the alleged claims.  In my 

experience, I believe the settlement to be a fair and reasonable resolution.   

8. Plaintiff contends that Defendants violated the California Labor Code by, inter 

alia, failing to provide minimum wages and overtime, meal and rest periods, all wages owed at 



 

- 4 - 
DECLARATION OF JOHN A. YOUNG IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO APPROVE SETTLEMENT 

AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO THE LABOR CODE PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT AND ENTER 
FINAL JUDGMENT 

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 

 

termination, reimbursement for necessary business expenditures, and accurate itemized wage 

statements.  

9. First, Plaintiff alleges Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and other non-exempt 

hourly employees earned wages by failing to pay for all hours worked. Plaintiff and other non-

exempt hourly employees were frequently required to arrive early to have raw materials at their 

work stations, sanitize their work station, setup their machines and ultimately have their work 

stations ready by the time employees clocked-in.  Further, Plaintiff and other non-exempt hourly 

employees were frequently required to work through meal periods in order to meet production 

quotas, repair machines, and or move finished products to shipping areas/refrigerated areas.  The 

failure to pay wages was calculated using the default penalty of one hundred dollars ($100.00) 

for the initial and subsequent violations for approximately fifty-percent (50%) of all pay periods, 

seven thousand one hundred fifty-two (7,152) during the PAGA Period.  Based on this 

information, Plaintiff calculated the total PAGA exposure for the wage claim at three hundred 

fifty-seven thousand six hundred dollars ($357,600.00.)  However, this claim is difficult to prove 

as it would heavily rely on other employees’ testimony since there were no time records 

delineating the exact time worked/time spent working during meal periods or off-the-clock. Due 

to the assumptions made and difficulty of proving both liability and damages for this claim, a 

reasonable value of the entire unpaid wages claim is estimated to be fifty percent (50%) of this 

amount, or one hundred seventy-eight thousand eight hundred dollars ($178,800.00.)     

10. As to this claim, Defendants contend that they paid all employees for all hours 

worked at the proper rate of pay. Defendants also contend that employees were not required to 

perform off-the-clock duties and maintained a policy forbidding employees from working off the 

clock. 

11. With regard to the meal period claim, Plaintiff alleged that Plaintiff and other 

Aggrieved Employees were not permitted lawfully compliant meal breaks and were not relieved 

of duty timely. With respect to meal periods, Plaintiff contend that Defendants failed to schedule 

non-exempt employees in an adequately overlapping manure or schedule employees in such a 

way to ensure Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees could take and/or receive meal periods within 
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the statutory timeframe due to being understaffed and Defendants requiring employees to meet 

production deadlines. As a result, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were often forced to forego 

meal periods and work during their meal periods. Defendants denied these allegations and 

provided a sampling of Aggrieved Employees’ time records showing a high rate of compliance 

(>90% compliance for shifts over five hours), in addition to a compliant meal period policy. 

However, Plaintiff contends that not all meal period violations were not documented in the time 

records due to the meal periods being interrupted or nonexistent.  Nevertheless, Plaintiff utilized 

an expert to analyze the time keeping records to calculate the total PAGA exposure using the 

initial penalty rate when recorded meal periods in the time keeping records were short, missed, 

or late.  Plaintiff’s expert calculated this claim to be twenty-two thousand nine hundred fifty 

dollars ($22,950.00) based on facial meal period violations in the time records produced by 

Defendants. Plaintiff did not discount this claim.   

12. Defendants contend their meal period policies and practices are and always have 

been lawful in that non-exempt employees have been “provided” meal periods as required, and 

its policies and practices comply with the Labor Code, the Wage Orders, and all applicable 

California state and federal laws.   

13. With regard to the rest period claim, Plaintiff contends that Defendants failed and 

or refused to implement a rest break policy and a relief system by which Plaintiff and Aggrieved 

Employees could receive rest breaks and/or work-free rest breaks. Further, Plaintiff contends that 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees could not take uninterrupted ten-minute rest breaks because 

Defendants routinely failed to staff enough employees in which it was impossible to complete 

time sensitive work and also take ten-minute rest breaks, and that as such, Plaintiff and Aggrieved 

Employees were often unable to take a full ten (10) minute uninterrupted work-free rest period. 

Plaintiff also contends Defendants failed to compensate employees for one (1) hour of pay at 

Plaintiff’s and Aggrieved Employees’ regular rate of compensation for each workday that the rest 

period was not adequately provided.  The failure to provide rest period claim was calculated using 

the initial penalty rate of fifty dollars ($50.00) for the initial and subsequent violations.  To 

calculate the value of this claim, Plaintiff applied the initial penalty of fifty dollars ($50.00) to the 
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total number of pay periods in the PAGA Period. Based on this information, Plaintiff calculated 

the total PAGA exposure for the rest period claim at three hundred fifty-seven thousand six 

hundred dollars ($357,600.00.)  Due to Brinker, Defendants’ code compliant written rest period 

policy, and the difficulty in proving rest period claims, a reasonable value of the rest period claim 

is estimated to be thirty percent (30%) of the maximum exposure, or one hundred seven thousand 

two hundred eighty dollars ($107,280.00.)   

14.  Defendants contend their rest period policies and practices are and always have 

been lawful in that non-exempt employees have been “provided” rest periods as required, and 

their policies and practices comply with the Labor Code, the Wage Orders, and all applicable 

California state and federal laws.   

15. Plaintiff contends that Defendants willfully and intentionally failed to make and/or 

keep records that accurately reflect the hours worked by Plaintiff and other employees. 

Specifically, Plaintiff believe that Defendants’ records fail to include, inter alia: (1) actual hours 

worked, (2) total hours worked, (3) number of hours worked at each hourly rate, (4) gross wages 

earned; (5) net wages earned, and (6) meal and rest premium wages earned per pay period.  The 

wage statement claim was calculated using the initial penalty rate of two hundred fifty dollars 

($250.00) for the initial and subsequent violations.  To calculate the value of this claim, Plaintiff 

applied the initial penalty of two hundred fifty dollars ($250.00) to the total number of pay periods 

in the PAGA Period. Based on this information, Plaintiff calculated the maximum PAGA 

exposure for the wage statement claim to be one million seven hundred eighty-eight thousand 

dollars ($1,788,000.00.)  Although Plaintiff believes this claim does have merit based on 

Defendants’ failure to include accurate information pursuant to Labor Code section 226, the risk 

of not prevailing was considerable in light of the Defendants’ claim that each employee would 

have to establish injury and this claim is purely derivative. A reasonable value of the paystub 

claim is estimated to be one hundred seventy-eight thousand eight hundred dollars ($178,800.00) 

or ten percent (10%) of the maximum exposure 
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16. Defendants contend that they have complied with all such requirements with 

respect to payroll records at all times, that Plaintiff’s claim is derivative and that the underlying 

claims have no merit. 

