
1 
 

In the United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia 

Norfolk Division 
 

 
Chris Gagliastre, et al., 
 
On behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 
 

 
 
Case No. 2:17-cv-379  
 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

Judge Raymond A. Jackson 

v. 
 

Magistrate Judge Robert J. Krask 

Captain George’s of South Carolina, LP, et al.,  
 

 

Defendants.  
 
 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorney’s Fees and Expenses 
 

 
  As part of the Court’s final approval of the parties’ FLSA settlement agreement, Plaintiffs 

ask that this Court award fees and costs as described in the agreement. Specifically, Plaintiffs ask 

for an award of $814,934 in fees and $60,847.57 in expenses. The attached memorandum details 

the basis for this award.  

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

     /s/ Joshua L. Jewett 
     Andrew R. Biller (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Biller & Kimble, LLC 
     Of Counsel to Markovits, Stock & DeMarco, LLC 
     4200 Regent Street, Suite 200 
     Columbus, OH 43219 
     Telephone: (614) 604-8759 
     Facsimile: (614) 340-4620 
     abiller@billerkimble.com 
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     Andrew P. Kimble (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Philip J. Krzeski (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Biller & Kimble, LLC 
     Of Counsel to Markovits, Stock & DeMarco, LLC 
     3825 Edwards Road, Suite 650 
     Cincinnati, OH 45209 
     Telephone: (513) 715-8711 
     Facsimile: (614) 340-4620 
     akimble@billerkimble.com 
     pkrzeski@billerkimble.com 
     www.billerkimble.com  

 
 
     Joshua L. Jewett (VSB 76884) 
     Counsel for Plaintiffs 

       Joshua L. Jewett 
       PIERCE / MCCOY 
       101 West Main Street, Suite 101 
       Norfolk, VA 23510 

     T: 757-216-0226 
      

     C. Ryan Morgan (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Morgan & Morgan, P.A. 
     20 N. Orange Ave., 14th Floor 
     Orlando, FL 32802-4979 
     407-420-1414 (Phone) 
     407-245-3401 (Fax) 
     (rmorgan@forthepeople.com) 
 
     Andrew Frisch (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Morgan & Morgan, P.A. 
     600 N. Pine Island Rd., Ste. 400 
     Plantation, FL 33324-1311 
     954-318-0268 (Phone) 
     954-327-3013 (Fax) 

     (afrisch@forthepeople.com) 
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Certificate of Service 

 I hereby certify that I will electronically file the foregoing, which will then send a 

notification of such filing (NEF) to the following: 

Alan D. Albert 
Virginia State Bar No. 25142 
Attorney for Defendants 
O’Hagan Meyer 
780 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 400 
Virginia Beach, VA 23452 
aalbert@ohaganmeyer.com 
 
 

     
     /s/ Joshua L. Jewett________   
     Joshua L. Jewett (VSB 76884)  

     Counsel for Plaintiffs  
PIERCE / MCCOY, PLLC  
101 West Main Street, Suite 101  
Norfolk, VA 23510  
T: 757-216-0226  
F: 757-257-0387 
E: jjewett@piercemccoy.com 
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In the United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia 

Norfolk Division 
 

 
Chris Gagliastre, et al., 
 
On behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 
 

 
 
Case No. 2:17-cv-379  
 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

Judge Raymond A. Jackson 

v. 
 

Magistrate Judge Robert J. Krask 

Captain George’s of South Carolina, LP, et al.,  
 

 

Defendants.  
 
 
Plaintiffs’ Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award 

of Attorney’s Fees and Expenses 
 

 
  Plaintiffs’ counsels’ efforts have resulted in a settlement fund of $2,444,804.55 to be paid 

to the approximately 370 opt-in plaintiffs in this case. Counsel now asks the Court to award counsel 

with fees of 33.33% of the fund ($814,934) and $60,847.57 in expenses.  

1. Plaintiffs’ counsel are entitled to an award of fees and expenses.   

  Courts have “recognized consistently that a litigant or a lawyer who recovers a common 

fund for the benefit of persons other than himself or his client is entitled to a reasonable attorney’s 

fee from the fund as a whole.” Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert, 444 U.S. 472, 478 (1980). The purpose of 

this “common-fund doctrine” is to prevent class members from being unjustly enriched by another 

person or lawyer’s work. Id. A “court [can] prevent this inequity by assessing attorney’s fees against 

the entire fund, thus spreading fees proportionality among those benefited by the suit.” Id. The 

same principles apply with respect to an award of costs.  
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  The “common-fund doctrine” applies where  

(1) the classes of beneficiaries [are] small in number and (2) easily ascertainable. (3) 
The benefits [must be] traced with some accuracy, and (4) there [must be] reason 
for confidence that the costs [can] indeed be shifted with some exactitude to those 
benefiting.  
 

