
Law Offices of 

Farrah Mirabel 
Fmesq@fmirabel.com 

1070 Stradella Rd. 
Los Angeles, California 90077 

Tel (714) 972-0707   Fax (949) 417-1796 
 

 

December 24, 2024     VIA CERTIFIED MAIL  
 
Attn. PAGA Administrator  
California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
1515 Clay Street, Ste. 801 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(510) 286-1362 
 
PRIORITYWORKFORCE, INC. 
Workforce Outsourcing, Inc. 
15941 RED HILL AVE  
SUITE 100  
TUSTIN, CA 92780 
 
PRIORITYWORKFORCE, INC. 
CT CORPORATION SYSTEM  
AMANDA GARCIA or any person in charge to accept service  
330 N BRAND BLVD,  
GLENDALE, CA 91203  
 
PAPA CANTELLA’S INCORPORATED 
ANTHONY G CANTELLA  
3341 E. 50TH STREET  
VERNON, CA 90058 
 
LEGALINC REGISTERED AGENTS, INC. 
Jesse Camarena or any person in charge to accept service for 
Ironworks Collective Inc. and STIIIZY DEVELOPMENT LLC 
500 N. BRAND BLVD. SUITE 890 
 GLENDALE, CA 
 
Workforce Outsourcing, Inc. 
CT CORPORATION SYSTEM  
AMANDA GARCIA or any person in charge to accept service for 
Workforce Outsourcing, Inc. 
330 N BRAND BLVD,  
GLENDALE, CA 91203  
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STANSPORT, LLC 
160 W SANTA CLARA ST  
SUITE 1000  
SAN JOSE, CA 95113  
 
STANSPORT LLC 
2801 EAST 12TH STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90023 
 
South East Personnel Leasing, Inc. 
2739 US Highway 19 North,  
Holiday, FL 34691 
 
SOLUTIONS, INC. 
ADAM SALDANA or any person in charge to accept service for 
South East Personnel Leasing, Inc. 
720 14TH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
STIIIZY DEVELOPMENT LLC 
2001 S ALAMEDA ST  
LOS ANGELES, CA90058 
 
In Re PAGA NOTICE: OMAR RUIZ vs. PRIORITYWORKFORCE, INC., PAPA 
CANTELLA’S INCORPORATED, WORKFORCE OUTSOURCING INC., 
IRONWORKS COLLECTIVE INC.,  STIIIZY DEVELOPMENT LLC, STANSPORT 
LLC, SOUTH EAST PERSONNEL LEASING INC. 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
Our firm represents the interests of  OMAR RUIZ (Plaintiff), former employee of  
PRIORITYWORKFORCE, INC., PAPA CANTELLA’S INCORPORATED, 
WORKFORCE OUTSOURCING INC., IRONWORKS COLLECTIVE INC.,  STIIIZY 
DEVELOPMENT LLC, STANSPORT LLC, SOUTH EAST PERSONNEL LEASING 
INC.,  (referred to as the “Defendants”).  Plaintiff was hired as a laborer in May  2023 
until June 23, 2024.  
 
The purpose of this notice is to comply with the statutory exhaustion requirements of 
Labor Code section 2699.3 prior to commencing an action pursuant to Labor Code 
section 2699, et seq.  We request that your agency investigate the claims in this letter and 
the labor code and wage order violations as listed below. 

This notice is submitted, at a foundation level, on behalf of the Plaintiff and all other 
Defendants’ employees, both current and former, impacted by the alleged Labor Code 
violations including, inter alia, Labor Code sections:  
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1. Violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, 516 and 1198 (Missed Rest Breaks);  
2. Violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, recovery period per CALIFORNIA CODE 

OF REGULATIONS TITLE 8, SECTION 3396;  
3. Violation of Labor Code §§  226.7, 512, 516 and 1198  (Missed Meal Breaks); 
4. Violation of Labor Code §§ 1182.12, 1194, 1194.2, and §1197-98 (Failure to 

Pay Minimum Wages); 
5. Violation of Labor Code § §510 and 1194, 1198 (Failure to Pay All Overtime 

Worked); 
6. Violation of Labor Code §§ 204, 210 (Failure to Pay All Wages Earned); 
7. Violation of Labor Code §§ 226, 1174, 1198.5, 2810.5 and 226, (Failure to Keep 

Records, Improper Wage Statements and Maintain Accurate Personnel and 
Payroll Records);  