17. Plaintiff’s reimbursement claim was based on the theory that Defendants allegedly 

failed to reimburse employees for using their personal cell phone to communicate with 

supervisors and co-workers. In estimating the value of this claim, Plaintiff assumed each 

employee incurred cell phone expenses monthly, applying a one-hundred-dollar ($100.00) 

penalty every other pay period. Accordingly, the maximum value of this claim at mediation was 

three hundred fifty-seven thousand six hundred dollars ($357,600.00.) Due to the fact some 

employees may not have utilized their personal cell phone in the discharge of their duties, a 

reasonable value of this claim is thirty percent (30%) of the maximum exposure, or one hundred 

seven thousand two hundred eighty dollars ($107,280.00.) 

18. Defendants contend that to the extent any exist, business expenditures incurred by 

Aggrieved Employees, were fully-compensated/reimbursed. 

19. Lastly, Plaintiff alleged Defendants failed to provide all wages and or meal and 

rest period premiums at time of separation of employment in violation of Labor Code section 203. 

The waiting time penalty claim under the PAGA is purely derivative of the claims for failure to 

pay all wages and meal/rest period violations.  Plaintiff considered that under Labor Code section 

203 there is only a penalty if "an employer willfully fails to pay" all wages due to an employee 

upon separation. Willfulness does not exist if there is a "good faith dispute," in fact or law that 

wages were due, even if the employer's reasoning ultimately proves incorrect. Amoral v. Cintas 

Corp. (2008) 163 10 Cal.App.4th 1 157, 1204; Title 8 Cal. Code Regs. § 13520 ("A 'good faith 

dispute' that any wages are due occurs when an employer presents a defense, based in law or fact 

which, if successful, would preclude any recover on the part of the employee. The fact that a 

defense is ultimately unsuccessful will not preclude a finding that a good faith dispute did exist.")  

As to waiting time penalties, the maximum exposure for the three hundred twenty-three (323) 

former employees during the PAGA Period is approximately thirty-two thousand three hundred 

dollars ($32,300.00.) Plaintiff did not discount this claim. 
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20. Defendants contend that all employees were properly and timely paid all wages 

owed including, but not limited to, all minimum and overtime wages. 

21. Under PAGA the court has discretion to reduce penalties if they are found to be 

unjust, arbitrary and oppressive or confiscatory. There is an absence of legal authority guiding 

courts in this determination.  In my experience and extensive research courts rarely award one 

hundred percent (100%) of the PAGA penalties proven at trial and frequently reduce the collective 

penalties considerably.  Defendants have made clear if any penalties were awarded in this case, 

they would argue any penalties would be unjust, arbitrary and oppressive or confiscatory 

requesting the court award zero in light of Defendants’ compliant policies and implementation of 

those policies as shown in the time records, and company policies.  There is also lack of clear 

legal authority on how the penalties are calculated, including whether multiple penalties can be 

awarded in the same pay period and when a “subsequent” penalty can be assessed.  In possession 

of this information, Plaintiff had to consider the extended delay caused by resolving these novel 

legal issues and risking a zero recovery even after a successful arbitration and subsequent trial. 

While Plaintiff maintains that Plaintiff’s PAGA claims have merit, in reaching the Settlement, 

Plaintiff through counsel took into account the strengths and weaknesses of each side’s position 

and the uncertainty of how the case might have concluded as litigation continued, at trial, and/or 

appeals. 

22. Plaintiff’s counsel retained an expert for mediation to perform a detailed analysis 

of the claims and their potential value if Plaintiff were successful at trial prior to mediation.  Using 

the estimated violation rates and risks of not prevailing on certain claims, risks of appeals, based 

on the above, Plaintiff estimates that if Plaintiff prevailed on claims as alleged in the complaint, 

the potential reasonable exposure for civil penalties would be approximately six hundred twenty-

seven thousand four hundred ten dollars ($627,410.00), based on the estimated seven thousand 

one hundred fifty-two (7,152) pay periods worked by four hundred forty-nine (449) Aggrieved 

Employees. Therefore, this Settlement of one hundred twenty-five thousand dollars 

($125,000.00) compensates the Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees a reasonable amount of the 

estimated potential initial penalties that could be assessed in Plaintiff’s view, the Settlement 
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confers relief to the Aggrieved Employees, which represents approximately twenty percent (20%) 

of the reasonable penalties that could be assessed in Plaintiff’s view.  Due to the Defendants’ 

defenses and Court’s ability to reduce PAGA penalties, Plaintiff contends the settlement is fair, 

adequate, and reasonable given the risks, uncertainty of protracted arbitration and litigation.  See 

Carrington v. Starbucks Corp., 30 Cal.App. 5th 504, 529 (2018) (“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, as evident from the 

significant reduction of the [fifty dollars] $50 maximum penalty (per initial violation) to the 

penalty imposed-only [five dollars] $5 per initial violation[,] which] [t]he trial court stated [] was 

warranted because imposing the maximum penalty would be unjust, arbitrary, and oppressive 

based on Starbucks's ‘good faith attempts' to comply with meal break obligations and because the 

court found the violations were minimal.”) 

23. Although a percentage of the common fund fee award is properly based on the 

Gross Settlement Amount of one hundred twenty-five thousand dollars ($125,000.00), a court can 

use the Lodestar method to cross-check this amount. (See Laffitte v. Robert Half Intern. Inc. 

(2016) 1 Cal.5th 480.) 