Brzonkala v. Morrison, 272 F.3d 688, 691 (4th Cir. 2001). In this case, where a list of specific 

individuals will receive specific monetary awards, all four requirements are met.  

  Accordingly, Plaintiffs’ counsel asks that the Court award them fees and expenses as 

outlined below.  

2. The “percentage of the fund” method of fees is preferred over the “lodestar method.” 
 

  In determining a reasonable fee, courts may base the fees on either the lodestar method 

(hours worked multiplied by hourly rate multiplied by an enhancement, if any) or the percentage of 

the fund method. Hatzey v. Divurgent, LLC, No. 2:18-cv-191, 2018 WL 5624300, at *4 (E.D. Va. 

Oct. 9, 2018), report and recommendation adopted sub nom. Hatzey v. Divurgent, LLC, No. 2:18-cv-

191, 2018 WL 5621967 (E.D. Va. Oct. 30, 2018). In this Circuit and others “the percentage-of-

recovery approach is not only permitted, but is the preferred approach to determine attorney’s 

fees.” Id., quoting Savani v. URS Prof’l Sols. LLC, 121 F. Supp. 3d 564, 568 (D.S.C. 2015).  

  Plaintiffs’ counsel asks that the Court use the percentage of the fund method in this case. 

As the Court has held in another case, “in this Court’s experience, the amount of attorneys’ fees 

is typically derived from the settlement amount, and generally within the range of 20 to 30%.” 

LaFleur v. Dollar Tree Stores, Inc., 189 F. Supp. 3d 588, 596 (E.D. Va. 2016) ( Jackson, J.).  

3. A fee of 1/3 of the common fund is appropriate.  

  Consistent with Counsels’ representation agreement with their clients, Counsel asks the 

Court to award them 33.33% of the common fund, or $814,934 out of the $2,444,804.55 fund.  
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  Counsel notes that the $2,444,804.55 fund does not include the amounts Defendants paid 

outside of the settlement and as a result of this litigation. See Plaintiffs’ Motion for Settlement 

Approval. When considering a fee request, it is generally proper to include all amounts that a 

defendant pays because of litigation. See, e.g., Dillow v. Home Care Network, Inc., No. 1:16-cv-612, 

2018 WL 4776977 (S.D. Ohio Oct. 3, 2018) (basing a fee award on money paid through a 

settlement agreement and money that the defendants “voluntarily” paid after losing a motion for 

partial summary judgment). Here, however, Counsel bases their fee award on only the settlement 

amount rather than the total benefit obtained for class members.  

  Counsels’ request compares favorably to a fee recently awarded in this district. See Hatzey, 

2018 WL 5624300, at *1. In Hatzey, the parties agreed to a $2,450,000 settlement fund. Counsel 

requested and received an award of 1/3 of the fund in fees ($816,666.67) and up to $47,231.47 in 

costs. Id. at *4–5. Although the total settlement funds and requested fee amounts in this case are 

nearly identical to those in Hatzey, the cases have some notable differences.  

  First, Hatzey settled “in the early stages of the proceedings.” Id. at *2. This case, however, 

settled at nearly the end—Plaintiffs’ discovery was completed and the parties were preparing for 

summary judgment and trial. This case’s later settlement occurred after the parties obtained more 

certainty regarding the potential outcomes, and also after Counsel expended far more resources 

and time on the case. Counsel’s time is discussed more below, but, in Hatzey, the lawyers expended 

a collective 250 hours, whereas, here, Counsel expended over 1,500 hours. The result is that, in 

Hatzey, counsel received between 5.45 and 6.4 times their lodestar. Here, Counsel will receive 

around less than two times lodestar.  
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  Second, the monetary result in this case surpasses that in Hatzey from a recovery 

perspective. In Hatzey, class members stood to recover 75% of their “unpaid wages owed based on 

a three-year, rather than two year, limitations period.” Id. Here, Plaintiffs recovered between 144–

187% of wages for workers over a three year period (the range is based on whether any tolling would 

apply).  

  Counsel contends that this case warrants at least the same percentage-of-the-fund as 

Hatzey.   

