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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ST. CHARLES COUNTY 
STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
NATHANIEL HALE,    ) 
      ) Cause No:   
 Plaintiff,    ) 
      ) JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
vs.      ) 
      ) 
CRESCENT MOBILE POWER WASH,  ) 
INC.      ) 

) 
Serve at:      ) 
David Frawley, Registered Agent  ) 
419 Hwy DD     ) 
Defiance, MO 63341    ) 

) 
and       ) 

) 
DAVID F. FRAWLEY.    ) 
      ) 
Serve at:              ) 
419 Hwy DD     ) 
Defiance, MO 63341    ) 

)  
 Defendants.    ) 

 
PETITION FOR VIOLATION OF THE MISSOURI MINIMUM WAGE LAW AND 

MISSOURI COMMON LAW 

 
 Plaintiff Nathaniel Hale (“Plaintiff”) brings this claim under the Missouri Minimum Wage 

Law (“MMWL”), Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.500, Failure to Pay Wages in Violation of Mo. Rev. Stat. 

290.110, and Missouri common law. In support of his Petition, Plaintiff states: 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

1. Plaintiff is a citizen of the State of Iowa and currently resides in Saint Charles, 

MO.  

2. Defendant Crescent Mobile Power Wash Inc. (“Crescent Mobile”) is a Missouri 

business whose principal office is at 3164 Elm Point Industrial Drive, St. Charles, MO 63301.  
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3. Defendant David F. Frawley (“Frawley”) owns Crescent Mobile and conducts 

Crescent Mobile business in St. Charles County. 

4. At all times relevant to the allegations in this Petition, Plaintiff was an employee 

within the meaning of Mo. Rev. Stat. §§ 290.500(3), 287.020. 

5. At all times relevant to the allegations in this Petition, Defendants were employers 

within the meaning of Mo. Rev. Stat. §§ 290.500(4), 287.030. 

6. Venue in this Court is proper because the allegations that give rise to this Petition 

occurred in St. Charles County, Missouri.  

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

7. Defendants own and operate full-service pressure washing services for commercial 

and environmentally conscious cleanings in the St. Louis area, including in St. Charles, Missouri. 

8. Plaintiff worked as a mobile tech for Defendants from January 22, 2024, through 

December 31, 2024. 

9. Defendant Frawley supervised Plaintiff. 

10. Plaintiff worked seven days per week for at least 15 hours per day for most of his 

employment with Defendants.  

11. When Plaintiff began working for Defendants, Frawley and Plaintiff agreed that 

Plaintiff would work in exchange for $22 per hour, a $1500 loan, and a vehicle if Plaintiff worked 

for a year. 

12. Plaintiff paid off the loan by approximately April 2024.  

13. Frawley bought Plaintiff a used 2023 Dodge Caravan. 

14. Defendants paid Plaintiff at a rate of $22.00 per hour.  

E
lectronically F

iled - S
t C

harles C
ircuit D

iv - D
ecem

ber 17, 2025 - 06:39 P
M



3 
 

15. Defendants only paid Plaintiff for 40 hours each week, regardless of how many 

hours he worked. 

16. Plaintiff worked well over 40 hours a week every week during his employment. 

17. Defendants were aware of the hours Plaintiff worked, as Frawley assigned Plaintiff 

these hours and workloads.   

18. Yet, Defendants never paid Plaintiff overtime compensation at a rate of one and 

one-half times his hourly rate for any hours he worked over 40 in a workweek. 

19. Plaintiff was a non-exempt employee.  

20. Plaintiff was not responsible for hiring, firing, or determining the salaries of his co-

workers.  

21. No one reported to Plaintiff, and Plaintiff did not direct the work of Defendants’ 

employees. 

22. Defendants did not maintain any method of tracking their employees’ work hours.  

23. Defendants also failed to issue pay stubs to the Plaintiff.  

24. Plaintiff repeatedly asked Defendants about overtime pay, but they refused to 

compensate him for his overtime hours.  

25. On December 31, 2024, Frawley informed Plaintiff that Defendants terminated 

Plaintiff’s employment. 