24. Under either theory of awarding fees, the case that should govern the court's 

decision is Lealao v. Beneficial California, Inc. (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 19. Lealao stands for the 

proposition that court-awarded attorneys' fees should approximate what counsel could get on the 

free market for the same services. (Id. at p. 50.)  Specifically, Lealao holds that if the Court sets 

fees under a lodestar, the multiplier should consider what counsel would have earned on the free 

market. The free market is determined by the percentage of the common fund, not the lodestar 

amount. (Lealao, supra, 82 Cal.App.4th 19) Accordingly, whatever method the Court uses to set 

fees, the Court should look to what the free market would bear under any circumstances. Even if 

the Court awards fees under the lodestar method, under Lealao the lodestar fees should be 

adjusted by a multiplier to reflect the percentage of the fund. (Id. at p. 19 and 50.)  

25. There was a significant amount of work performed by Plaintiff’s counsel.  Not less 

than fifty-eight and nine tenths (58.90) hours have been expended by Mahoney Law Group, APC 
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on this case for a total lodestar of thirty-seven thousand nine hundred fifty dollars ($37,950.00). 

Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s loadstar. The issue on this 

motion is not why the Court should award a fee to commensurate with 1/3rd of the settlement 

amount or forty-one thousand six hundred sixty-six dollars and sixty-seven cents ($41,666.67), 

but why the Court should not award such a fee.  The settlement comes after exchange of informal 

discovery and mediation. Under the lodestar method, a base fee amount is calculated from a 

compilation of time reasonably spent on the case and the reasonable hourly compensation of the 

attorney. The base amount is then adjusted in light of various factors. (Serrano v. Priest (1977) 

20 Cal.3d 25, 48).  

26. To summarize Plaintiff’s lodestar request, Plaintiff’s counsel have worked over 

fifty-eight and nine tenths (58.90) hours (not including the additional hours estimated to be 

expended on the case regarding the resolution of disputes and payments to the Aggrieved 

Employees and state) for a total lodestar of thirty-seven thousand nine hundred fifty dollars 

($37,950.00). Plaintiff request the Court find that counsel’s requests of hourly rates reasonable. 

These rates are reasonable in light of the rates charged by other counsel in the wage and hour 

PAGA and or class action community. A reasonable hourly rate is the prevailing rate charged by 

attorneys of similar skill and experience in the relevant community. PLCM Group v. Drexler 

(2000) 22 Cal.4th 1084, 1095. The court may also consider other factors when determining a 

reasonable hourly rate, e.g., the attorney's skill and experience, the nature of the work performed, 

the relevant area of expertise and the attorney's customary billing rates. Flannery v. California 

Highway Patrol (1998) 61 Cal.App.4th 629, 632. 

27. One difficulty in determining the hourly rate of attorneys of similar skill and 

experience in the relevant community is the scarcity of hourly fee-paying clients in class action 

or PAGA litigation. As a practical matter, few, if any, consumers pay attorneys' fees on an hourly 

basis for such extensive litigation, and thus retainer agreements in such cases are based on a 

contingency fee relationship. Therefore, there is no customary billing rate, but the nature of class 

and PAGA action work should be strongly considered by the court.  
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28. Plaintiff’s counsel is only paid if they win and must advance all costs until the case 

is resolved. All of counsel's skill and experience justify the requested rate. Mahoney Law Group, 

APC practices litigation with a focus on representing employees in employment matters on class 

and PAGA action cases. Further, the nature of their work and counsels’ expertise justifies the 

requested rate as well. This refers to the nature of the work in this case involved a class action 

and California's wage and hour law.  The issues in the case are also very difficult area of law and 

not within the knowledge of many lawyers. Class and representative action work also requires 

specialized learning and the willingness to take large risks. 

29. In sum, Plaintiff’s Counsel are attorneys who command a high rate. They have had 

success in PAGA actions, are held in high regard by the legal community, and their practice is an 

unusual niche area. This case was not a "fender-bender" that any lawyer could litigate but a highly 

specialized area of employment law that requires skilled and experienced attorneys. To obtain 

such an attorney on the free market, a client must pay appropriate compensation. Therefore, 

Plaintiff’s counsels’ requested rates are fair and reasonable. Counsel requests that the Court find 

that these hours were reasonable expended in this litigation. The courts are quite liberal in the 

evidence required to prove an attorney's hours. Detailed time records are not required. An 

attorney's testimony alone may suffice: "Testimony of an attorney as to the number of hours 

worked on a particular case is sufficient evidence to support an award of attorney fees, even in 

the absence of detailed time records." (Martino v. Denevi (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 553, 559.) Here, 

Plaintiff’s lodestar exceeds the attorney’s fees provision of the Settlement. 

30. Reasonable hours include, in addition to time spent during litigation, the time spent 

before the action is filed, including time spent interviewing the clients, investigating the facts and 

the law, and preparing the initial pleadings. New York Gaslight Club, Inc. v. Carey (1980) 447 

U.S. 54, 62. Further, the fee award should include fees incurred to establish and defend the 

attorneys' fee claim. Serrano v. Unruh (1982) 32 Cal.3d 621, 639.  Therefore, under either the 

common fund or Lodestar theory, Plaintiff’s counsel’s requested attorneys’ fees are reasonable 

and should be approved by this court. 
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31. As set forth in the Settlement Agreement, the Parties have agreed to retain Phoenix 

Settlement Administrators to handle the administration of the Settlement. The fees and expenses 

of the Settlement Administrator are estimated not to exceed five thousand eight hundred twenty-

two dollars and fifteen cents ($5,822.15). These costs include, but are not limited to, expenses for 

preparing, printing, and mailing the Notice and Settlement Share checks to the Aggrieved 

Employees; performing skip-trace searches; re-mailing the returned Notice and Settlement Share 

checks to any new addresses obtained; handling inquiries from Aggrieved Employees regarding 

the Settlement; preparing the associated tax forms; and transmitting payments, among other 

things. Accordingly, the Court should grant approval of the Settlement Administration Costs in 

the amount of up to five thousand eight hundred twenty-two dollars and fifteen cents ($5,822.15) 

to Phoenix Class Action Administration Solutions, a necessary third-party for handling the 

settlement process. 

32. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and accurate copy of the costs Plaintiff’s 

counsel has incurred out-of-pocket in litigating this matter. The costs to-date currently total 

fourteen thousand eight hundred four dollars and seventy-three cents ($14,804.73). Such costs 

include the court filing fees, and mediation fees and are of the type routinely billed in wage and 

hour class and PAGA action lawsuits. Plaintiff requests that this Court issue an order awarding 

counsel reimbursement for such costs. At the time the settlement was reached, the Parties agreed 

the costs will not exceed, fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00).  The remaining one hundred 

ninety-five dollars and twenty-seven cents ($195.27) of the allocated fifteen thousand dollars 

($15,000.00) stipulated under the Settlement Agreement will revert to the Net Settlement Amount 

for allocation to the LWDA and Aggrieved Employees.   

COUNSEL’S EXPERIENCE 

33. I am a 2014 graduate of the Thomas Jefferson School of Law where I earned my 

Juris Doctor Degree.  I have been a licensed practitioner since December 2014 and have been 

admitted to practice in the following courts: United States Central District Court, and all 

California State Courts.   
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34. I began working at Mahoney Law Group, APC in October 2018. My practice is 

primarily dedicated to employment law.  

35. As Plaintiff’s Counsel, I am qualified because I have over ten years of experience 

in civil litigation matters, and am supervised by lead attorney Kevin Mahoney, who has extensive 

experience with employment class action and PAGA litigation, as stated in his Declaration filed 

concurrently herewith. 

36. I have never faced any disciplinary action or received any sanction for misconduct 

or an ethical violation.  During my employment at Mahoney law Group, APC, I have been 

involved in numerous wage and hour class and PAGA actions. Some examples of wage and hour 

class and PAGA action cases where I have, or am currently serving as lead and/or co-lead counsel 

include: Bran v. International Forklift, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 19STCV03453; 

Cambron v. Mario’s Tree Service, Inc., San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. 

CIVDS1927324; Cardenas v. Global Specialties Direct Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. 19STCV03454; Castro v. Silver Creek Properties, Ventura Superior Court Case No. 56-

2019-00523447-CU-OE-VTA; Contri v. Barley Forge Brewing Co., LLC., Orange Superior 

Court Case No. 30-2018-01023732-CU-OE-CXC; Garcia v. SCH Whittier LLC, Los Angeles 

Superior Court Case No. 19STCV03461; Guevara v. Personnel Staffing Group, LLC, et al. 

Superior Court of Riverside Case No. RIC1904864; Lewis v. McManga Foods, Inc., Riverside 

Superior Court Case No. RIC1904964; Lopez v. RPV Pancakes, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court 

Case No. 19STCV46913; Marron v. B.D.R. Industries, Inc. Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

19STCV35497; Mendoza v. GT’s Living Foods, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

19STCV43740; Monzon v. Channel Control Merchants of California, LLC, Los Angeles Superior 

Court Case No. BC716443; Morales v. Fitness Alliance, LLC, United States District Court, 

Central District of California, Eastern District, Case No. 16-CV-02325; Palacios Vasquez v. 

Lyneer Staffing, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 19STCV10628; Portilla v. MYR 

Group, Inc. et al., San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVDS2005484; Quinonez v. 

Consolidated Staffing Solutions, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 18STCV04942; 

Rampley v. Bear Valley Community Healthcare District, United State District Court, Central 
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District Case No. 5:21-cv-01270-JWH-SHK; Rojas v. Applied Composite Structures, Inc., Los 

Angeles Superior Court Case 19STCV04652;  Santos v. Amiluc Family, Inc., Los Angeles 

Superior Court Case No. 19STCV03707; Sarinana, et al. v. Shelfbot Co., Orange County Superior 

Court Case 30-2021-01207546-CU-OE-CXC; Tellez v. Harvest Landscape Enterprises, Inc., 

United State District Court, Central District Case No. 2:19-cv-09015-GW-SK; Trejo v. Lyneer 

Staffing Solutions, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court Case 19STCV10411; Villa v. Ralphs-Pugh 

Co. Inc., Solano Superior Court Case FCS057223; Villegas v. AOCLSC Inc., et al., Los Angeles 

Superior Court Case 22STCV17702. 

37. Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel are not aware of any other pending matter or 

action asserting claims that will be extinguished or adversely affected by the Settlement.   

38. Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s counsel are now aware of any actual or potential conflict 

of interest with Aggrieved Employees and or the Settlement Administrator. 

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

foregoing is true and correct. Dated this 15th day of December 2025, at Long Beach, California. 

 

Dated: December 16, 2025    MAHONEY LAW GROUP, APC 
 
 
 
      
Kevin Mahoney, Esq. 
John A. Young, Esq. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff JOSE VASQUEZ 
MOLINA and on behalf of all employees 
similarly situated 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A  



My**ns
John Young, Esq.

562.590.5550 phone
562.590.8400 facsimile

jyoung@mahoney-law.net

June 7,2024

NLINE SUBMISSI
LABOR AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Attn: PAGA Administrator
http s : //dir. t faforms.netl 207

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL # 7O2I O95O OOOO 9825 0552
Return Receipt Requested
Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC
3820 State Street, STE B
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL # 7O2I O95O OOOO 9825 0569
Return Receipt Requested
Fairway Stafhng Services
17777 Center Court Dr. North #150
Cerritos, CA 90703

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL # 7O2I O95O OOOO 9825 0545
Return Receipt Requested
Prime Matter Labs West,LLC
16363 NW 49th Ave.
Miami Gardens, FL 33014

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL # 7O2I O95O OOOO 9825 OOTI
Return Receipt Requested
Prime Matter Labs West,LLC
2710 Gateway Oaks Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833

Re: Jose Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC, Prime Matter
Labs West, LLC and Fairway Stffing Services

NOTICE OF LABOR CODE VIOLATIONS PURSUANT TO
LABOR CODE SECTION SECTIONS 2698 et seq.

To: California Labor and Workforce Development Agency, Partners Personnel -
Management Services , LLC, Prime Matter Labs West , LLC and Fairway Staffing Services

249 East Ocean Boulevard . Suite 814 . Long Beach, CA 90802 Phone: 552-590-5550 Fax: 562-590-8400



LABOR AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
June 7,2024
Page 2 of 4

From: Jose Vasquez Molina, on behalf of himself and aggrieved employees who were subject to
Partners Personnel - Management Services', LLC, Prime Matter Labs West, LLC's and
Fairway Staffing Services' unlawful wage and hour policies as set forth below.