4. Lodestar Cross-check 

  Although it is not required, some courts consider the requested percentage-of-the-fund fee 

in reference to the approximate lodestar in the case. Hatzey, at *4–5; see also Arledge v. Domino’s 

Pizza, Inc., No. 3:16-cv-386, 2018 WL 5023950, at *5 (S.D. Ohio Oct. 17, 2018) (noting that a 

lodestar cross-check is “unnecessary”). Because a lodestar crosscheck is not required, Counsel has 

provided descriptions of work done, hourly rates, and justification for those rates. See Attached 

Declarations of Counsel. Estimates of hours worked is appropriate when performing a lodestar 

cross-check. In re The Mills Corp. Sec. Litig., 265 F.R.D. 246, 264 (E.D. Va. 2009). If the Court 

prefers to conduct a more detailed analysis, however, Counsel can also provide line-by-line time 

entries from Counsels’ contemporaneous time records.  

   To apply the lodestar method, courts multiply reasonable hourly rates for counsel by the 

amount of hours reasonably expended in the litigation. Id. Counsel first addresses the hourly rates 

and then discuss the hours expended.  

4.1. Counsels’ Hourly Rates 
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  In this case, three law firms represented Plaintiffs. The firms’ timekeepers’ rates are 

described in each counsels’ declaration in support. Because Markovits, Stock & DeMarco/Biller & 

Kimble performed the vast majority of work on this case, their rates and hours are below: 

Timekeeper Years of 
Experience 

Rate Approximate 
Hours 

Andy Biller 13 $400 - $450 266 
Andrew Kimble 7 $325 - $385 591 
Philip Krzeski 3 $250 253 
Eric Kmetz1 4 $250 40.4 
Markovits, Stock, & DeMarco Support 
Staff 

Varies $125 219 

 
 With respect to the Markovits, Stock & DeMarco lawyers2 (Biller, Kimble, and Krzeski), 

the low end of their respective rates ($400, $325, and $250) have been approved in wage and hour 

class/collective actions as recently as October 17, 2018. Arledge, 2018 WL 5023950, at *5; see also 

Dillow v. Home Care Network, Inc., No. 1:16-cv-612, 2018 WL 4776977, at *7 (S.D. Ohio Oct. 3, 

2018). During the course of the litigation, Messrs. Biller and Kimble raised their hourly rates to 

more closely match market rates for their experience and expertise (October 2018 for Mr. Kimble 

and January 1, 2019 for Mr. Biller). The MSD/BK team is highly skilled in wage and hour litigation. 

Dillow, 2018 WL 4776977, at *7. The attorneys have a nationwide wage and hour practice. See 

Biller Dec., ¶¶22–23.  

 Morgan and Morgan is a nationwide trial advocacy law firm and, to Counsels’ knowledge, 

is the largest Plaintiff-only firm in the United States. See Frisch Dec. ¶4. Mr. Frisch and Mr. 

                                                           
1 Mr. Kmetz is no longer with the firm.  
2 As of January 1, 2019, Biller, Kimble, and Krzeski practice with Biller & Kimble, LLC, which is 
Of Counsel to Markovits, Stock & DeMarco, LLC. 
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Morgan have been awarded fees of no less than $450 per hour and as much as $750 per hour. Id. at 

¶13. Morgan and Morgan’s staff and counsel expended over 160 hours on this case. Id. at ¶14.  

Further supporting the above hourly rates, the Court can compare them to the rates that 

lawyers use in this jurisdiction. Courts in this district have used the Vienna Metro Matrix as a 

measure in complex cases. See, e.g., Burke v. Mattis, 315 F. Supp. 3d, 907, 913 (E.D. Va. 2018). The 

Vienna Metro Matrix provides the following hourly rates by years of experience for 2011 

(presumably, rates would be higher today): 

Years of 
Experience 

Paralegal 1-3 4-7 8-10 11-19 20+ 

Hourly 
Rate 

$130-350 $250-535 $350-600 $465-640 $520-770 $505-820 

 
See Burke v. Mattis, 315 F. Supp. 3d 907, 913 (E.D. Va. 2018) (finding the Vienna Metro Matrix was 

applicable in a retaliatory hostile work environment case based on gender discrimination). 

Counsels’ rates are at or lower than those in the Vienna Metro Matrix, further supporting finding 

Counsels’ rates are reasonable.  

