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I, DANIEL J. BROWN, declare as follows: 

1. I am the principal of the law firm of Stansbury Brown Law, and counsel for the 

named plaintiff Claudio Valdez (“Plaintiff”) and the proposed Settlement Class in the above-

captioned matter. I am a member in good standing of the bar of the State of California and am 

admitted to practice in this Court. I have personal knowledge of the facts stated in this declaration 

and could testify competently to them if called upon to do so. 

2. I am a 2015 graduate of UCLA School of Law. I was admitted to the California 

State Bar in December 2015 after passing the bar exam on my first attempt. Since that time, I 

have practiced exclusively in the area of employment litigation. From December 2015 to June 

2017, I worked for the law firm Rastegar Law Group, APC, an employment litigation firm in 

Torrance, California. The vast majority of my work at Rastegar Law Group, APC, focused on 

representing employees in wage and hour class actions. I was also the lead attorney on individual 

claims for wrongful termination, harassment, discrimination, and retaliation. While non- 

exhaustive, the type of work I performed included: conducting client intakes, performing pre- 

filing research and analysis, drafting complaints, attending court hearings, corresponding with 

opposing counsel, drafting and responding to written discovery, preparing for and taking and 

defending depositions, analyzing payroll and timekeeping records and employee handbooks, 

drafting and opposing motions for remand, demurrers and motions to dismiss, motions to compel, 

drafting mediation briefs, attending mediations, drafting long-form settlement agreements, 

drafting motions for preliminary and final settlement approval, and overseeing the claims and/or 

opt-out processes. 

3. In June 2017, I voluntarily resigned from the Rastegar Law Group, APC, in order 

to accept a position with the Haines Law Group, APC, an employment litigation firm specializing 

in employment class action litigation. During my employment at the Haines Law Group, APC, I 

played a significant role in the class actions that I was staffed on. In particular, I received a wide-

array of wage and hour class action experience performing the following types of tasks: drafting 

oppositions to demurrers, motions to strike and/or dismiss; remanding actions back to state court 

from federal court; drafting and responding to written discovery; drafting and opposing discovery 
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related motions; arguing discovery related motions; interviewing putative class members and 

obtaining declarations in connection with class certification; drafting motions for class 

certification; conducting exposure analyses to assess the strengths and weaknesses of asserted 

claims, the likelihood of prevailing at class certification and potential damages resulting from 

such claims; drafting mediation briefs; serving as the primary contact for opposing counsel; 

deposing corporate witnesses and putative class members; and defending the depositions of 

named plaintiffs. In short, I played an integral role in all aspects of litigation from the inception 

of a matter through and beyond class certification.   

4. In June 2019, I started my own law firm, Stansbury Brown Law, focusing almost 

exclusively on employment litigation. Currently, over eighty-five percent (85%) of my practice 

is dedicated exclusively to the prosecution of wage and hour class actions, and I am currently 

responsible for prosecuting over thirty (30) wage and hour class actions. The following is a non-

exhaustive list of wage and hour class actions in which I have played a significant role in 

prosecuting the litigation, which have received final approval: Spinks v. Suja Life, LLC., Case No. 

37-2014-00036496-CU-OE-CTL, California Superior Court, County of San Diego, Judge 

Richard E.L. Strauss presiding (approved as class counsel in wage and hour class action on behalf 

of non-exempt employees of a juice manufacture involving claims for unpaid wages, meal and 

rest period violations, and other claims); Galvan v. Amvac Chemical Corporation, Case No. 30-

2014-00716103-CU-OE-CXC, California Superior Court, County of Orange, Judge William D. 

Claster presiding (granted final approval of settlement on behalf of non-exempt employees of a 

chemical manufacturing company involving claims for unpaid overtime and waiting time 

penalties); Blank v. Coty, Inc., et al., Case No. BC624850, California Superior Court, County of 

Los Angeles, Judge William F. Highberger presiding (granting final approval of a class of 

employees of a beauty products manufacturer involving claims for unpaid overtime, meal period 

violations, and wage statement violations); Lira v. Discus Dental, LLC, et al., Case No. 

CIVDS1620402, California Superior Court, County of San Bernardino, Judge David Cohn 

presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of non-exempt 

employees of a manufacturer of dental products involving claims for unpaid overtime, minimum 
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wage violations, meal period violations, wage statement and waiting time penalties); Nieto v. 

Emtek Products, Inc. Case No. BC652704, California Superior Court, County of Los Angeles, 

Judge Shepard Wiley, Jr. presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on 

behalf of non-exempt employees of a manufacturer of door hardware involving claims for meal 

and rest period violations, and for waiting time, wage statement, and for penalties pursuant to the 

Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”)); Frank Gonzalez III v. Prime Communications, Case 

No. BC702262, California Superior Court, Judge Kenneth R. Freeman presiding (granting final 

approval to a wage and hour class action on behalf of non-exempt employees against a cell phone 

provider for meal and rest period violations, off-the-clock violations, and for derivative penalties); 

Fierro v. Universal City Studios LLC, Case No. BC642460, California Superior Court, County of 

Los Angeles, Judge Maren E. Nelson presiding (granting final approval of a wage and hour class 

action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees against an amusement park 

involving claims for meal and rest period violations, failure to indemnify, failure to pay all 

minimum and overtime wages, and for waiting time, wage statement, and PAGA penalties); 

Stephen et al. v. PSC Industrial Outsourcing, LP, Case No. BC10752, California Superior Court, 

County of Los Angeles, Judge Shepard Wiley Jr. presiding (granting final approval in and wage 

and hour class action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees of an industrial 

cleaning company for meal and rest period violations, unpaid wages, failure to reimburse business 

expenses, and waiting time, wage statement, and PAGA penalties); Duran v. Prada USA Corp., 

Case No. BC644319, California Superior Court, Los Angeles County, Judge Maren E. Nelson 

presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of current and 

former employees of a clothing store involving claims for unlawful claw back of earned 

commissions, meal and rest period violations, failure to reimburse necessary business expenses, 

and derivate claims for penalties); Honorato Lopez v. Moon Valley Nursey, Inc., Case No. 

BC668161, California Superior Court, Los Angeles County, Judge John Shepard Wiley, Jr. 

(approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of current and former 

employees of a commercial nursery involving claims for failure to pay for all hours worked, 

automatically deducting work time for meal periods regardless if taken, rest period violations, 
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and derivate claims for penalties); Alfaro v. Orange Automotive d/b/a Kia of Orange, Case No, 

30-2017-00945105-CU-OE-CXC, California Superior Court, County of Orange, Judge Randall 

J. Sherman presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of 

current and former employees of a car dealership involving claims for minimum wage violations, 

meal and rest period violations, failure to reimburse business expenses, wage statement violations, 

waiting time penalties, and PAGA penalties); Lemus v. Promenade Imports, LLC, California 

Superior Court, County of Orange, Judge William Claster presiding (granting final approval in a 

wage and hour class action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees of a car 

dealership involving claims for minimum wage violations, meal and rest period violations, failure 

to reimburse business expenses, and claims for derivative penalties); Garcia v. Fabrica 

International, Inc., Case No. 30-2017-00949461-CU-OE-CXC, California Superior Court, 

County of Orange, Judge William Claster presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and 

hour class action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees of a high-end residential 

carpets and custom rugs company involving claims for meal and rest period violations, regular 

rate miscalculation, unlawful rounding policy, and claims for derivative penalties); Vazquez, et 

al. v. Kraft Heinz Foods Company, Case No. 16-CV-02749-WGH (AGS), United States District 

Court, Southern District of California, Honorable William Q. Hayes presiding (certifying 

subclasses of employees for meal period violations, failure to pay for all hours worked, and a 

derivate waiting time class); Perez v. Moss Bros. Auto Group, Inc., et al., Case No. RIC1709905, 

California Superior Court, County of Riverside, Judge Craig G. Reimer presiding (granting final 

approval of a wage and hour class action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees 

of a car dealership involving claims for minimum wage violations, failure to pay all overtime 

wages, meal period violations, rest period violations, wage statement violations, and civil 

penalties under the PAGA); Gonzalez v. Lacey Milling Company, Case No. 19C-0361, California 

Superior Court, County of Kings, Judge Kathy Cuiffini presiding (approved as class counsel in a 

wage and hour class action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees of flour 

packing company involving claims for meal and rest period violations, unlawful rounding policy, 

and claims for derivate penalties); Manuel Alberto Alvino v. Family Ranch, Inc. et al., Case No. 



 

6 
DECLARATION OF DANIEL J. BROWN IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR  

PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT 
 

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 

 

19CECG04356, California Superior Court, County of Fresno, Honorable Kristi Culver Kapetan 

presiding (PAGA only approving a wage and hour PAGA only settlement on behalf of current 

and former agricultural workers involving claims of unpaid non-productive and rest and recovery 

time, meal and rest period violations, facially deficient wage statements, and waiting time 

violations); Massey v. Louidar, Case No. RIC1905130, California Superior Court, County of 

Riverside, Honorable Sunshine Sykes, presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour 

class action on behalf of current and former non-exempt employees of a restaurant involving 

claims for minimum wage and overtime violations, meal and rest period violations, and claims 

for derivative penalties); Jesse Alvarez v. Associa Developer Services, Inc., et al., Case No. 

RIC1905170, California Superior Court, County of Riverside, Honorable Sunshine S. Sykes 

presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of current and 

former non-exempt employees of a property management company involving claims off-the-

clock work, unpaid overtime, on-duty meal and rest periods, and claims for derivative penalties); 

Saul Tamayo Diaz v. Antonini Bros., Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2020-0000823, California Superior 

Court, County of San Joaquin, Honorable George J. Abdallah presiding (approved as class 

counsel in a wage and hour case on behalf of current and former non-exempt truck drivers for 

unpaid minimum wages, meal and rest period violations, and derivative wage statement, waiting 

time, and PAGA civil penalties); Manuel Alberto Alvino v. Aguayo Contracting, Inc., Case No. 

VCU281300, Superior Court of California, County of Tulare, Honorable David C. Mathias, 

presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of current and 

former agricultural workers for unpaid wages, meal and rest period violations, and derivate 

penalties); Nazario Martinez v. JNM Contracting, Inc., et al., Case No. VCU282822, Superior 

Court of California, County of Tulare, Honorable Nathan D. Id presiding (approved as class 

counsel in a wage and hour class and representative action on behalf of current and former non-

exempt agricultural workers for unpaid wages, meal and rest period violations, and derivate 

penalties); Gabriel Valles v. Fresno Fab-Tech, Inc., Case No. 19CECG04218, Superior Court of 

California, County of Fresno, Honorable D. Tyler Tharpe presiding (approved as class counsel in 

a wage and hour class action on behalf of metal fabricators for unpaid wages, meal and rest period 



 

7 
DECLARATION OF DANIEL J. BROWN IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR  

PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT 
 

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 

 

violations, and associated penalties); Maria E. Herrera De Quilo v. Yergat Packing Company, 

Inc., Case No. MCV085367, Superior Court of California, County of Madera, Honorable Michael 

J. Jurkovich presiding (approved as class counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of 

current and former agricultural workers for unpaid wages, meal violations, and derivative 

penalties); Juan Olivares v. Brickley Construction Company, Inc., Case No. CIVSB2025107, 

Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino, Honorable David Cohn presiding 

(approved as class counsel in wage and hour class action on behalf of construction workers for 

off-the-clock violations, regular rate violations, meal and rest period violations and related 

penalties); Nora Ambris Cruz v. WMJ Farms, Incorporated, Case No. VCU282915, Superior 

Court of California, County of Tulare, Honorable David C. Mathias presiding (approved as class 

counsel in a wage and hour class action on behalf of current and former agricultural workers for 

unpaid wages, meal and rest period violations, and derivative penalties). 

5. I have also been named a Southern California Super Lawyers’ Rising Star in the 

area of employment litigation four years in a row from 2019 to 2022.   

6. I was also recognized by TopVerdict for being part of a team that secured one of 

the top 50 labor and employment law settlements in California in 2019. I am also active in the 

California employment and consumer law community. I am a member of the Consumer Attorneys 

Association of Los Angeles ("CAALA") and the California Employment Lawyers Association 

("CELA") for which I serve on the CELA Wage and Hour Committee. I also participate in the 

CELA mentor program to provide mentorship and guidance to young attorneys interested in 

employment law. 

7. As counsel for Plaintiff and the proposed Settlement Class, I have been intimately 

involved in every aspect of this case from its inception through the present, and I believe that the 

proposed Settlement is a fair result for the Settlement Class. 

8. Defendant Labor Force Management, Inc. (“LFM”) is a registered farm labor 

contractor (“FLC”), located in Madera County, in the business of providing agricultural workers 

to harvest crops for farm clients. Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc. (“Fowler”) is a farm 

and packing operation that hired LFM to provide agricultural workers to harvest agricultural 
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goods on their fields operates a dairy business located in Tulare County, California. Plaintiff was 

employed by was employed by LFM and performed work on farms owned by Fowler as a non-

exempt farm labor employee as a general field worker from approximately March 2020 until 

approximately March 2022 and was compensated pursuant to Defendants’ compensation 

practices during the Class Period. 

9. Plaintiff filed a complaint (“Complaint”) against Defendants LFM and Fowler 

(LFM and Fowler are collectively referred to herein as “Defendants”) March 1, 2022, in Madera 

County Superior Court, Case No. MCV086790, which alleges causes of action for: (1) minimum 

wage violations; (2) failure to pay all overtime wages; (3) meal period violations; (4) rest period 

violations; (5) failure to reimburse for necessary business expenses; (6) failure to provide 

accurate, itemized wage statements; (7) waiting time penalties; and (8) unfair competition. 