26. Frawley then repossessed the van.  

27. On January 3, 2025, Plaintiff made a written demand to Defendants for payment of 

the last paycheck. 

28. Despite previously paying through direct deposit, Defendants did not deposit the 

payment within seven (7) days. 
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29. On February 7, 2025, Defendants sent a check made out to the wrong name, 

Nathaniel Hall and containing many unlawful deductions 

30. After Defendants terminated Plaintiff from his employment, he requested in writing 

a Missouri Service Letter, by letter dated January 23, 2025, and delivered on February 21, 2025, 

with specific reference to the Missouri Service Letter Statute, Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.140.  

31. Defendants failed to respond to Plaintiff’s request for a Missouri Service Letter, as 

required by the Missouri Service Letter Statute, Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.140.  

32. On February 12, Plaintiff, by and through his attorney, informed Defendant that the 

last paycheck did not have the correct name and requested the correct name and amount. 

33. Defendant failed to pay the correct amount within seven days of Plaintiff’s request.  

34. On or about March 25, 2025, Plaintiff again requested in writing a Missouri Service 

Letter, by letter dated March 26, 2025, with specific reference to the Missouri Service Letter 

Statute, Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.140.  

35. Defendants again failed to respond to Plaintiff’s request for a Missouri Service 

Letter, as required by the Missouri Service Letter Statute, Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.140.  

COUNT I: VIOLATION OF THE MISSOURI MINIMUM WAGE LAW  
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

 
36. Plaintiff hereby incorporates all previous paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

37. At all relevant times, Plaintiff was an employee entitled to the rights, protections, 

and benefits provided under the MMWL, Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.500. 

38. At all relevant times, Defendants were employers within the meaning of the 

MMWL. 

39. Pursuant to the MMWL, employees are entitled to be paid at least minimum wage 

for all hours worked in each workweek and also to be compensated at a rate of not less than one 
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and one-half (1½) times the regular rate at which such employees are employed for all work 

performed in excess of forty (40) hours in a workweek. 

40. Defendants, pursuant to policy and practices, violated the MMWL by refusing to 

pay Plaintiff the overtime wages to which he is legally entitled. 

41. Defendants willfully disregarded the law when they failed to pay Plaintiff the 

overtime wages to which he is legally entitled. 

42. Pursuant to Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.527, Plaintiff seeks damages equal to all unpaid 

wages due within three (3) years preceding the filing of this Petition plus periods of equitable 

tolling, liquidated damages, costs, and reasonable attorneys’ fees. The Plaintiff also seeks an award 

of pre- and post-judgment interest at the applicable legal rate. 

COUNT II: QUANTUM MERUIT 
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

 
43. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, all preceding 

paragraphs of this Petition. 

44. Plaintiff performed work for which Defendants received a benefit without receiving 

full compensation. 

45. Defendants appreciated the fact of the benefit conferred upon it by Plaintiff. 

46. The acceptance and retention of said benefit by Defendants is inequitable in light 

of the fact that Plaintiff was uncompensated and under-compensated for the benefits conferred 

upon Defendants, as more fully described above. 

47. The payment requested by Plaintiff for the benefits produced by him is based on 

customary and reasonable rates for such services or like services at the time and in the locality 

where the services were rendered. 
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48. Plaintiff seeks damages equal to all unpaid wages due within the five (5) years 

preceding the filing of this Petition plus periods of equitable tolling. The Plaintiff also seeks pre- 

and post-judgment interest award at the applicable legal rate. 

COUNT III: UNJUST ENRICHMENT 
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

 
49. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, all preceding 

paragraphs of this Petition. 

50. Plaintiff performed work for which Defendants received a benefit without receiving 

full compensation. 

51. Defendants appreciated the fact of the benefit conferred upon it by Plaintiff. 

52. The acceptance and retention of said benefit by Defendants resulted in unjust 

enrichment in light of the fact that Plaintiff was uncompensated and under-compensated for the 

benefits conferred upon Defendants, as more fully described above. 

53. Plaintiff seeks damages equal to all unpaid wages due within the five (5) years 

preceding the filing of this Petition plus periods of equitable tolling. The Plaintiff also seeks pre- 

and post-judgment interest award at the applicable legal rate. 