4.2. Counsels’ Time 

  In this case, Counsel and support staff expended approximately more than 1,500 total hours 

for a total lodestar of more than $470,000. The chart below summarizes the time spent by 

timekeeper:3  

Timekeeper Rate Approximate 
Hours 

Lodestar 

Andy Biller4 $400 251 $100,600 

                                                           
3 Morgan and Morgan’s team, which includes both attorneys and support, spent at least 
approximately 160 hours on the case.  
4 Note that the time in this chart for the MSD attorneys (Biller, Kimble, Krzeski, and Kmetz) does 
not include the voluminous emails sent and received in this case, which would be generally billed 
at a minimum of .1 per email sent or read. Mr. Biller’s records show at least 1,780 emails received 
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Andy Biller $450 16 $7,200 
Andrew Kimble $325 330 $107,250 
Andrew Kimble $385 261 $100,485 
Philip Krzeski $250 253 $63,250 
Eric Kmetz $250 40 $10,000 
Josh Jewett $300 29 $8,700 
Markovits, Stock, & DeMarco Support Staff $125 219 $27,170 

 
This case required substantial attorney time and resources for a number of reasons, discussed 

below.  

  Generally speaking, Fair Labor Standards Act cases are inherently complex. See, e.g., 

Arledge v. Domino’s Pizza, Inc., No. 3:16-cv-386, 2018 WL 5023950, at *2 (S.D. Ohio Oct 17, 

2018). This case in particular involves numerous, factually distinct claims, covers four separate 

restaurants in three states, and includes approximately 2,722 total class members and 

approximately 370 opt-ins. Plaintiffs discuss the claims and complexities with those claims in 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for FLSA Settlement Approval and incorporates that motion herein.  

  To properly bring this lawsuit, Counsel spent a substantial amount of time throughout 

investigating the facts and researching the case’s legal theories, some of which involve novel issues 

of law. Counsel also drafted the case’s pleadings, the motion for conditional certification, 

responded to motions to dismiss, managed the notice and opt-in process, and prepared to majority 

of, though did not ultimately file a motion for summary judgment.  

  Discovery in this case presented a unique set of challenges.  

  First, as the Court knows, this case involved numerous conflicts over the scope and timing 

of discovery. See Docs. 89, 90, 96, 97, 99, 100, 101, 109, 110, and 111.  

                                                           
and at least 570 emails sent. This would add $94,000 to the lodestar for Mr. Biller alone. Mr. 
Kimble would likely have a similar amount of email time. Messrs. Krzeski and Kmetz would have 
a lesser amount.  
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  Second, after Plaintiffs began discovery, they found out that Defendants’ records were not 

of a typical sort. Usually, a restaurant operation of Defendants’ size will maintain all or nearly all 

payroll and tip-related records in electronic format, producible in spreadsheet form. In this case, 

however, the vast majority of Defendants’ records were in physical format, on paper, and, 

depending on the type of record, on non-standard sized paper (for example, lengthy receipt width 

printouts).  

  As a result of this situation, Defendants initially produced electronically-addressable Excel 

spreadsheets of some of the information Plaintiffs needed to prepare for trial. The spreadsheets, 

however, did not contain a substantial amount of the necessary information for Plaintiffs to prove 

their case. For this additional information, Defendants made voluminous records available in 

physical form, at Defendants’ counsel’s offices in Virginia. This information was contained in more 

than 100 bankers boxes. The boxes contained everything from normal sheets of paper to “packets” 

of non-standard sized documents bundled together by rubber bands. Additionally, Defendants 

made available various large-sized binders of financial information. Defendants’ recordkeeping 

required Plaintiffs’ Counsel to engage in a time-consuming and costly process of copying, scanning, 

and analyzing the documents and attempting to match physical records with Defendants’ 

spreadsheets and other physical records. As a result, Plaintiffs’ counsel was required to travel to 

Norfolk on several occasions to personally inspect and oversee copying all of these documents.5  

  The state of the records also required Counsel to spend additional time deposing 

individuals regarding what the records showed. Counsel also subpoenaed a third-party witness who 

                                                           
5 In order to accomplish this task quickly and efficiently, Plaintiffs’ counsel also retained three 
secretarial workers to assist with copies and organization.  
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was familiar with Defendants’ records and spreadsheets, so that the witness could explain what the 

records showed.  

  In all, Counsel conducted approximately 10 depositions of 12 people,6 reviewed thousands 

of pages of records, interviewed numerous witnesses, and conducted detailed analysis of 

Defendants’ numerous spreadsheets.  

  Third, Plaintiffs’ Counsel had to respond to Defendants’ voluminous discovery. 