Factual Statement

Please note that this firm, Mahoney Law Group, APC, represents the interests of Jose
Vasquez Molina ("Mr. Vasquez Molina") as a representative for all other aggrieved employees,
who intends to file a complaint alleging various Labor Code violations and seeking civil penalties
under the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004,Labor Code section2698, et seq. ("PAGA").

Please be advised that this letter constitutes written notice required by Labor Code sections
2699.3, subdivision (a)(l) and 2699.3, subdivision (c)(l) and may lead to action against Partners
Personnel - Management Services, LLC, Prime Matter Labs West,LLC and Fairway Staffing
Services (collectively "Employers") in a court of law andlor administrative proceedings, as well
as the imposition of substantial penalties and other remedies against Employers, and any and all
related, parent, andlor alter ego companies, corporations, partnerships, subsidiaries, and/or
business entities, as well as against any and all officers, owners, directors, managers, managing
agents, or entities who are or may be liable under law for any of the violations alleged herein.

Theories of Labor Code Violations and Remedies

Mr. Vasquez Molina alleges that Employers violated various sections of the Labor Code,
including sections 20I,202,203,226,226.3,226.7,510, 512, 1174, 1774.5, 1182.12, 1794,
1194.2,7197,ll97.l, 1198, and 2802by failing to provide Mr. Vasquez Molina and all other
aggrieved employees wages for all hours worked, including minimum and overtime wages, failing
to provide meal and rest periods or compensation in lieu thereof, failing to provide accurate wage
statements, failing to maintain accurate records of hours worked, failing to pay all compensation
due upon separation of employment, and failing to reimburse for necessary business expenditures.
Mr. Vasquez Molina and similarly aggrieved employees consist of identifiable, current, andlor
former similarly situated persons who worked for Employers as non-exempt employees during the
PAGA Period defined as one year prior to the submission of this letter to the Labor Workforce and
Development Agency ("LWDA") and certified mailing to Employers until resolution of these
claims.

Employers failed to pay Mr. Vasquez Molina and other aggrieved employees for all hours
worked at the legally mandated wage rates. Specifically, Employers failed to pay Mr. Vasquez
Molina and other aggrieved employees the legally mandated minimum and overtime wages for
work performed over eight (8) hours in day. Specifically, Mr. Vasquez Molina routinely was
obligated to show up prior to the start of his shift to prepare for work without being compensated.
Further, Mr. Vasquez Molina and aggrieved employees were routinely required to work through
their meal breaks while not being compensated. Employers' conduct is in violation of Labor Code
sections 5 10, I 182.12, 1194, 1194.2, 1197 , 1197 .I, I 198, and the applicable IWC Wage Orders.

249 East Ocean Boulevard . Suite 814 . Long Beach, CA 90802 Phone: 562-590-5550 Fax: 562-590-8400



LABOR AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Iune 7,2024
Page 3 of4

Employers also regularly failed to provide Mr. Vasquez Molina and other aggrieved
employees with timely uninterrupted thirty (30) minute meal periods. Mr. Vasquez Molina and
other aggrieved employees took their meal breaks late or had them interrupted by the Employers
in order to perform work related tasks as a result of Employers' busy workload. Further,
Employers had a pattem, practice, and policy of not providing Mr. Vasquez Molina and other
aggrieved employees a second meal break for shifts that exceed ten (10) hours.

Employers similarly failed to permit Mr. Vasquez Molina and other aggrieved employees
to take 10-minute, uninterrupted rest breaks, due to Employers' criticism of employees that took
breaks and the busy workload. Even though Mr. Vasquez Molina and other aggrieved employees
were prevented from taking timely, uninterrupted off-duty meal breaks, Employers failed to
provide them with premium pay for every untimely, interrupted, missed, or shortened rest period.
Employers' conduct is in violation of Labor Code sections 226.7 and 5I2 and is also actionable
under PAGA.

As a result of Employers' failure to pay all wages owed as described herein, Employers
violated Labor Code sections 201, 202, 203, 204, 206, and 210 due to their uniform policy,
practice, and procedure of failing to timely pay all of the above-mentioned wages earned during
and after Mr. Vasquez Molina and the aggrieved employees' employment with Employers.

In addition, Employers failed to maintain accurate payroll records and failed to provide
Mr. Vasquez Molina and other aggrieved employees with complete and accurate wage statements
showing the actual overtime hours worked, number of hours worked at each hourly rate, gross and
net wages earned, and premium wages earned per pay period, among other things. This conduct is
in violation of Labor Code sections226,226.3,ll74,andll74.5 and is actionable under PAGA.

Labor Code section2802(a) provides in pertinent part, "[a]n employer shall indemnifi' his
or her employee for all necessary expenditures or losses incurred by the employee in direct
consequence of the discharge of his or her duties, or of his or her obedience to the directions of the
employer." Labor Code section 2802(c) states, "[f]or purposes of this section, the term 'necessary
expenditures or losses' shall include all reasonable costs, including but not limited to, attorney's
fees incurred by the employee enforcing the rights granted by this section." Here, Employers
failed to indemni& Mt. Vasquez Molina and Aggrieved Employees for all necessary expenditures
or losses incurred by them in direct consequence of the discharge of their duties. Specifically,
Employers failed to indemnifu them for expenditures they incurred, including the usage of their
personal cell phones for work-related purposes and in direct consequence of the discharge of their
duties to Employers.

249EastOcean Boulevard. Suite 814 . Long Beach, CA90802 Phone: 562-590-5550 Fax: 562-590-8400
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Page 4 of 4

Mr. Vasquez Molina will bring his lawsuit on behalf of himself and all other aggrieved
employees who were employed by Employers. Please advise if the LWDA has any objection to
my client including PAGA claims in his complaint. We look forward to your response, and please
feel free to contact our office if you have any questions, comments or concerns.

Sincerely,

John Young, Esq.
MAHONEY LAW GROUP, APC

249 East Ocean Boulevard . Suite 8 14 . Long Beach, CA 90802 Phone: 562-590-5550 Fax: 562-590-8400
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EXHIBIT C 



1

John Young

From: no-reply@formassembly.com

Sent: Friday, December 12, 2025 3:28 PM

To: John Young

Subject: Thank you for your Proposed Settlement Submission

12/12/2025 03:27:15 PM 
 
Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency. 
 