COUNT IV: WRONGFUL TERMINATION IN VIOLATION OF THE 
WHISTLEBLOWER’S PROTECTION ACT 

AGAINST CRESCENT MOBILE  
 

54. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, all preceding 

paragraphs of this Petition. 

55. Plaintiff entered into the performance of his duties on January 22, 2024, and duly 

performed all the terms and conditions of his duties until December 31, 2024, when Defendants 

wrongfully discharged Plaintiff. 
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56. Plaintiff was ready, willing, and able to continue in his position and perform all the 

terms and conditions of that position. 

57. At all times relevant to the allegations in this Petition, Plaintiff is a protected person 

as defined by Mo. Rev. Stat. § 285.575 2(4). 

58. At all times relevant to the allegations in this Petition, Defendant Crescent Mobile 

is an employer as defined by Mo. Rev. Stat. § 285.575 2(2).  

59. The conduct described in Paragraphs 10-25 are violations of the Missouri Minimum 

Wage Law, Mo. Rev. Stat. § 290.500. 

60. Defendant Crescent Mobile’s policy and practice was to refuse to pay employees 

all their owed wages and overtime pay.  

61. Defendant Crescent Mobile fired Plaintiff for complaining about unpaid wages and 

unpaid overtime pay. 

62. Pursuant to Mo. Rev. Stat. § 285.575 2(7), Plaintiff seeks an award of back pay 

doubled as liquated damages due to Defendant Crescent Mobile’s evil motive and reckless 

conduct.  

COUNT V: BREACH OF CONTRACT 

63. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, all preceding 

paragraphs of this Petition. 

64. A valid and enforceable contract existed between Plaintiff and Defendants. 

65. The contract specified the terms of employment or service, including the 

compensation rate and the agreement duration. 

66. Plaintiff performed his obligations under the contract. 
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67. Plaintiff was ready, willing, and able to continue performing under the contract 

until its expiration date. 

68. Defendants breached the contract by failing to pay the agreed-upon rate to Plaintiff. 

69. Defendants further breached the contract by terminating it before its expiration 

date. 

70. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ breach, Plaintiff has suffered 

damages, including but not limited to: 

a. Unpaid wages at the agreed-upon rate; 

b. Loss of the car; and 

c. Other consequential damages resulting from the breach. 

71. Plaintiff's damages are a direct result of Defendants’ breach of contract. 

COUNT VII - FAILURE TO PAY WAGES IN VIOLATION OF § 290.110. 

72. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, all preceding 

paragraphs of this Petition. 

73. An employer-employee relationship existed between Plaintiff and Defendant. 

74. Defendants employed Plaintiff, who performed work as required by their 

employment agreement. 

75. Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff's last paycheck for work performed. 

76. Plaintiff made a written demand to Defendants for payment of the last paycheck. 

77. Defendants failed to pay the demanded wages within seven days of Plaintiff's 

written request. 

78. Due to Defendants’ failure to pay, Plaintiff has suffered damages including the loss 

of earned wages and potential penalty wages as provided by Missouri law. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays this Court to enter judgment in his favor and against Defendants 

and thereafter: 

a. Declare the conduct engaged in by Defendants to violate Plaintiff’s rights; 

b. Award Plaintiff all such damages that are available under the applicable laws 

as are fair and reasonable, including compensatory damages, back pay, unpaid 

wages, liquidated damages, costs, and reasonable attorneys’ fees. The Plaintiff 

also seeks pre- and post-judgment interest award at the applicable legal rate. 

c. Grant such other relief as it may deem just and proper. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiff demands trial by jury on all issues triable by a jury in the complaint. 

Dated: December 17, 2025 

Respectfully submitted,  
  
/s/ Michelle K. Faron  
Sarah Jane Hunt #63899   
Nicole A. Matlock, 66894   
Michelle Faron, 68058  
Kennedy Hunt, P.C.  
4500 West Pine Blvd. St. Louis, MO, 63108  
314-872-9041 telephone  
314-872-9043 fax  
sarahjane@kennedyhuntlaw.com  
nmatlock@kennedyhuntlaw.com  
michelle@kennedyhuntlaw.com   
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