Defendants initially served approximately 24,436 total requests on nearly 370 individual opt-ins. 

Defendants also indicated a desire to depose all of those individuals. See Doc. 197, Plaintiffs’ 

Motion for Protective Order. Plaintiffs successfully moved the Court to issue a protective order 

that limited discovery to a sampling. Still, the sampling the Court ordered was substantial. 

  The Court issued its protective order on November 15, 2018 (Doc. 222), but Defendants 

did not address how to conduct the sampling until November 29th. Defendants’ discovery deadline 

was December 18, 2018. Rather than cause any delay, Plaintiffs’ Counsel assigned a team of 

attorneys and support staff to promptly respond to Defendants’ requests and schedule 

approximately 35 depositions. This was a substantial undertaking, particularly because of the 

holiday season. Still, by the time the parties attended a mediation, Counsel were able to obtain 

discovery responses from all designated plaintiffs and had approximately 28 of 35 plaintiff 

depositions scheduled.  

  Of course, while Plaintiffs’ Counsel worked through the voluminous discovery in this case, 

other team members crafted a robust motion for summary judgment, the majority of which was 

completed by the time of mediation. In order to receive a decision in time for the January 29, 2019 

                                                           
6 Some of the depositions were under Fed. R. Civ. P. 30(b)(6) and involved more than one corporate 
designee for a single deposition.  
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trial date, Plaintiffs intended to file the motion a few days after the mediation, if the mediation was 

unsuccessful.  

  And, at the same time, Counsel prepared for a mediation regarding these complex issues. 

This involved analysis of detailed spreadsheets and constructing damages models that tried to 

account for legal and factual strengths and weaknesses in Plaintiffs’ claims.  

  Although there is no way for Plaintiffs to know for sure, Plaintiffs believe that their thorough 

investigation and preparation for summary judgment and trial helped achieve the significant, 

positive result for the 373 opt-ins in this case. If the Court grants Counsel’s request for fees and 

expenses, the plaintiffs will receive approximately 95.7% of their unpaid wages. This number 

assumes that a three year statute of limitations applied and was completely tolled on the day 

Plaintiffs filed their Complaint. If either did not go Plaintiffs’ way, then this settlement results in 

substantially more than 100% of the unpaid wages being paid, after fees and expenses.  

  In addition, Counsel will spend additional time wrapping up any other settlement matters, 

attending a hearing, if any, and answering questions from class members.  

4.3. The lodestar multiplier of (less than) 1.73 is reasonable.  

  Taking the above into consideration, Counsels lodestar is at least $470,000. The  proposed 

percentage-of-the-fund award of $814,934 is 1.73 times this lodestar, which does not account for 

all of Counsels’ time (for example, the substantial email work noted above or the work required to 

finalize the settlement and answer class member questions). 

  Courts in this district have “generally held that lodestar multipliers falling between 2 and 

4.5 demonstrate a reasonable attorneys’ fee.” In re The Mills Corp. Sec. Litig., 265 F.R.D. 246, 265 
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(E.D. Va. 2009). Under this measure, the lodestar multiplier, if considered at all, is reasonable. See 

also Hatzey, 2018 WL 5624300 *5 (approving a 5.45–6.4 multiplier).  

5. Additional Factors 

  In the Rule 23 class action context, some courts examine the following factors, derived from 

the Third Circuit: “(1) the results obtained for the Class; (2) objections by members of the Class 

to the settlement terms and/or fees requested by counsel; (3) the quality, skill, and efficiency of the 

attorneys involved; (4) the complexity and duration of the litigation; (5) the risk of nonpayment; 

(6) public policy; and (7) awards in similar cases.” In re The Mills Corp. Sec. Litig., 265 F.R.D. at 

261. Plaintiffs will briefly address those factors below.  

  Factors 1 (results), 3 (attorney quality), 4 (complexity and duration), and 7 (similar awards) 

are addressed above and in Plaintiffs’ Motion for Settlement Approval. Those factors support 

Plaintiffs’ proposed fee award.  

  Factor 2 (objections) is only partially relevant in the collective action context, which does 

not require the same objection procedure as Rule 23. Still, no named plaintiff has objected 

regarding the proposed fee award.  

  With respect to Factor 5 (risk of nonpayment), Counsel took on this case on an entirely 

contingent basis, and fronted the costs of litigation. This factor supports the proposed fee.  

