
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

 

 

RONICA JOHNSON, on behalf of herself 

and others similarly situated, 

9009 BREEZEWOOD TERRACE, #203 

GREENBELT, MD 20770 

 

    Plaintiffs, 

 v. 

 

HEARTLAND DENTAL, LLC, 

1200 Network Centre Drive, Suite 2 

Effingham, IL 62401 

 

Serve Resident Agent: 

 

CSC-Lawyers Incorporating Service 

Company  

7 Saint Paul Street 

Suite 820 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

  

    Defendant 

 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION 

 

NO. _________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

CLASS/COLLECTIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 Plaintiff Ronica Johnson (“Plaintiff”) brings this lawsuit on behalf of herself and others 

similarly situated against Defendant Heartland Dental, LLC (“Defendants”), seeking all available 

relief under the Fair Labor Standards Act (“FLSA”), 29 U.S.C. §§ 201, et seq.  The following 

allegations are based on personal knowledge as to Plaintiff’s own conduct and are made on 

information and belief as to the acts of others. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 1. Subject matter jurisdiction is proper under 29 U.S.C. § 216(b) and 28 U.S.C. § 

1331 and § 1332. 

 2. Venue in this Court is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391. 
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PARTIES 

 3. Plaintiff is an individual residing in Greenbelt, Maryland (Prince George’s 

County).     

 4. Plaintiff was and is an employee covered by the FLSA. 

 5. Defendant is a corporate entity registered to do business in Maryland and 

headquartered in Effingham, Illinois (Effingham County).  

 6. Defendant is an employer covered by the FLSA. 

FACTS  

 7. According to its website, Defendant “is the largest dental support organization in 

the United States with more than 750 supported dental offices located in 33 states.”  

 8. One of the services Defendant provides to its affiliated dental offices is the 

staffing of employees to work at the office.  These employees were and are paid directly by 

Defendant. 

 9. One of these employee positions is that of “Office Manager.”  Defendant divided 

its Office Manager position into two classifications: “S Office Managers,” which was short for 

“Salaried Office Managers,” who were salaried employees; and “Office Managers” who were 

paid on an hourly basis.   

 10. To the best of Plaintiff’s knowledge, information, and belief for the applicable 

statutory time period, the job duties of all S Office Managers and Office Managers for Defendant 

were in all material aspects the same.   

 11. Plaintiff worked as an S Office Manager for Defendant from approximately June 

2014 until May 2016 and was assigned to a dental office located in Mitchellville, Maryland 

(Prince George’s County). 
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 12. Like other S Office Managers and Office Managers, Plaintiff’s job duties 

consisted primarily of performing routine office activities at the individual dental office, 

including scheduling appointments, answering phones, and closing and opening the office. 

 13. Like other S Office Managers and Office Managers, Plaintiff performed her job 

duties pursuant to standardized policies and protocols that were developed at Defendant’s 

corporate headquarters. 

 14. During the last three years, Defendant paid S Office Managers (including 

Plaintiff) a salary and classified them as “exempt” from the overtime premium pay requirements 

of the FLSA.   

 15. Defendant, however, paid Office Managers on an hourly basis and classified them 

as eligible for overtime premium pay under the FLSA.  This occurred despite S Office Managers 

and Office Managers performing the same job duties.  

 16. Like other S Office Managers, Plaintiff regularly worked over 40 hours in a week.  

In fact, Plaintiff was scheduled to work at least 45 hours each week.   

 17. Up until approximately March 2016, Defendant paid Plaintiff a salary and 

classified her as exempt from the overtime premium pay requirements of the FLSA. 

 18. Beginning in approximately March 2016, Defendant switched the way Plaintiff 

was paid and began paying her on an hourly basis, including paying her overtime premium 

compensation for hours worked over 40 in a week. 

 19. Upon information and belief, Defendant reclassified all of its S Office Managers 

in approximately March 2016 to hourly employees eligible for overtime premium compensation.  
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 20. In failing to pay Plaintiff and other S Office Managers any compensation, 

including overtime premium compensation, for hours worked over 40 in a week, Defendant has 

acted willfully and with reckless disregard of clearly applicable FLSA provisions. 

COLLECTIVE ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

 21. Plaintiff brings this lawsuit pursuant to 29 U.S.C. § 216(b) as a collective action 

on behalf of the following collective: 

All individuals who worked as salaried Office Managers for 

Defendant and were classified as exempt from the FLSA since June 

16, 2013. 

 

 22. Plaintiff desires to pursue her FLSA claims on behalf of any individuals who opt-

in to this action pursuant to 29 U.S.C. § 216(b). 

 23. Plaintiff and the above collective are “similarly situated,” as that term is defined 

in 29 U.S.C. § 216(b), because, inter alia, all proposed class members worked pursuant to 

Defendant’s previously described common business practices.  Resolution of this action requires 

inquiry into many common facts, including, inter alia, Defendant’s common compensation, 

timekeeping, and payroll practices. 

COUNT I 

(Alleging FLSA Violations)  

 24. All previous paragraphs are incorporated as though fully set forth herein. 

 25. Plaintiff and the collective are employees entitled to the FLSA’s protections. 

 26. Defendant is an employer covered by the FLSA. 

 27. The FLSA entitles employees to overtime compensation “not less than one and 

one-half times” their regular pay rate for all hours worked over 40 per week.  See 29 U.S.C. § 

207(a)(1).  

 28. Defendant violated the FLSA by failing to pay Plaintiff and the collective any 
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12)  Summons in a Civil Action

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
for the

__________ District of __________ 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff(s)

v. Civil Action No.

Defendant(s)

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

To: (Defendant’s name and address)

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received it) — or 60 days if you
are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ.
P. 12 (a)(2) or (3) — you must serve on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or plaintiff’s attorney,
whose name and address are:

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 
You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

CLERK OF COURT

Date:
Signature of Clerk or Deputy Clerk

District of Maryland

RONICA JOHNSON,
on behalf of herself and others similarly situated,

8:16-cv-2154

HEARTLAND DENTAL, LLC,

CSC-Lawyers Incorporating Service Company
7 Saint Paul Street
Suite 820
Baltimore, MD 21202

Brian J. Markovitz, Esq.
Joseph, Greenwald & Laake, P.A.
6404 Ivy Lane
Suite 400
Greenbelt, MD 20770

Case 8:16-cv-02154-PJM   Document 1-2   Filed 06/16/16   Page 1 of 2



AO 440 (Rev. 06/12)  Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No.

PROOF OF SERVICE

(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (l))

This summons for (name of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date) .

I personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) ; or

I left the summons at the individual’s residence or usual place of abode with (name)

, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual’s last known address; or

I served the summons on (name of individual) , who is

 designated by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ; or

I returned the summons unexecuted because ; or

Other (specify):

.

My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of $ .

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:
Server’s signature

Printed name and title

Server’s address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:

8:16-cv-2154

0.00
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