Item submi�ed: Proposed Se�lement 
 
On 12/12/2025 03:27:15 PM your Proposed Se�lement was successfully processed for case number LWDA-CM-1032706-
24 
 
If you have ques�ons or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to pagainfo@dir.ca.gov. 
 
DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of 
Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
 
Website: h�ps://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=h�p-3A__labor.ca.gov_Private-5FA�orneys-5FGeneral-
5FAct.htm&d=DwIFaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-
v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=jMratLBYiG_v1IIQGHwe6JfTu7a8vNDIzyAigfo5Hnw&m=TkeBu1M-
xuvYjIiHmeANgifGewZ6PsqpTFT3n34nUhmSdLaihGFP0rkHnvWT75oa&s=fUsx4O3yqI9wy5o3cqDxTord0PqYH_idFqMDKqS
syWQ&e= 
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Dispositive Motions
REVIEW AND FINALIZE MOTION
FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 12/15/2025 1.9 $650.00 $1,235.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
UPLOAD SETTLEMENT
DOCUMENTS TO THE LWDA

BILLABLE 12/12/2025 0.4 $650.00 $260.00 John A. Young

 Dispositive Motions
REVIEW AND REVISE
DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION TO APPROVE PAGA
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 12/12/2025 1.6 $650.00 $1,040.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
EMAIL OPPOSING COUNSEL RE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

BILLABLE 12/3/2025 0.1 $650.00 $65.00 John A. Young

 Analysis/Strategy
CONFER WITH HANDLING
SUPPORT STAFF

BILLABLE 12/3/2025 0.2 $650.00 $130.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
EMAIL OPPOSING COUNSEL RE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

BILLABLE 12/2/2025 0.1 $650.00 $65.00 John A. Young

 Dispositive Motions
INITIAL DRAFT MOTION FOR
APPORVAL OF PAGA
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 11/20/2025 3.8 $650.00 $2,470.00 John A. Young

PracticePanther - Jose Vasquez | Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Dispositive Motions
DRAFT DECLARATION IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
APPROVAL OF PAGA
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 11/19/2025 3.6 $650.00 $2,340.00 John A. Young

 Analysis/Strategy
CONFER WITH PARALEGAL RE
CASE STATUS

BILLABLE 11/18/2025 0.3 $650.00 $195.00 John A. Young

 Dispositive Motions
DRAFT DECLARATION IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
APPROVAL OF PAGA
SETTLEMENT;

BILLABLE 11/18/2025 1.1 $650.00 $715.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 11/18/2025 0.3 $650.00 $195.00 John A. Young

 Dispositive Motions
DRAFT PROPOSED ORD-
JUDGMENT APPROVING PAGA
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 11/18/2025 1.2 $650.00 $780.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
REVIEW REDLINES AND
COMMENTS FROM DEFENDANTS
RE LONGFORM SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT; FINALIZE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WITH
EXHIBIT

BILLABLE 11/17/2025 1.3 $650.00 $845.00 John A. Young

PracticePanther - Jose Vasquez | Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Dispositive Motions
DRAFT PLAINTIFF'S DECLARATION
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
APPROVAL OF PAGA
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 11/17/2025 1.2 $650.00 $780.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
EMAIL OPPOSING COUNSEL RE
SETTLEMENT

BILLABLE 10/31/2025 0.1 $650.00 $65.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 10/30/2025 0.2 $650.00 $130.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 10/22/2025 0.3 $650.00 $195.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
REVIEW AND REVISE JOINT
SITPULATION TO SET APPROVAL
HEARING

BILLABLE 10/6/2025 0.2 $650.00 $130.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
REVIEW FINAL EDITS TO MOU

BILLABLE 10/3/2025 0.2 $650.00 $130.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
REVISE JOINT STIPULATION TO
VACATE TRIAL; SET APPROVAL
HEARING

BILLABLE 10/3/2025 0.4 $650.00 $260.00 John A. Young

PracticePanther - Jose Vasquez | Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Settlement
REVIEW AND REVISE MOU, EMAIL
OPPOSING COUNSEL

BILLABLE 10/2/2025 0.4 $650.00 $260.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
EMAIL OPPOSING COUNSEL RE
MOU

BILLABLE 10/1/2025 0.1 $650.00 $65.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
REVIEW AND REVISE MOU

BILLABLE 9/25/2025 0.6 $650.00 $390.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
CONTACT SETTLEMENT
ADMINISTRATORS FOR QUOTES

BILLABLE 9/23/2025 0.3 $650.00 $195.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
DRAFT PAGA PAYMENT NOTICE

BILLABLE 9/22/2025 1.1 $650.00 $715.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
INITIAL DRAFT LONGFORM
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

BILLABLE 9/22/2025 3.2 $650.00 $2,080.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
DRAFT STIPULATION TO VACATE
TRIAL-FSC AND SET APPROVAL
HEARING

BILLABLE 9/12/2025 0.9 $650.00 $585.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 9/12/2025 0.3 $650.00 $195.00 John A. Young

PracticePanther - Jose Vasquez | Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Settlement
ATTEND MEDIATION WITH
STEVEN ROTTMAN

BILLABLE 9/11/2025 7.8 $650.00 $5,070.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 9/5/2025 0.5 $650.00 $325.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
DRAFT MEDIATION BRIEF

BILLABLE 9/4/2025 3.4 $650.00 $2,210.00 John A. Young

 Written Discovery
EMAIL OPPOSING COUNSEL RE
INFORMAL DISCOVERY

BILLABLE 8/13/2025 0.1 $650.00 $65.00 John A. Young

 Experts/Consultants
CONFER WITH EXPERT

BILLABLE 7/28/2025 0.6 $650.00 $390.00 John A. Young

 Written Discovery
DRAFT BELAIRE WEST NOTICE

BILLABLE 7/28/2025 1.2 $650.00 $780.00 John A. Young

 Written Discovery
REVIEW INFORMAL DISCOVERY
FROM DEFENDANTS

BILLABLE 5/13/2025 0.5 $650.00 $325.00 John A. Young

 Settlement
CONFER WITH MEDIATOR'S
ADMIN

BILLABLE 4/2/2025 0.2 $650.00 $130.00 John A. Young
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Pleadings
DRAFT STIPULATION TO SET
ASIDE DISMISSAL

BILLABLE 11/6/2024 0.8 $600.00 $480.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
DRAFT REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL
AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS.