8. Violation of Labor Code §§  201-203, 256 (Failure to Pay Wages Upon 
Separation);  

9. Violation of Labor Code §§ 233, 245, 246(a), 246.5, 248.1, 248.2, 248.5, 248.6 
(Failure to Pay for Sick Days); 

10. Violation of  Labor Code §  2802 (Failure to Reimburse Business Expenses);  
11. Violation of Labor Code §§1102-1102.5 (Retaliating Against “whistleblowing” 

Employees); 
12. Violation of CA Labor Code § 6310 (Retaliatory termination); 
13. Violation of CA Labor Code § 6311 (Dangerous work condition); 
14. Violation of  Applicable Wage Order; 

 
During the relevant timeframe, Defendants employed Plaintiff as non-exempt hourly employee. 
Plaintiff was performing work at different locations for different employers per assignment by  
PRIORITYWORKFORCE, INC. 

Defendant PRIORITY WORKFORCE, INC., is operating an employee staffing company; hiring 
employees who will then be assigned to clients and placed for work on job sites of said clients.  

Plaintiff was hired to work shifts of over four hours, but was not allowed to take full meal breaks.  

Plaintiff was not able to take full 10 minutes rest breaks or cool off breaks even though 
temperatures were too high, over 82 degrees. 
 
California law provides protections for employees working in hot environments, including those 
working indoors near hot ovens. These protections are primarily found in California Code of 
Regulations, Title 8, Section 3396 (Heat Illness Prevention Standard) and related indoor heat 
standards. 
 
On May 4, 2024, Plaintiff started working at Defendant STANSPORT, LLC until he was  
terminated on June 23, 2024.  His duties included but were not limited to labeling containers, 
loading and downloading pallets into trucks, cleaning all around the premises and other labor 
duties. His last Supervisor was Roque. His last hourly rate was $16.78 per hour.   
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Plaintiff is homosexual and during his employment with Defendant, STANSPORT, LLC, 
Plaintiff repeatedly suffered a workplace of physical assaults, discrimination and sexual 
harassment in the forms of inappropriate grabbing of Plaintiff’s crotch by a male co-worker. 
Defendants did not take any significant action against the culprit employee; neither filed a 
workers’ compensation report for him nor provided Plaintiff with medical treatment, in spite of 
Plaintiff being  hurt and in need of medical treatment.  
 
PRIORITY WORKFORCE, INC., Jennifer, told Plaintiff to report the incidents to Roque, 
supervisor at Defendant STANSPORT, LLC.  
 
Roque responded that “they did not like homosexuals working there”.  Thereafter,  PRIORITY 
WORKFORCE, INC., terminated Plaintiff who believes he was terminated due to several 
reasons:  (1) Plaintiff’s complaints of sexual harassment by employees of the Defendant; (2) 
Plaintiff’s complaining about Defendant’s failure to maintain temperatures providing reasonable 
comfort,  with the temperature going up to over 82 degrees and Plaintiff not being  allowed to 
take cooling down breaks, impacting his health, and (3) Plaintiff’s demands for statutory meal 
and rest breaks, which Defendants refused to provide.   
 
On July 01, 2024, Plaintiff started working at Defendants IRONWORKS COLLECTIVE INC., 
and STIIIZY DEVELOPMENT LLC until he was  terminated on to July 17, 2024.  His duties 
included but were not limited to packing, labeling, and putting prices on small  boxes with 
cannabis products.  His last hourly rate was $16.78 per hour. 
 
Like in the previous employment, Plaintiff was exposed to an environment of harassment and 
discrimination due to his sexual orientation/homosexuality.  Plaintiff had a female employee, 
who was attracted to him and made it obvious to Plaintiff that she wanted to have a relationship 
with him.  Plaintiff made it known to his co-worker of his sexual preferences and this woman felt 
rejected and ever since she began harassing Plaintiff and reported Plaintiff to the Human 
Resources office of Defendants  PRIORITY WORKFORCE, INC., SOUTH EAST 
PERSONNEL LEASING, INC., and WORKFORCE OUTSOURCING INC.   
 
Plaintiff reported the female sexual harassment to the employers.  Shortly thereafter, he was 
fired; no explanations given as to the reason of his termination.  However, Plaintiff believes that 
he was terminated because of his sexual orientation/ homosexuality  and for standing up to 
Defendants’ female employee  against her sexual harassment against him and reporting her. 
 
Defendants terminated Plaintiff from his employment on or about July 17, 2024. When 
terminated, Defendants refused to pay his accurate final wages. Defendants terminated Plaintiff, 
but failed to tender his final paycheck with accurate dollar amounts, for all the hours worked, and 
without all the premium wages he was entitled to, within the timeframe prescribed by law.  As 
such, Plaintiff is seeking his final paycheck, along with waiting time penalties.  Aggrieved 
Employees terminated during the period covered by this notice likewise did not receive an 
accurate final paycheck. 
 

https://search.yahoo.com/local/s;_ylt=AwrO8QYI2mBnnOsEQia7m4lQ;_ylu=Y29sbwNncTEEcG9zAzEEdnRpZAMEc2VjA3Ny?p=Iron+Works+east+commercial+street+los+angeles&ei=UTF-8&xargs=0&type=A1%7E2022-50%7E&param1=20221209&param2=8d3f8ca7-2dd9-4eb9-a375-19d69b75c784&param3=quicksearchtool_1.3%7EUS%7Eappfocus1%7E&param4=d-ccc4-lp0-cp_16888384007-tst1--dklp%7EChrome%7EIron+Works+east+commercial+streeet+los+angeles%7E793779BE1573AC51CB9D801723277294%7EWin10&hsimp=yhs-adk_sbnt&hspart=adk&selectedId=225496445&fr=yhs-adk-adk_sbnt
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Furthermore, Defendants’ conduct, as alleged herein, violates applicable Wage Order and Labor 
Code § 226.7, and also California Code of Regulations, Title 8, sections 3396 and Labor Code 
Section 6400, which provide for safe working places for Employees. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon allege, that Employer maintains policies or 
practices of failing to provide  Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees with ventilation or fans for 
cooling.  

Specifically, Plaintiff contends, among other things, that Defendants required and/or suffered and 
permitted Plaintiff and the other Aggrieved Employees to perform work off-the-clock without 
compensation including, but not limited to, the time associated with off-the-clock calls and text 
messages, before and after hours meetings and conversations related to the employment and job 
duties, failed to pay overtime wages, including, but not limited to, the time associated with off-
the-clock calls and text messages, and off-the-clock tasks as well as misclassifying overtime hours 
as regular hours, and deducting meal time when in fact Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees had to 
work during the meal periods, failed to include,  shift differentials, piece rate compensation, 
prevailing wages, fringe benefits, and other non-discretionary bonuses and incentive compensation 
when calculating and paying overtime, failed to provide timely and duty-free first meal periods 
within the first five (5) hours of Aggrieved Employees' shifts and failing to authorize and permit 
Aggrieved Employees who worked more than five (5) hours, but less than six (6) hours a meal 
period, failed to provide a second rest period on shifts worked in excess of six (6) hours, but less 
than eight (8) hours, failed to provide a second rest period when Aggrieved Employees worked 
more than eight (8) hours, failed to provide a third rest period when Aggrieved Employees worked 
shifts in excess of ten (10) hours a day, failed to allow employees to turn their radios off during 
meal and/or rest periods, failed to include shift differentials, incentive payments, prevailing wages, 
fringe benefits, and other non-discretionary bonuses, and piece rate compensation when 
calculating and paying meal/rest period premiums, failed to maintain accurate time records, since 
the actual working hours are not recorded by an accurate time recording device, but rounded by 
the Employer or employee is ordered to round the working hours to benefit the Employer, failed 
to timely pay all wages owed during employment, and failed to timely pay all wages owed upon 
separation. 

Defendants have violated the requirements of the California Labor Code and applicable Wage 
Orders, which gives rise to penalties. 

Employer also failed to provide expense reimbursement under Labor Code section 2802 for the 
use of cell phone.   

Labor Code § 204 requires California employers to pay employees for all wages earned.   

California Labor Code §§1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198 and 1199 require minimum wage 
payments. 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were not paid accurate wages for all the hours they 
worked.  They were not paid accurate overtime. They were not paid premium wages for 
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missed rest break and meal breaks. They were not paid for sick days. They were not paid 
for the business expenses.  

Since Aggrieved Employees were working during the meal periods or the meal periods 
were interrupted, not only they should receive premium pay but also the 30 minutes which 
was deducted from their pay should be added to their working hours and get paid as 
overtime. 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were not reimbursed for business expenses. They had 
to use their own phone to communicate about work assignments and/or buy items, such as 
blade,  in order to perform their duties. 

Defendants have implemented company-wide practices and/or policies, to require 
Aggrieved Employees to use their own mobile phones, without reimbursing them, to 
communicate with each other and the Defendants in order to perform their work tasks and 
duties. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were not reimbursed for such expenses. 