Plaintiff filed a First Amended Class and Representative Action Complaint (“FAC”) on May 16, 

2022, to add an additional cause of action for civil penalties under the Private Attorneys General 

Act (“PAGA”) pursuant to Labor Code Sections 2698 et seq. The Complaint and FAC are 

referred to hereinafter as the “Lawsuit.”   

10. Following the filing of the FAC, Plaintiff propounded extensive formal discovery 

to Defendants including special interrogatories and requests for production. After Defendants 

responded to this discovery, Plaintiff reviewed those discovery responses and document 

production. The Parties also completed the Belaire-West Notice process. Shortly thereafter, 

Plaintiff and Defendants (collectively “the Parties”) met and conferred with respect to the 

potential resolution of this Lawsuit and agreed to exchange informal discovery and engage in a 

private mediation. After agreeing to participate in early mediation, Defendants informally 

produced a sampling of all time and pay records for a random sample of Settlement Class 

Members, key class data points, and other documents and information relevant to the claims 

alleged in advance of mediation. After the detailed review of the payroll and time records and 

other documents produced by Defendant, I drew on my extensive experience in similar cases to 

assess strengths and weaknesses of Plaintiff’s case. This discovery allowed the Parties to assess 

the merits and value of Plaintiff’s claims and Defendants’ defenses thereto, if a settlement could 

not be reached.  
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11. On March 23, 2023, after extensive research and analysis, including Class 

Counsel’s detailed analysis of Defendants’ potential exposure, a full-day mediation was held 

with Hon. David R. Lampe (Ret.), a well-respected wage and hour class action mediator. During 

mediation, the Parties vigorously debated their opposing legal positions, the likelihood of 

certification of Plaintiff’s claims, and the legal basis for the claims and defenses for the claims 

alleged in the Lawsuit.1 The Parties were unable to resolve the matter after a full day of mediation 

but continued to negotiate a potential settlement and on June 14, 2023, the Parties reached an 

agreement to resolve this dispute on a class and representative basis. The Parties subsequently 

worked diligently to negotiate and memorialize the terms on a long form settlement agreement, 

which was signed by the Parties and is now presented to this Court for preliminary approval. A 

true and correct copy of the Stipulation of Class and PAGA Settlement (“Settlement” or 

“Settlement Agreement”) is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The proposed Class Notice Packet, 

composed of the Notice of Pendency of Class Action Settlement (“Class Notice”) and Request 

for Exclusion Form are attached to the Settlement Agreement as Exhibits A and B respectively.  

12. The monetary terms of the Settlement are summarized below:  

Gross Settlement Amount (“GSA”): $150,000.00 

Minus Court-approved attorneys’ fees (1/3 of GSA): $50,000.00 

Minus Court-approved, verified costs (up to): 

Minus Court-approved Class Representative Service Award: 

$12,000.00 

$5,000.00 

Minus Settlement Administrator costs: 

Minus PAGA Penalties to LWDA: 

$13,750.00 

$7,500.00 

Net Settlement Amount (“NSA”): $61,750.00 

13. Defense counsel represents that the Settlement Class consists of approximately 

2,007 current and former employees. 

 
1 Plaintiff also alleged in the operative complaint (i) a reporting time claim and (ii) failure to pay the 
correct rate of pay for rest and recovery periods, but after further investigation, and after receiving payroll 
and time keeping records from Defendants, Plaintiff determined not to pursue these claims and therefore 
assigned these claims zero value. 
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14.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendants failed to maintain a lawful meal period policy 

and practice. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants did not always provide first meal periods and when 

they did, they only provided 10 to 15 minutes for meal periods. Moreover, the meal period 

records were fabricated as employees did not record their time, but instead, their supervisors 

controlled the timesheets and recorded synthetic meal periods. Moreover, a review of the Class 

time and pay records confirms that Defendants failed to pay any meal period premium wages per 

Labor Code section 226.7, which itself is a certifiable issue. Based on information provided by 

Defendants, there were 18,442 shifts over 5.0 hours with a non-compliant meal period and 

Plaintiff therefore calculates Defendants’ exposure on this claim as follows: $264,642.70 (18,442 

shifts * $14.35 average hourly rate of pay). In response, Defendants maintains that they always 

provided legally compliant meal periods to Class Members and maintained and enforced lawful 

meal period policies which provide for timely meal periods. Defendants also assert, contrary to 

Plaintiff’s allegations, that the meal period records are accurate and demonstrate that employees 

always received lawful meal periods. Defendants further argue that this claim would not be 

certified due to the lack of any common evidence tying together the reason that Class Members 

experienced a meal period violation. Therefore, Plaintiff discounted the maximum amount that 

the Settlement Class could potentially recover for meal period violations by 80% for a risk of 

non-certification, and an additional 75% for a risk of losing on the merits based on Defendants’ 

records, to arrive at an estimated exposure amount of $13,232.14. 

15. Plaintiff argues that Defendants failed to authorize duty free rest periods to the 

Class. Moreover, Defendants also failed to pay any rest period premium wages per Labor Code 

section 226.7. Plaintiff estimates a violation on every shift over 3.5 hours and therefore calculates 

Defendants’ exposure on this claim as follows: $381,738.70 (26,602 shifts with a rest period 

violation [assuming a violation on every shift over 3.5 hours] * $14.35 average hourly rate of 

pay). However, Defendants contend that they always authorized lawful rest periods and 

maintained lawful rest period policies. Defendants further argue that Plaintiff’s rest period claim 

is inherently unsuited for class treatment as there are no records of whether or not rest periods 

were taken, therefore requiring an individualized inquiry into whether each class member failed 

to take rest periods on each shift, which would devolve into an unmanageable series of mini-
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trials. In light of these defenses, Plaintiff discounted the maximum amount for this claim by 90% 

for risk of non-certification, and an additional 75% for a risk of being unsuccessful on the merits, 

or having the maximum exposure reduced, to arrive at an estimated exposure of $9,543.47. 

16. Plaintiff alleges that he and other Class Members were not paid for all time 

worked because Defendants impermissibly paid its employees according to their pre-scheduled 

hours and not time actually worked and otherwise did not compensate piece-rate workers for all 

non-productive time worked. After conducting an investigation of this claim for mediation, 

Plaintiff estimated that the Class Members were undercompensated approximately 15 minutes of 

off-the-clock work per shift, which resulted in 8,598 hours of off-the-clock work that should have 

been compensated at the average regular rate of pay, and therefore calculated Defendants’ 

exposure on this claim as follows: $123,381.30 (8,498 regular rate off-the-clock hours * $14.35 

average hourly rate of pay). Defendants countered that throughout the Class Period they 

maintained and enforced their policy prohibiting off the clock work and paid for all hours worked. 

Moreover, Defendants argued further that by its very nature this claim is not suited for class 

treatment, as there are no records to indicate how often or how much off the clock work was 

performed thereby prohibiting class certification of this claim. In light of these defenses, Plaintiff 

discounted the maximum amount for this claim by 60% for risk of non-certification, and an 

additional 80% for being unsuccessful on the merits, or having the amount of damages reduced 

due to an over estimation of the amount of off-the-clock work performed to arrive at an estimated 

exposure of $9,870.50. 

17. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants failed to reimburse their employees for necessary 

business expenses such as pruning shears and sharpeners for the harvesting of citrus fruit. After 

Class Counsel’s investigation and discussion with Class Members, Plaintiff estimated an average 

of $60.00 in unreimbursed expenses per employee during the applicable time period. 

Accordingly, Plaintiff calculated Defendants’ maximum exposure on this claim as follows: 2,007 

employees during the applicable time period * $60.00 = $120,420.00. This claim would likely 

present similar problems of individualized proof and raise numerous individualized inquiries that 

Defendants argue would prohibit certification, including that not all Class Members purchased 

pruning shears and sharpeners, and that not all duties performed by Class Members required 
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pruning shears and sharpeners. In light of these defenses, Plaintiff discounted the maximum 

exposure by 70% for a risk of non-certification, and an additional 80% for a risk of being 

unsuccessful on the merits, to arrive at an estimated exposure of $7,225.20.    

18. Plaintiff alleges Defendants’ wage statements were facially deficient by including 

wrong and incomplete FLC and farm names and addresses. Further, as a result of the alleged 

unpaid wages and unpaid meal and rest period premium wages described above, Plaintiff alleges 

that Defendants failed to comply with their final pay obligations set out in Labor Code §§ 201-

203, and issued inaccurate wage statements in violation of Labor Code § 226. Plaintiff calculated 

Defendants’ maximum exposure for wage statement violations at $408,250 (1,609 initial 

violations x $50 for initial penalty) + (3,278 subsequent violations x $100 subsequent violation 

penalty). In response, Defendants argued that: (i) no violations occurred based on the decision in 

Maldonado v. Epsilon Plastics, Inc. (2018) 22 Cal.App.5th 1308, which holds that there is no 

wage statement violation when the wage statements accurately reflect the compensation received 

by an employee, (ii) any alleged violations were not “knowing and intentional” as required by 

Labor Code § 226(e), and (iii) no injury was suffered. As such, Plaintiff discounted this claim by 

75% for risk of non-certification for failure to certify the underlying claim and an additional 75% 

for failing to prevail on the merits to arrive at an estimated exposure of $25,515.63. 

19. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants are also liable for waiting time penalties as a 

result of their failure to pay all off-the-clock and premium wages owed. There are approximately 

1,993 Class Members who separated their employment with Defendants within the relevant time 

period. The estimated average waiting time penalty per former employee was calculated at 

$2,410.80 ($14.35 average hourly rate of pay * 5.6 average number of hours per shift * 30 days), 

resulting in a total maximum exposure of $4,804,724.40 (1,993 former employees * $2,410.80). 

To the extent that Plaintiff’s waiting time penalty claim was derivative of his unpaid wage claims, 

Defendants argue that not all former employees (if any) did, in fact, experience under payment 

of wages (and therefore Plaintiff’s exposure was overstated). Defendants also contend that 

because they possessed good-faith defenses to the underlying claims, any failure to pay wages 

was not “willful” as a matter of law. As a result, Plaintiff discounted the maximum exposure by 

75% to account for the risk of non-certification of the claims upon which the waiting time 
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penalties rely, and an additional 85% for failing to prevail on the merits, including the inability 

to establish willfulness, to arrive at an estimated exposure of $180,177.17. 

20. Plaintiff also seeks civil penalties under the PAGA as a result of the foregoing 

alleged Labor Code violations. The specific statutory violations upon which Plaintiff based the 

claim under PAGA are: (i) Labor Code sections 204, 510, 558, 1194, and 1198 for failing to pay 

all overtime wages owed; (ii) Labor Code sections 558, 1182.12, 1194, 1194.2, 1197, and 1198 

for failing to pay all minimum wages owed; (iii) Labor Code sections 226.7, 512, 558, and 1198 

for meal period violations; (iv) Labor Code sections 226.7, 516, 558, and 1198 for rest period 

violations; (v) Labor Code section 226 for failing to provide accurate, itemized wage statements; 

and (vi) Labor Code sections 201 through 203 for failing to pay all wages owed upon termination. 

Based on the violations addressed above, Plaintiff contends that Defendants are liable for PAGA 

civil penalties for each of the 4,887 pay periods worked during the PAGA period. Accordingly, 

Plaintiff calculates Defendants’ exposure at $488,700 (4,887 pay periods * $100 for each 

violation). However, Defendants assert a number of credible defenses to Plaintiff’s claims. First, 

these penalties derive from the underlying wage and hour violations discussed above, which 

Defendants vigorously dispute. Defendants further allege that none of the violations would be 

deemed knowing and intentional as there is no evidence to suggesting Defendants intentionally 

violated the Labor Code and that Defendants’ policies and procedures demonstrate that 

Defendants acted in good faith in regard to paying the putative class members all wages due. For 

these reasons, Defendants argue the Court would drastically reduce any award of PAGA penalties 

as “confiscatory.” Therefore, Plaintiff discounted the maximum PAGA exposure by 50% for risk 

of an unmanageability finding, 65% for risk of losing on the merits, and an additional 65% to 

account for additional risks unique to the PAGA claim, including the discretionary nature and 

the possibility of the Court reducing penalties, to arrive at an estimated exposure of $29,932.88.   

21. Using these estimated figures for each of the claims described above, Plaintiff 

predicted that the potential recovery for the Settlement Class would be approximately 

$275,487.99. The proposed settlement of $150,000 therefore represents approximately 55% of 

the reasonably forecasted recovery for the Settlement Class. 

22. My firm will also apply for an attorneys’ fees award of one-third (1/3) of the GSA, 
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which is currently estimated to be $50,000.00 and up to $12,000.00 in verified costs 

reimbursement. Plaintiff submits the requested fee is fair compensation for undertaking complex, 

risky, expensive, and time-consuming litigation on a purely contingent fee basis. My efforts in 

this case include conducting pre-filing investigation, legal research and analysis regarding the 

merits of Plaintiff’s claims, Plaintiff’s ability to recover penalties under the PAGA, propounding 

informal and formal discovery, reviewing documents and data provided by Defendants prior to 

mediation, drafting and filing Plaintiff’s Complaint and LWDA notice letter, drafting and filing 

the FAC, drafting a mediation brief, preparing for and attending mediation, drafting the long-

form Settlement Agreement and Notice documents, reviewing and analyzing discovery, 

preparing the motion for settlement approval and supporting declarations, and otherwise 

litigating the case. Given the potential for adverse outcomes, the contingent risk borne by my 

firm was great. The quality of my office’s work, and the efficacy and dedication with which it 

was performed, should be compensated. My previous experience in litigating wage and hour 

class and representative actions also supports the reasonableness of the fee request. I am well-

versed in wage and hour class and representative action litigation. My experience in similar 

matters was integral in evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of this case and the 

reasonableness of the Settlement. I also expect to expend additional attorney time in attending 

the hearing on this Motion, overseeing the notice process and fielding questions from Class 