BILLABLE 10/10/2024 1.2 $600.00 $720.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
DRAFT FIRST AMENDED
COMPLAINT

BILLABLE 9/26/2024 1.4 $600.00 $840.00 John A. Young

 Court Mandated
Conferences
ATTEND INITIAL CASE
MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE

BILLABLE 9/26/2024 0.8 $600.00 $480.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
DRAFT CORRESPONDENCE TO
THE CLIENT

BILLABLE 9/26/2024 0.4 $600.00 $240.00 John A. Young

 Analysis/Strategy
CONFER WITH PARALEGAL RE
CASE STATUS

BILLABLE 9/26/2024 0.2 $600.00 $120.00 John A. Young

 Court Mandated
Conferences
REVIEW DEFENDANTS' REVISIONS
TO JOINT STATEMENT

BILLABLE 9/17/2024 0.4 $600.00 $240.00 John A. Young
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Court Mandated
Conferences
DRAFT INITIAL STATUS
CONFERENCE STATEMENT,
INITIAL DRAFT

BILLABLE 9/16/2024 1.2 $600.00 $720.00 John A. Young

 Court Mandated
Conferences
CONFER WITH COUNSEL RE
INITIAL STATUS CONFERENCE

BILLABLE 9/9/2024 0.3 $600.00 $180.00 John A. Young

 Analysis/Strategy
REVIEW ARBITRATION
AGREEMENT FROM DEFENDANT
FAIRVIEW

BILLABLE 9/3/2024 0.3 $600.00 $180.00 John A. Young

 Court Mandated
Conferences
EMAIL OPPOSING COUNSEL RE
ISC STATEMENT

BILLABLE 8/30/2024 0.1 $600.00 $60.00 John A. Young

 Court Mandated
Conferences
MEET AND CONFER WITH
OPPOSING COUNSEL

BILLABLE 7/22/2024 0.2 $600.00 $120.00 John A. Young

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 7/9/2024 0.4 $600.00 $240.00 John A. Young
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Written Discovery
DRAFT REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION, SET ONE, TO
PARTNERS PERSONNEL

BILLABLE 6/11/2024 1.6 $600.00 $960.00 John A. Young

 Written Discovery
DRAFT REQUEST FOR
ADMISSION, SET ONE, TO
PARTNERS PERSONNEL

BILLABLE 6/11/2024 1.3 $600.00 $780.00 John A. Young

 Written Discovery
DRAFT SPECIAL
INTERROGATORY, SET ONE, TO
PARTNERS PERSONNEL

BILLABLE 6/11/2024 0.4 $600.00 $240.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
REVIEW DRAFT CLASS
COMPLAINT

BILLABLE 6/10/2024 1.4 $850.00 $1,190.00 Kevin Mahoney

 Pleadings
DRAFT PAGA LETTER

BILLABLE 6/7/2024 1.2 $600.00 $720.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
DRAFT CLASS COMPLAINT

BILLABLE 6/7/2024 3.1 $600.00 $1,860.00 John A. Young

 Pleadings
UPLOAD PAGA LETTER TO THE
LWDA

BILLABLE 6/7/2024 0.3 $600.00 $180.00 John A. Young
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ITEM STATUS DATE  HRS. RATE TOTAL BILLED BY       

 Communicate (with
client)
CONFER WITH CLIENT

BILLABLE 5/21/2024 0.3 $600.00 $180.00 John A. Young

 Analysis/Strategy
CONFER WITH POTENTIAL CLIENT

BILLABLE 5/15/2024 0.8 $600.00 $480.00 John A. Young

 Analysis/Strategy
REVIEW INTAKE AND
DOCUMENTS FROM POTENTIAL
CLIENT

BILLABLE 2/27/2024 1.1 $850.00 $935.00 Kevin Mahoney

58.90 $37,950.00 USD
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EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Court Filing Fees
Anticipated Cost for Filing Motion for
Approval of PAGA Settlement

BILLABLE 12/17/2025 $60.00 $60.00 1 John A. Young

Electronic Service Provider
CASEANYWEHRE; 386012 SYSTEM
ACCESS FEES

BILLABLE 10/20/2025 $49.00 $49.00 1 Reception

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 07603631 COURT TECH
ACCESS FEE EFILING- STIPULATION AND
ORDER

BILLABLE 10/7/2025 $45.12 $45.12 1 Maryann Barreto

Courtfees
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES RECEIPT: EFM-
2025-11305919.1 REQUEST, NOTICE
CONTINUANCE OR STIP

BILLABLE 10/7/2025 $22.25 $22.25 1 Maryann Barreto

Electronic Service Provider
CASEANYWHERE:INV#447443, INV
DESCRIPTION SYSTEM ACCESS FEE

BILLABLE 9/2/2025 $49.00 $49.00 1 Cindy Heredia

Electronic Service Provider
CASEANYWHERE:434938 SYSTEM
ACCESS FEE

BILLABLE 8/4/2025 $49.00 $49.00 1 Cindy Heredia

Electronic Service Provider
CASEANYWHERE: 422345 SYSTEM
ACCESS FEE

BILLABLE 7/1/2025 $49.00 $49.00 1 Mariana D Melgar

PracticePanther - Jose Vasquez | Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC

Page 1 of 6



EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Electronic Service Provider
CASEANYWHERE; 410006 system access
fees

BILLABLE 6/2/2025 $49.00 $49.00 1 Reception

Electronic Service Provider
System Access Fee

BILLABLE 5/2/2025 $49.00 $49.00 1
Jonathan S
Rodriguez

Electronic Service Provider
system access fee no. 401275

BILLABLE 5/2/2025 $40.00 $40.00 1
Jonathan S
Rodriguez

Electronic Service Provider
System Access Fee invoice no . 373241

BILLABLE 3/5/2025 $147.00 $147.00 1
Jonathan S
Rodriguez

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06685072 EFILING CHARGE -
CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT

BILLABLE 1/6/2025 $23.44 $23.44 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
MEDIATION STATUS LETTER

BILLABLE 12/31/2024 $0.69 $0.69 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06669890 EFILING CHARGE -
REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL

BILLABLE 12/30/2024 $23.44 $23.44 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
MEDIATION DISCLOSURE

BILLABLE 12/20/2024 $0.69 $0.69 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
MEDIATION STATUS LETTER

BILLABLE 12/20/2024 $0.69 $0.69 1 Bryan A Miranda
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EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Arbitrators/mediators
STEVE ROTTMAN MEDIATOR: INV#5347

BILLABLE 12/17/2024 $11,666.00 $11,666.00 1 Mariana D Melgar

Electronic Service Provider
CASEANYWHERE: 352979 SYSTEM
ACCESS FEE - DOCUMENT SERVICE FEE

BILLABLE 12/6/2024 $135.36 $135.36 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06548383 COURT FILING FEE
- STIPULATION AND ORDER, STIPULATION
AND ORDER

BILLABLE 11/12/2024 $43.06 $43.06 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06542927 EFILING CHARGE -
NOTICE

BILLABLE 11/8/2024 $15.44 $15.44 1 Bryan A Miranda

Delivery services/messengers
BOSCO LEGAL SERVICES: 11975637
SERVICE FEE RE: PROCESS - SERVE: PRIME
MATTER LABS WEST, LLC

BILLABLE 10/17/2024 $149.95 $149.95 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06472483 COURT FILING FEE
- ORDER, ORDER, REQUEST, DECLARATION

BILLABLE 10/16/2024 $41.45 $41.45 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06418796 EFILING -
AMENDED COMPLAINT

BILLABLE 10/1/2024 $19.77 $19.77 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
UPDATE LETTER

BILLABLE 9/27/2024 $0.69 $0.69 1 Bryan A Miranda
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EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Postage
ISC STATEMENT

BILLABLE 9/18/2024 $1.25 $1.25 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06164226 EFILING CHARGE -
PROOF OF SERVICE (NOT SUMMONS AND
COMPLAINT)

BILLABLE 7/1/2024 $19.71 $19.71 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06165471 PROOF OF SERVICE
(NOT SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT)

BILLABLE 7/1/2024 $15.39 $15.39 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
ISC ORDER TO: PRIME LABS PARTNERS
PERSONNEL FAIRWAY STAFFING

BILLABLE 7/1/2024 $3.12 $9.36 3 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
WELCOME LETTER + FROGS + RETURN
ENVELOPE

BILLABLE 6/27/2024 $3.23 $3.23 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06134183 EFILING CHARGE -
PROOF OF PERSONAL SERVICE

BILLABLE 6/20/2024 $19.71 $19.71 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06133439 EFILING CHARGE -
PROOF OF SERVICE BY SUBSTITUTED
COUNSEL

BILLABLE 6/20/2024 $19.71 $19.71 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
STATUS LETTER TO CLIENT

BILLABLE 6/13/2024 $8.69 $8.69 1 Bryan A Miranda
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EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Delivery services/messengers
BOSCO LEGAL SERVICES: 11223587
SERVICE FEE RE: PROCESS - SERVE:
FAIRWAY STAFFING

BILLABLE 6/12/2024 $164.90 $164.90 1 Bryan A Miranda

Delivery services/messengers
BOSCO LEGAL SERVICES: 11223559
SERVICE FEE RE: PROCESS - SERVE: PRIME
MATTER LABS WEST, LLC

BILLABLE 6/12/2024 $168.15 $168.15 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06108811 EFILING CHARGE -
SUMMONS

BILLABLE 6/11/2024 $15.39 $15.39 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06110950 EFILING CHARGE -
SUMMONS

BILLABLE 6/11/2024 $19.71 $19.71 1 Bryan A Miranda

Electronic Service Provider
ONE LEGAL: 06104494 COURT FILING FEE
- COMPLAINT, CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET,
SUMMONS

BILLABLE 6/10/2024 $1,497.05 $1,497.05 1 Bryan A Miranda

Courtfees
STATE OF CALIFORNIA-DEPARTMENT OF
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: ORD-000290151
PAGA LETTER

BILLABLE 6/7/2024 $75.00 $75.00 1 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
PAGA LETTER

BILLABLE 6/7/2024 $8.69 $34.76 4 Bryan A Miranda
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EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Postage
PFR: TO AGENT TO PRINCIPAL

BILLABLE 5/31/2024 $0.64 $1.28 2 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
PFR

BILLABLE 5/31/2024 $0.88 $1.76 2 Bryan A Miranda

Postage
PFR

BILLABLE 5/31/2024 $0.64 $0.64 1 Bryan A Miranda

$14,804.73 USD

PracticePanther - Jose Vasquez | Vasquez Molina v. Partners Personnel - Management Services, LLC

Page 6 of 6



 

- 15 - 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

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 

 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
Code of Civ. Proc. § 1013a, subd. (3) 

 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 
I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18 

and not a party to the within action. My business address is 249 East Ocean Boulevard, Suite 814, 
Long Beach, California, 90802. 
 
On December 16, 2025, I served [X] true copies [ ] originals of the following document(s):  

DECLARATION OF JOHN A. YOUNG IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO APPROVE 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO THE LABOR CODE PRIVATE 
ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT AND ENTER FINAL JUDGMENT. I served the 
document(s) on the person(s) below as follows: 
 

 
Timothy Nelson, Esq.  
Medina McKelvey LLP 
925 Highland Pointe Drive, Suite 300 
Roseville, CA 95678 

Attorneys for Defendant, Partners Personnel - 
Management Services, LLC 
 
Phone: (916) 960-2211 
Email: tim@medinamckelvey.com 

 
Kate Den Bleyker, Esq.  
O'Hagan Meyer LLP 
550 S Hope Street, Suite 2400,  
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Attorneys for Defendant, Prime Matter Labs 
West, LLC 
 
Phone: (213) 647-0041 
Email: kdenbleyker@ohaganmeyer.com 

 
The document(s) were served by the following means: 
 

 By electronic service: Based on a court order, I caused the document(s) to be sent to 
the persons at the electronic service addresses listed above by transmission through 
CASEANYWHERE. 
 

 (State): I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 
 

Executed on December 16, 2025, at Long Beach, California. 
 
 

 
      

       Maryann Barreto 
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