Defendants failed to maintain accurate payroll records, such that Plaintiff and Aggrieved 
Employees were given wage statements which were inaccurate and Plaintiff and Aggrieved 
Employees were not paid for all the wages and overtime compensation.  

In 2013, the Legislature amended subdivision (e) of Labor Code section 226, adding 
language explaining that an “employee is deemed to suffer injury for purposes of this 
subdivision if the employer fails to provide accurate and complete information as required” 
by subdivision (a) of that statute, and “the employee cannot promptly and easily determine 
from the wage statement alone one or more” of several of the required items, including 
total hours worked, all applicable hourly rates in effect, and the corresponding number of 
hours worked at each rate. (Lab. Code, § 226, subd. (e)(2)(B).) The amended statute further 
provides that “ ‘promptly and easily determine’ means a reasonable person would be able 
to readily ascertain the information without reference to other documents or information.” 
(Lab. Code, § 226, subd. (e)(2)(C).) This provision renders the inquiry an objective one; 
the amendment “clarifies that injury arises from defects in the wage statement, rather than 
from a showing that an individual experienced harm as a result of the defect.” (Lubin, 
supra, 5 Cal.App.5th at p. 959; see also Garnett v. ADT, LLC (E.D. Cal. 2015) 139 
F.Supp.3d 1121, 1133 [“Whether an employee suffered injury is based solely on the 
information provided on the wage statement.”].) Because the inquiry is objective, relying 
on whether a “reasonable person would be able to readily ascertain the information” (Lab. 
Code, § 226, subd. (e)(2)(C)), and not on whether any particular plaintiff could have, the 
inquiry now appears to be one easily amenable to common proof in a class action.15(Lubin, 
at p. 959.) 

Furthermore, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were not allowed to take all their 
uninterrupted rest breaks for full day of work which lasted minimum of 4 hours.   

Also, during the employment, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees frequently did not 
receive a thirty-minute, uninterrupted, off-duty meal break for every shift that lasted more 
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than five hours.  
 
Defendants failed to keep accurate records to document Plaintiff’s and Aggrieved 
Employee’s working hours and meal breaks. Recently the Supreme Court of California 
held that: 
 

“Every employer shall keep accurate information with respect to each employee .... 
[¶] ... [¶] ... Meal periods ... shall also be recorded.”].) It is important that employers 
keep accurate records so that enforcement agencies can “ ‘adequately investigate 
and enforce’ a wage order's meal period provisions.”  (Brinker, at p. 1053, 139 
Cal.Rptr.3d 315, 273 P.3d 513 (conc. opn. of Werdegar, J.).) Because time records 
are required to be accurate, it makes sense to apply a rebuttable presumption of 
liability when records show noncompliant meal periods. If the records are accurate, 
then the records reflect an employer's true liability; applying the presumption would 
not adversely affect an employer that has complied with meal period requirements 
and has maintained accurate records. If the records are incomplete or inaccurate — 
for example, the records do not clearly indicate whether the employee chose to 
work during meal periods despite bona fide relief from duty — then the employer 
can offer evidence to rebut the presumption. It is appropriate to place the burden on 
the employer to plead and prove, as an affirmative defense, that it genuinely 
relieved employees from duty during meal periods. (Ibid.) “To place the burden 
elsewhere would offer an employer an incentive to avoid its recording duty and a 
potential windfall from the failure to record meal periods.” (Id. at p. 1053, fn. 1, 
139 Cal.Rptr.3d 315, 273 P.3d 513.) “ ‘ “[W]here the employer has failed to keep 
records required by statute, the consequences for such failure should fall on the 
employer, not the employee.” ’ ” (Ibid.) 
 

Donohue v. AMN Servs., LLC, (2021) 11 Cal. 5th 58, 76, 481 P.3d 661, 674  

Plaintiff claims that because Defendants did not properly compensate its employees for all 
the hours worked, did not pay for an hour of pay, for each missed break, for all days they 
did not receive a proper rest and meal break, and failed to pay them overtime for all hours 
worked, the employees’ wage statements did not accurately reflect all the hours worked 
and the wages earned.  As such, Plaintiff claims that Defendants provided all its past and 
present employees with improper wage statements.  

Defendants did not issue an accurate final paycheck to Plaintiff in accordance with the 
timeframes prescribed by law and Plaintiff is informed and believes that Defendants did 
not provide other Aggrieved Employees who separated from employment accurate final 
paychecks in accordance with the timeframes prescribed by law. 