Members. I have spent over approximately 221.6 hours on this case. I have been practicing law 

for over eight years. My approximate hourly rate based on the widely used Laffey Matrix is $733. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit 4, is a true and correct copy of the Laffey Matrix. As such, I have a 

lodestar of approximately $162,432.80, which results in a negative .31 multiplier when compared 

to $50,000.00 fee request. Therefore, the fee award is justified without a multiplier. The hours 

spent include: 

Work Categories Daniel Brown Hours 

1. Case Review and Legal Research 38.4 

2. Pleadings / Motions 48.3 
3. Preparation and Attendance for Mediation 
including data review and drafting brief 61.7 

4. Litigation Strategy & Communications 9.7 
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5. Discovery / Meet and Confers with Defense 
Counsel 30.1  

6. Settlement 33.4 

TOTAL TIME 221.6 

Hourly Rate $733.00 

LODESTAR $162,432.80 

 23. To date, my firm has incurred approximately $9,485.03 in litigation costs. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of my firm’s itemized costs to date. As 

part of Plaintiff’s motion for final approval, my firm will request only the reimbursement of costs 

reasonably incurred supported by declaration with an itemized cost sheet. The costs Plaintiff 

seeks are the types of costs routinely approved by courts.  

24. Plaintiff will seek a Class Representative Service Award of $5,000, and I believe 

this Service Award is reasonable given Plaintiff’s effort in this case and the risks he undertook 

on behalf of the Settlement Class, including the risk that he could be held liable for Defendants’ 

costs if this case was unsuccessful. Plaintiff was integral in the prosecution of this action, by, 

among other things, providing substantial factual information and documents to my office, 

attending multiple telephonic meetings to discuss the claims and theories at issue in the litigation, 

and otherwise actively participating in the prosecution of his claims. 

25. Although the Parties engaged in significant formal and informal discovery in 

advance of mediation, the Parties still had significant written and deposition discovery to 

complete in formal litigation had the matter not settled. This would have required expenditure of 

substantial time and resources by both Parties that would have very likely spanned several years.  

Moreover, even if Plaintiff was able to certify the classes, the Parties would incur considerably 

more attorney fees and costs through a possible decertification motion, trial, and possible appeal.  

Even if the classes sought to be certified by Plaintiff were in fact certified, the Parties would incur 

considerably more attorneys’ fees and costs through a possible decertification motion, trial, and 

possible appeal. This settlement avoids those risks and the accompanying expense.  
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26. My office submitted the proposed Settlement to the Labor and Workforce

Development Agency (“LWDA”). Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct email 

confirmation of my submission of the Settlement to the LWDA. 

27. My office has agreed with Perez, Williams, Medina & Rodriguez LLP that the

attorney’s fees in this case will be shared as follows: Twenty-five percent (25%) to Perez, 

Williams, Medina & Rodriguez LLP; and Seventy-five percent (75%) to Stansbury Brown Law, 

PC. Plaintiff Claudio Valdez consented to this fee split in writing on August 19, 2021. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United 

States that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on _______, 2023, at Venice, California. 

_____________________________ 
     Daniel J. Brown 

$XJXVW���
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NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF CLASS ACTION AND PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 
Claudio Valdez v. Labor Force Management, Inc. and Fowler Packing Company, Inc. 

Madera Superior Court 
Case No.: MCV086790 

 
To:  All current and former non-exempt employees of Labor Force Management, Inc. who performed 

work for Fowler Packing Company, Inc. in California at any time from November 13, 2020, 
through March 17, 2022. 

 
PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 

YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS MAY BE AFFECTED WHETHER YOU ACT OR NOT 
 
Why should you read this Notice? 

The CRXUW�KDV� JUDQWHG� SUHOLPLQDU\� DSSURYDO� RI�D� SURSRVHG�VHWWOHPHQW� �WKH�³6HWWOHPHQW´�� LQ the matter of Claudio 
Valdez v. Labor Force Management, Inc. and Fowler Packing Company, Inc., Madera County Superior Court, Case 
No. MCV086790 (WKH�³Action´). Because your rights may be affected by the Settlement, it is important that you read 
this Notice carefully. 
 
You may be entitled to money from this Settlement. Labor Force Management, Inc. and Fowler Packing Company, 
Inc.¶V��³Defendants´��records show that you were employed by Defendant Labor Force Management, Inc. as a non-
exempt employee and performed work for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc. in California at any time from 
November 13, 2020, through March 17, 2022 �WKH�³&ODVV�3HULRG´�. The Court ordered that this Notice be sent to you 
because you may be entitled to money under the Settlement and because the Settlement affects your legal rights. 
 
The purpose of this Notice is to provide you with a brief description of the Action, to inform you of the terms of the 
Settlement, to describe your rights in connection with the Settlement, and to explain what steps you may take to 
participate in, object to, or exclude yourself from the Settlement. If you do not exclude yourself from the Settlement 
and the Court finally approves the Settlement, you will be bound to the terms of the Settlement and any final judgment. 
 
What is this case about? 

Plaintiff Claudio Valdez �³3ODLQWLII´��brought this Action against Defendants seeking to assert claims on behalf of a 
class of all current and former non-exempt employees of Defendant Labor Force Management, Inc. who performed 
work for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc.in California at any time during the period of November 13, 2020, 
through March 17, 2022 (³Settlement &ODVV�0HPEHUV´�. Plaintiff is NQRZQ�DV� WKH�³&ODVV�5HSUHVHQWDWLYH´�DQG� his 
attorneys, who also represent the interests of all Settlement Class Members��DUH�NQRZQ�DV�³&ODVV�&RXQVHO�´ 
 
The Action alleges that Defendants: (i) failed to pay employees all earned minimum and overtime wages, (ii) failed 
to provide all legally required meal and rest periods, (iii) failed to reimburse for necessary business expenses, (iv) 
failed to provide accurate and itemized wage statements, (v) failed to timely pay final wages due, and as a result of 
the above-mentioned alleged violations, (vi) engaged in unlawful business practices and (vii) is liable for civil 
penalties under the Labor Code 3ULYDWH�$WWRUQH\V�*HQHUDO�$FW��³3$*$´�.  
 
Defendants deny that they have done anything wrong. Defendants also deny that they owe Settlement Class Members 
any wages, restitution, penalties, damages, or other amounts. Accordingly, the Settlement is a compromise of disputed 
claims and should not be considered as an admission of liability on the part of Defendants, by whom all liability is 
expressly denied. 
 
The Class Representative and Class Counsel support the Settlement. Among the reasons for support are the defenses 
to liability potentially available to Defendants, the risk of the Court not allowing the case to proceed as a class action, 
the risk of trial on the merits, and the delays and uncertainties associated with ongoing litigation. 
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7KH� &RXUW� KDV� QRW� UXOHG� RQ� 3ODLQWLII¶V� FODLPV�� In granting preliminary approval of the Settlement the Court has 
determined only that there is sufficient evidence to suggest that the Settlement might be fair, adequate, and reasonable. 
A final determination on whether the Settlement is fair, adequate, and reasonable will be made at the Final Approval 
hearing. 
 