  Factor 6 (public policy) also supports the fee. Public policy supports settling class and 

collective actions. Arledge, 2018 WL 5023950, at *2. Moreover, the FLSA’s policies goals are 

fulfilled when plaintiffs receive a substantial measure of their unpaid wages and damages, as is the 

case here.  
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  In sum, all factors support the requested fee in this case. The fee request essentially “checks 

all of the boxes”: as a percentage, it is in the normal range; as a lodestar multiplier, it is lower than 

the normal range, and no additional factor weighs against the fee.  

6. Expenses 

  Counsel also asks the Court to award their reasonable expenses in prosecuting this lawsuit. 

Counsel has attached an itemized list of all expenses incurred in the lawsuit. Those expenses total 

$60,847.57. The bulk of the expenses fall into several broad categories, summarized below: 

Expense Category Total 
Notice to the collective action class $11,391.06 
Travel and Lodging $19,255.13 
Depositions/Transcripts $17,121.65 
Copying/Scanning $10,561.95 

 
  These expenses were reasonable and necessary to prosecute this case. This case involved 

significant discovery and document concerns that required additional expenditures related to 

depositions and scanning/copying documents.  

  Similarly, the case’s complexity and size warranted out-of-town counsel to travel to Virginia 

to prosecute the case. The out-of-town firms involved, Biller & Kimble; Markovits, Stock & 

DeMarco; and Morgan and Morgan have nationwide practices and are experts in wage and hour 

litigation. Courts in this district have recognized that complex cases of a specialized nature can 

necessitate choosing attorneys from outside of the community. LaFleur v. Dollar Tree Stores, Inc., 

189 F. Supp. 3d 588, 596 (E.D. Va. 2016). Given that the lawsuit was fairly large, spanned three 

states, and involved complex issues of fact and law, Plaintiffs’ choice of the firms involved was 

reasonable. Moreover, as noted above, Counsel’s hourly rates are actually at or lower than those of 

local attorneys.  
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7. Conclusion 

  Counsel respectfully asks that the Court award them fees of $814,934 and a reimbursement 

of expenses in the amount of $60,847.57. 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

     /s/ Joshua L. Jewett 
     Andrew R. Biller (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Biller & Kimble, LLC 
     Of Counsel to Markovits, Stock & DeMarco, LLC 
     4200 Regent Street, Suite 200 
     Columbus, OH 43219 
     Telephone: (614) 604-8759 
     Facsimile: (614) 340-4620 
     abiller@billerkimble.com 

 
     Andrew P. Kimble (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Philip J. Krzeski (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Biller & Kimble, LLC 
     Of Counsel to Markovits, Stock & DeMarco, LLC 
     3825 Edwards Road, Suite 650 
     Cincinnati, OH 45209 
     Telephone: (513) 715-8711 
     Facsimile: (614) 340-4620 
     akimble@billerkimble.com 
     pkrzeski@billerkimble.com 
     www.billerkimble.com  

 
 
     Joshua L. Jewett (VSB 76884) 
     Counsel for Plaintiffs 

       Joshua L. Jewett 
       PIERCE / MCCOY 
       101 West Main Street, Suite 101 
       Norfolk, VA 23510 

     T: 757-216-0226 
      

     C. Ryan Morgan (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Morgan & Morgan, P.A. 
     20 N. Orange Ave., 14th Floor 
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     Orlando, FL 32802-4979 
     407-420-1414 (Phone) 
     407-245-3401 (Fax) 
     (rmorgan@forthepeople.com) 
 
     Andrew Frisch (admitted pro hac vice) 
     Morgan & Morgan, P.A. 
     600 N. Pine Island Rd., Ste. 400 
     Plantation, FL 33324-1311 
     954-318-0268 (Phone) 
     954-327-3013 (Fax) 

     (afrisch@forthepeople.com) 
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Certificate of Service 

 I hereby certify that I will electronically file the foregoing, which will then send a 

notification of such filing (NEF) to the following: 

Alan D. Albert 
Virginia State Bar No. 25142 
Attorney for Defendants 
O’Hagan Meyer 
780 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 400 
Virginia Beach, VA 23452 
aalbert@ohaganmeyer.com 
 
 

     
     /s/ Joshua L. Jewett________   
     Joshua L. Jewett (VSB 76884)  

     Counsel for Plaintiffs  
PIERCE / MCCOY, PLLC  
101 West Main Street, Suite 101  
Norfolk, VA 23510  
T: 757-216-0226  
F: 757-257-0387 
E: jjewett@piercemccoy.com 
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