Plaintiff claims on his own behalf and also on behalf of all past and present Aggrieved 
Employees that he worked in excess of statutory hours per day and per week but did not 
receive compensation for all the hours worked and was not paid accurate overtime.  
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California Labor Code section 226.7 mandates that no employer shall require any employee 
to work during any meal or rest period mandated by an applicable order of the Industrial 
Welfare Commission. Further, Labor Code section 226.7 provides that if an employer fails 
to provide an employee a meal or rest period in accordance with an applicable order of the 
Industrial Welfare Commission, the employer shall pay the employee one additional hour 
of pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each workday that the meal or 
rest period is not provided. An employee's regular rate of pay includes all remuneration for 
employment paid to, or on behalf of, the employee, including non-discretionary bonuses, 
incentive pay, prevailing wages, fringe benefits, etc. 

Based upon information and belief, to the extent Aggrieved Employees should or were paid 
bonuses, such as sign-on bonuses, or incentives, prevailing wages, fringe benefits, and 
those payments have not been included in regular rate of compensation for calculating meal 
period and/or rest period premiums and has resulted in an underpayment of meal period 
and/or rest period premium wages. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon allege, that Defendants have or had a 
policy or practice of unlawfully deducting wages by issuing in payment of wages due, or 
to become due, or as an advance on wages to be earned: an order, check, draft, note, 
memorandum, gift card, or other acknowledgement of indebtedness, (unless it was 
negotiable and payable in cash, on demand, without discount, at some established place of 
business in the state), the name and address of which must but did not appear on the 
instrument, and at the time of its issuance and for a reasonable time thereafter, which must 
be but was not at least 30 days, the maker or drawer did not have sufficient funds in, or 
credit, arrangement, or understanding with the drawee for its payment or any scrip, coupon, 
cards, or other thing redeemable, in merchandise or purporting to be payable or redeemable 
otherwise than in money. Plaintiff is further informed and believes, and based thereon 
allege, that such wages were not compensated at the “regular rate” of compensation as 
provided under Labor Code sections 226.7 and 510, subsection (a). Consequently, Plaintiff 
is informed and believes, and based thereon allege, that Plaintiff and other Aggrieved 
Employees are entitled to relief under, without limitation, Labor Code sections 212, 213, 
226.7, and 510 subsection (a). Defendants would thus be liable for civil penalties pursuant 
to Labor Code sections 558, 1197.1, and 2699.  

Plaintiff is further informed and believes, and based thereon allege that Defendants failed 
and refused, and continue to fail and refuse, to comply with the notice requirements of 
Labor Code section 2810.5 (i.e., the Wage Theft Protection Act of 2011) by, among other 
things, failing to provide employees and other Aggrieved Employees with the rates of pay 
and overtime rates of pay applicable to their employment, allowances claimed as part of 
the minimum wage, the regular payday designated by Defendant, the name of the 
employer, including any “doing business as” names used, the name, address and telephone 
number of the workers’ compensation insurance carrier, information regarding paid sick 
leave, and other pertinent information required to be disclosed by Employer under Labor 
Code section 2810.5. Plaintiff is informed and believes that failure to provide such 
information, including rates of pay that are in effect, has permitted Employer to pay 
employees at rates of pay that were not agreed upon and violate minimum wage and 
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overtime wage laws in California. Plaintiff is additionally informed and believes that the 
notice requirement of Labor Code section 2810.5 involves a mandatory payroll or 
workplace injury reporting. Among other relief, Aggrieved Employees may collect from 
Employer in connection with these violations’ civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code 
sections 558 and 2699.  

Moreover, Defendants failed to pay timely accurate paycheck upon the separation of the 
employees. Therefore, Plaintiff also claims a violation of Labor Code section 201-203 on 
behalf of all employees who were fired or stopped working for the Defendants.  

Plaintiff claims on his own behalf and also on behalf of all past and present employees that  
Defendants violate CA Labor Code § 6310 which states in pertinent part: 

  (b) Any employee who is discharged, threatened with discharge, demoted, suspended, or 
in any other manner discriminated against in the terms and conditions of employment by 
their employer because the employee has made a bona fide oral or written complaint to the 
division, other governmental agencies having statutory responsibility for or assisting the 
division with reference to employee safety or health, their employer, or their representative, 
of unsafe working conditions, or work practices, in their employment or place of 
employment, or has participated in an employer-employee occupational health and safety 
committee, shall be entitled to reinstatement and reimbursement for lost wages and work 
benefits caused by the acts of the employer. Any employer who willfully refuses to rehire, 
promote, or otherwise restore an employee or former employee who has been determined 
to be eligible for rehiring or promotion by a grievance procedure, arbitration, or hearing 
authorized by law, is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
 
Defendants retaliate against employees for complaining about unsafe working conditions, 
or work practices, in their employment or place of employment. 

Plaintiff claims on his own behalf and also on behalf of all past and present Aggrieved 
Employees that  Defendants violates CA Labor Code § 6311 which states in pertinent part: 

No employee shall be laid off or discharged for refusing to perform work in the 
performance of which this code, including Section 6400, any occupational safety 
or health standard, or any safety order of the division or standards board will be 
violated, where the violation would create a real and apparent hazard to the 
employee or their fellow employees. Any employee who is laid off or discharged 
in violation of this section or is otherwise not paid because the employee refused to 
perform work in the performance of which this code, any occupational safety or 
health standard, or any safety order of the division or standards board will be 
violated and where the violation would create a real and apparent hazard to the 
employee or their fellow employees shall have a right of action for wages for the 
time the employee is without work as a result of the layoff or discharge.  

Defendants retaliate against employees for refusing to perform work which would create a 
real and apparent hazard to the Plaintiff or his fellow employees. 
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If Plaintiff or any employee was paid for sick days, it did not include all the enumeration 
and the compensation was inaccurate. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant, as a matter of policy 
and practice, consistently paid sick pay wages at an employee’s base hourly rate, and not 
the regular rate.  

Because of Defendant’s failure to incorporate non-discretionary pay or non-discretionary 
bonuses, prevailing wages or fringe benefits, into calculating the regular adjusted rate for 
purposes of issuing and paying for sick days or sick leave, Defendants also failed to 
recognize and appropriately pay Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees for all sick hours 
earned and paid during the relevant period, as required by California Labor Code sections 
246 and 233. Accordingly, Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover penalties, 
attorney's fees, costs, and interest thereon, pursuant to Labor Code section 2699(a), (f)-(g). 

Plaintiff claims that Defendants’ conduct, as stated herein, including not keeping track of 
actual working hours and meal periods, not paying their Aggrieved Employees all wages 
owed, including wages for all hours worked, overtime, missed rest and meal breaks, and 
not providing its employees with accurate wage statements, not paying timely paycheck 
upon the separation of the employee, and not reimbursing business expenses, has been 
unfair, unlawful, and harmful to all its past and present employees, including Plaintiff, and 
to the general public. As such, this letter is written to comply with the notice and reporting 
requirements of Labor Code section 2699.3. 

Plaintiff can be contacted through the attorney of record:  
 
Farrah Mirabel, Esq. 
LAW OFFICES OF FARRAH MIRABEL  
1070 Stradella Rd. 
Los Angeles, California 90077 
 
Plaintiff and other similarly situated individuals, past and present employees, may also be 
entitled to penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 2699, et seq. 
 
On behalf of Plaintiff, and all other past and present employees, our office will be filing a 
civil complaint against Defendant, alleging the above causes of action including PAGA 
claim and request damages pursuant to but not limited to the following labor code sections 
98.6, 201-205, 210, 216, 218.5, 221, 225.5, 223, 226.2, 226.3, 226.7, 227.3, 256, 233, 234, 
246, 246.5, 248.1, 248.2, 248.5, 248.6. 512, 551-553, 558, 558.1, 1102-1102.5, 1174, 
1174.5, 1182.12, 1193.6, 1194-1197.1, 1198-1199.5 and 2698-2699, 2699.5, 2802, 6310, 
6311 and applicable IWC. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Therefore, pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3, we write to inform you and the Labor and 
Workforce Development Agency, with whom this PAGA Notice has been filed, of our 
intent to pursue a PAGA representative action against Defendants seeking, inter alia, 
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PAGA penalties under Labor Code § 2699, to be brought by the Plaintiff on behalf of the 
Aggrieved Employees, as defined above. 
 
Nevertheless, it is the policy of this firm to attempt to negotiate an early resolution of all 
matters where possible and beneficial to the putative class and the aggrieved employees. If 
Defendants are interested in attempting to resolve this matter, please contact us by January 
28, 2025. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
LAW OFFICES OF FARRAH MIRABEL 
 
/s/ Farrah Mirabel 
Farrah Mirabel, Esq.   
 
 
 