Your decision about whether to participate in the Settlement will not affect your employment. California law 
and Defendants¶ policies strictly prohibit unlawful retaliation. Defendants will not take any adverse action against 
or otherwise target, retaliate, or discriminate against any Settlement Class Member because of their decision to either 
participate or not participate in the Settlement. 
 
Who are the Attorneys? 

Class Counsel: 
 
STANSBURY BROWN LAW, PC 
Daniel J. Brown 
dbrown@stansburybrownlaw.com 
2610 ½ Abbot Kinney Blvd. 
Venice, California 90291 
Tel: (323) 204-3124 
www.stansburybrownlaw.com 
 

Attorneys for Defendant Labor Force Management, 
Inc.: 
 
RAIMONDO MILLER, ALC 
Ryan W. Porte 
rwp@raimondomiller.com 
7110 North Marks Avenue, Suite 104 
Fresno, California 93711 
Tel: (559) 432-3000 
www.raimondomiller.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, 
Inc.: 
 
SAGASER, WATKINS & WIELAND, PC 
Ian Wieland 
ian@sw2law.com 
5260 North Palm Avenue, Suite 400 
Fresno, California 93704 
Tel: (559) 421-7000 
www.sagaserlaw.com 
 

What are the terms of the Settlement? 

Defendants have agreed to pay $150,000.00 �WKH�³Gross 6HWWOHPHQW�$PRXQW´� to fully resolve all claims in the Action, 
including payments to Settlement Class Members�� &ODVV� &RXQVHO¶V� DWWRUQH\V¶� IHHV� DQG� H[SHQVHV�� Settlement 
administration costs, and the Class Representative Service Award. 
 
The following deductions from the Gross Settlement Amount will be requested by the Parties: 
 

$WWRUQH\V¶�)HHV�DQG�([SHQVHV� Class Counsel have been prosecuting the Action on behalf of Settlement Class 
Members on a contingency fee basis (that is, without being paid any money to date) and have been paying all 
litigation costs and expenses. 7KH�&RXUW�ZLOO�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�DFWXDO�DPRXQW�DZDUGHG�WR�&ODVV�&RXQVHO�DV�DWWRUQH\V¶�
fees, which will be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount. Settlement Class Members are not personally 
UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�DQ\�RI�&ODVV�&RXQVHO¶V�DWWRUQH\V¶�IHHV�RU�H[SHQVHV. Class Counsel will ask for up to one-third of 
the Gross Settlement Amount, which is currently estimated at $50,000, as reasonable compensation for the work 
Class Counsel performed and will continue to perform in this Action through Settlement finalization. Class 
Counsel also will ask for reimbursement of up to $12,000.00 in verified costs incurred in connection with the 
Action. 
 
Settlement Administration Costs. The Court has approved Phoenix Settlement Administrators to act as the 
³Settlement Administrator�´�Zho is sending this Notice to you and will perform many other duties relating to the 
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Settlement. The Court has approved setting aside up to $13,750.00 from the Gross Settlement Amount to pay the 
settlement administration costs. 
 
Class Representative Service Award. Class Counsel will ask the Court to award a Class Representative Service 
Award to the Class Representative in the amount of $5,000.00 to compensate him for his service and extra work 
provided on behalf of the Settlement Class Members. 
 
Payment to State of California. The Parties have agreed to allocate $10,000.00 towards the Settlement of the 
PAGA claims in the Action. $7,500 will be paid to the State of California Labor and Workforce Development 
Agency, representing its 75% share of the civil penalties. The remaining $2,500 will be allocated and distributed 
to Aggrieved Employees (i.e., Settlement Class Members who were employed by Defendant Labor Force 
Management, Inc. as non-exempt employees and performed work for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc. 
in California at any time from March 1, 2021, through March 17, 2022 �³3$*$�3HULRG´���as part of the Net 
Settlement Amount described below. 

 
Calculation of Settlement &ODVV�0HPEHUV¶� Individual Participating Member Payments. After deducting the Court-
approved amounts above, the balance of the Gross Settlement Amount will form the Net Settlement Amount, which 
will be distributed to all Settlement Class Members who do not submit a valid and timely Request for Exclusion Form 
�³Participating 6HWWOHPHQW� &ODVV� 0HPEHUV´�� (described below). The Net Settlement Amount is estimated at 
approximately $61,750.00, and will be divided as follows: 
 

(i) $2,500.00 of the Gross Settlement Amount has been GHVLJQDWHG�DV�WKH�³3$*$�$PRXQW´ and will 
be distributed to each Aggrieved Employee based on the proportionate number of PAGA 
Workweeks (defined as any calendar week in which the Aggrieved Employee worked at least one 
shift performing work for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc. based on 'HIHQGDQWV¶�records) 
that he or she worked during the PAGA Period (from March 1, 2021, through March 17, 2022). 
 

(ii) The remainder of the Net Settlement Amount will be distributed to each Participating Settlement 
Class Member based on the proportionate number of Class Workweeks (defined as any calendar 
week in which the Participating Settlement Class Member worked at least one shift performing work 
for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc. based on Defendants¶ records) that he or she worked 
during the Class Period (from November 13, 2020, through March 17, 2022). 

 
Payment of the Settlement. If the Court grants final approval of the Settlement, individual Participating Member 
Payments will be mailed to Settlement Class Members for their portion of the PAGA Amount regardless of whether 
they submit a Request for Exclusion Form. In addition, Participating Settlement Class Members will receive additional 
compensation as part of their individual Participating Member Payments comprised of their portion of the Net 
Settlement Amount as described above.  
 
Allocation and Taxes. For tax purposes, each Participating Member Payment shall be treated as follows: 20% as 
³ZDJHV�´�IRU�ZKLFK�DQ�IRS Form W-2 will be issued; and 80% as penalties and interest, for which an IRS Form 1099 
will be issued. Settlement Class Members are responsible for the proper income tax treatment of the individual 
Participating Member Payments. The Settlement Administrator, Defendants and their counsel, and Class Counsel 
cannot provide tax advice. Accordingly, Settlement Class Members should consult with their tax advisors concerning 
the tax consequences and treatment of awards they receive under the Settlement. 
 
Release. If the Court approves the Settlement, each Participating Settlement Class Member will fully release and 
discharge Defendants, their past and present officers, directors, shareholders, employees, agents, principals, heirs, and 
representatives �FROOHFWLYHO\�WKH�³5HOHDVHG�3DUWLHV´�� IRU�all claims that were alleged based on the facts pled in the 
Action during the Class Period, including: (a) minimum wage violations; (b) failure to pay all overtime wages; (c) 
meal period violations; (d) rest period violations; (e) failure to reimburse for necessary business expenses; (f) failure 
to provide accurate, itemized wage statements; (g) waiting time penalties; and (h) all claims arising out of unfair 
business practices under Business & Professions Code § 17200, et seq. premised on the claims pled based on the 
factual allegations in the Action. The release extends to the limits of the Class Period. This Release is expressly limited 
to shifts in which Settlement Class Members performed work for Defendant Fowler Packing Company, Inc.  
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Conditions of Settlement. The Settlement is conditioned upon the Court entering an order at or following the Final 
Approval Hearing finally approving the Settlement as fair, reasonable, adequate, and in the best interests of the 
Settlement Class, and the entry of a Judgment. 
 
How can I claim money from the Settlement? 

Do Nothing. If you do nothing, you will be entitled to your share of the Settlement based on the proportionate number 
of Class Workweeks you worked during the Class Period and the proportionate number of PAGA Workweeks you 
worked during the PAGA Period, as stated in this Notice. You also will be bound by the Settlement, including the 
release of claims stated above. 
 
What other options do I have? 

Dispute Information in Notice of Participating Member Payment. Your award is based on the proportionate number 
of Class Workweeks you worked during the Class Period and the proportionate number of PAGA Workweeks you 
worked during the PAGA Period. The information contained in Defendants¶ records regarding each of these factors, 
along with your estimated individual Participating Member Payment, is listed below. If you disagree with the 
information listed below, you may submit a dispute, along with any supporting documentation, to 
<<ADMINISTRATOR CONTACT INFO>>. Any disputes, along with supporting documentation, must be 
postmarked no later than <<RESPONSE DEADLINE>>. DO NOT SEND ORIGINALS; DOCUMENTATION 
SENT TO THE SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATOR WILL NOT BE RETURNED OR PRESERVED. 
 
The Settlement Administrator will determine whether any adjustments are warranted, and if so, will consult with the 
Parties and make a determination as to whether an adjustment will be made. 
 
According to Defendants¶ records: 

(a) you worked for Defendants in California from ________________ to _____________;  

(b) you worked ____ Class Workweeks from November 13, 2020, through March 17, 2022 for Defendants; 
and 

(c) you worked ____ PAGA Workweeks from March 1, 2021, through March 17, 2022 for Defendants. 

Based on the above, your individual Participating Member Payment is estimated at $________. The lowest individual 
Participating Member Payment to a Settlement Class Member is estimated at $____. The highest individual 
Participating Member Payment to a Settlement Class Member is estimated at $____. 
 
Exclude Yourself from the Settlement. If you do not wish to take part in the Settlement, you may exclude yourself by 
completing the Request for Exclusion Form included with this Notice, and sending it to the Settlement Administrator 
postmarked no later than <<RESPONSE DEADLINE>>, with your name, address, telephone number, and your 
signature.  
 
Send the Request for Exclusion Form directly to the Settlement Administrator at <<INSERT ADMINISTRATOR 
CONTACT INFO>>. Any person who submits a timely Request for Exclusion Form, shall, upon receipt by the 
Settlement Administrator, not be a Settlement Class Member. If you exclude yourself, you will still receive your 
portion of the PAGA Amount if you are an Aggrieved Employee. 
 
Objecting to the Settlement. You also have the right to object to the terms of the Settlement. However, if the Court 
rejects your objection, you will still be bound by the terms of the Settlement. If you wish to object to the Settlement, 
or any portion of it, you may timely submit a written objection directly to the Settlement Administrator at <<INSERT 
ADMINISTRATOR CONTACT INFO>>. Your objection must include your name, address, the case name and 
number, each specific reason in support of your objection, and any legal or factual support for each objection, together 
with any evidence in support of your objection. Objections must be postmarked on or before <<RESPONSE 
DEADLINE>>.  
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If you object to the Settlement, you will remain a member of the Settlement Class, and if the Court approves the 
Settlement, you will be bound by the terms of the Settlement in the same way as Participating Settlement Class 
Members who do not object. 
 
What is the next step? 

The Court will hold a Final Approval Hearing on the adequacy, reasonableness, and fairness of the Settlement on 
<<FINAL APPROVAL HEARING DATE/TIME>>, in Department 44 of the Madera County Superior Court, located 
at 200 S. G Street, Madera, California 93637. 7KH�&RXUW�DOVR�ZLOO�EH�DVNHG�WR�UXOH�RQ�&ODVV�&RXQVHO¶V�UHTXHVW�IRU�
DWWRUQH\V¶�IHHV�DQG�UHLPEXUVHPHQW�RI�GRFXPHQWHG�FRVWV�DQG�H[SHQVHV�DQG�WKH�Class Representative Service Award to 
the Class Representative. You are not required to attend the Final Approval Hearing, although any Class 
Member is welcome to attend the hearing. 
 
How can I get additional information? 

This Notice is only a summary of the Action and the Settlement. The easiest way to read the Settlement Agreement, 
the Judgment or any other Settlement GRFXPHQWV� LV� WR� JR� WR� WKH�$GPLQLVWUDWRU¶V�ZHEVLWH� DW�<<<SETTLEMENT 
ADMINISTRATOR URL>>>.. You can also telephone or send an email to Class Counsel using the contact 
information listed above, or consult the Superior Court website by going to https://madera-prod-
portal.ecourt.com/public-portal/ (Case No. MCV086790). You may also LQVSHFW�WKH�&RXUW¶V�ILOHV�DQG�WKH�6HWWOHPHQW�
Agreement at the Office of the Clerk of the Madera County Superior Court, located at 200 S. G Street, Madera, 
California 93637, during regular court hours. The Settlement Agreement is attached as Exhibit 1 to the Declaration of 
Daniel J. Brown iQ� 6XSSRUW� RI� 3ODLQWLII¶V�0RWLRQ� IRU� 3UHOLPLQDU\�$SSURYDO� RI� &ODVV�$FWLRQ� 6HWWOHPHQW, filed on 
<<<DATE PRELIMINARY APPROVAL MOTION FILED>>>.  
 
PLEASE DO NOT CALL OR WRITE THE COURT, DEFENDANTS, OR THEIR ATTORNEYS FOR INFORMATION 

ABOUT THIS SETTLEMENT OR THE SETTLEMENT PROCESS 
 
REMINDER AS TO TIME LIMITS 

The deadline for submitting a Request for Exclusion Form, Objection, or any dispute is <<RESPONSE 
DEADLINE>>. These deadlines will be strictly enforced. 

 
BY ORDER OF THE COURT ENTERED ON <<PRELIMINARY APPROVAL DATE>>. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT B 



 

 

REQUEST FOR EXCLUSION FORM 
Claudio Valdez v. Labor Force Management, Inc. and Fowler Packing Company, Inc. 

MADERA COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT 
Case No. MCV086790 

 
IF YOU DO NOT WISH TO BE PART OF THE CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT, YOU 
MAY COMPLETE, SIGN AND MAIL THIS FORM, POSTMARKED ON OR BEFORE 
[INSERT DATE], ADDRESSED AS FOLLOWS: 
 

PHOENIX SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATORS 
 Claudio Valdez v. Labor Force Management, Inc. and Fowler Packing Company, Inc. 

SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATOR 
ADDRESS 
ADDRESS 

PHONE 
FAX 

 
DO NOT SUBMIT THIS FORM IF YOU WISH TO RECEIVE A PAYMENT UNDER THE 
SETTLEMENT. 

By signing, filling out, and returning this form, I confirm that I do not want to be included in the 
Settlement of the lawsuit entitled Claudio Valdez v. Labor Force Management, Inc. and Fowler 
Packing Company, Inc., Madera County Superior Court, Case No. MCV086790.   

I WISH TO BE EXCLUDED FROM THE SETTLEMENT CLASS IN THE CLAUDIO VALDEZ 
V. LABOR FORCE MANAGEMENT, INC. AND FOWLER PACKING COMPANY, INC. 
LAWSUIT. I UNDERSTAND THAT IF I ASK TO BE EXCLUDED FROM THE 
SETTLEMENT CLASS, I WILL NOT RECEIVE ANY MONEY FROM THE SETTLEMENT 
OF THE CLASS CLAIMS OF THIS LAWSUIT. 

 
              
Name          Telephone Number 
 
 
              
Address          
 
 
              
Date          Signature 
 
 



EXHIBIT Ϯ 



���������������$0 6WDQVEXU\�%URZQ�/DZ�0DLO���7KDQN�\RX�IRU�\RXU�3URSRVHG�6HWWOHPHQW�6XEPLVVLRQ

KWWSV���PDLO�JRRJOH�FRP�PDLO�X���"LN H��GH�H���	YLHZ SW	VHDUFK DOO	SHUPWKLG WKUHDG�I��������������������	VLPSO PVJ�I�������������������� ���

'DQLHO�%URZQ��GEURZQ#VWDQVEXU\EURZQODZ�FRP!

7KDQN�\RX�IRU�\RXU�3URSRVHG�6HWWOHPHQW�6XEPLVVLRQ
��PHVVDJH

',5�3$*$�8QLW��OZGDGRQRWUHSO\#GLU�FD�JRY! )UL��$XJ����������DW�������$0
7R��GEURZQ#VWDQVEXU\EURZQODZ�FRP

��������������������$0

7KDQN�\RX�IRU�\RXU�VXEPLVVLRQ�WR�WKH�/DERU�DQG�:RUNIRUFH�'HYHORSPHQW�$JHQF\�

,WHP�VXEPLWWHG��3URSRVHG�6HWWOHPHQW
,I�\RX�KDYH�TXHVWLRQV�RU�FRQFHUQV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKLV�VXEPLVVLRQ�RU�\RXU�FDVH��SOHDVH�VHQG�DQ�HPDLO�WR�SDJDLQIR#GLU�FD�JRY�

',5�3$*$�8QLW�RQ�EHKDOI�RI
/DERU�DQG�:RUNIRUFH�'HYHORSPHQW�$JHQF\

:HEVLWH��KWWS���ODERU�FD�JRY�3ULYDWHB$WWRUQH\VB*HQHUDOB$FW�KWP



EXHIBIT ϯ 



Stansbury Brown Law, PC
Unbilled Charges

All Dates

 !"#$%& A'(')* ++& ,-,. ++/-. A0 1023-4/-- +5+

DATE TRANSACTION TYPE NUM POSTING MEMO/DESCRIPTION AMOUNT BALANCE

0124 Valdez, Claudio v Labor Force Management

02/06/2022 Billable Expense Charge No 226 ltr x 4 11/29/21 17.32 17.32

03/01/2022 Billable Expense Charge No PAGA Filing Fee 75.00 92.32

03/24/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Court Filing Madera  County  366974 94.50 186.82

03/24/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Filing Fee Madera County 366974 1,435.00 1,621.82

03/24/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Check Charge Madera County 366974 143.50 1,765.32

06/04/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Filing Madera County  374296 74.50 1,839.82

06/04/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Filing Madera County 374748 74.50 1,914.32

06/24/2022 Billable Expense Charge No CM 5/16 20.44 1,934.76

07/22/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Court Call CMC 94.00 2,028.76

08/04/2022 Billable Expense Charge No File Madera County 239.50 2,268.26

08/08/2022 Billable Expense Charge No Court Call CMC 11/7 94.00 2,362.26

02/01/2023 Billable Expense Charge No Printing Mediations Docs 2/25 49.25 2,411.51

02/21/2023 Billable Expense Charge No Mediation 2,500.00 4,911.51

04/09/2023 Billable Expense Charge No Legal Research/Westlaw 0.87 4,912.38

04/11/2023 Billable Expense Charge No Data Analysis 4,475.00 9,387.38

06/13/2023 Billable Expense Charge No Legal Research/Westlaw 66.10 9,453.48

06/22/2023 Billable Expense Charge No 8306116 Madera 11.55 9,465.03

06/22/2023 Billable Expense Charge No 8306116 Madera Stip&Order 20.00 9,485.03

Total for 0124 Valdez, Claudio v Labor Force Management $9,485.03

TOTAL $9,485.03



EXHIBIT ϰ 
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���������������$0 PDWUL[

ZZZ�ODIIH\PDWUL[�FRP�VHH�KWPO ���

¬7KH�PHWKRGRORJ\�RI�FDOFXODWLRQ�DQG�EHQFKPDUNLQJ�IRU�WKLV�8SGDWHG�/DIIH\�0DWUL[�KDV�EHHQ
DSSURYHG�LQ�D�QXPEHU�RI�FDVHV��6HH��H�J��'/�Y��'LVWULFW�RI�&ROXPELD������)�6XSS��G�������
�'�'�&�������


�w¢ô<HDUV�2XW�RI�/DZ�6FKRROw¢ô�LV�FDOFXODWHG�IURP�-XQH���RI�HDFK�\HDU��ZKHQ�PRVW�ODZ
VWXGHQWV�JUDGXDWH��w¢ô�����LQFOXGHV�DQ�DWWRUQH\�LQ�KLV��VW���QG�DQG��UG�\HDUV�RI�SUDFWLFH�
PHDVXUHG�IURP�GDWH�RI�JUDGXDWLRQ��-XQH�����w¢ô�����DSSOLHV�WR�DWWRUQH\V�LQ�WKHLU��WK���WK���WK
DQG��WK�\HDUV�RI�SUDFWLFH��$Q�DWWRUQH\�ZKR�JUDGXDWHG�LQ�0D\������ZRXOG�EH�LQ�WLHU�w¢ô����
IURP�-XQH���������XQWLO�0D\�����������ZRXOG�PRYH�LQWR�WLHU�w¢ô�����RQ�-XQH����������DQG
WLHU�w¢ô������RQ�-XQH���������



�7KH�$GMXVWPHQW�)DFWRU�UHIHUV�WR�WKH�QDWLRQ�ZLGH�/HJDO�6HUYLFHV�&RPSRQHQW�RI�WKH
&RQVXPHU�3ULFH�,QGH[�SURGXFHG�E\�WKH�%XUHDX�RI�/DERU�6WDWLVWLFV�RI�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�/DERU�


