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EXHIBIT A



*SENT BY ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION AND CERTIFIED MAIL¥*

December 1, 2020

Attn: PAGA Administrator

Labor and Workforce Development Agency
Attn: PAGA Administrator
http://dir.tflaforms.net

Via Electronic Submission

RE:  Jason Vehawn | Eagle Eye Security

To whom it may concern:

Pursuant to the California Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004
(Lab. Code §§ 2698, e seq.), Jason Vehawn (hereafter “Vehawn”) provides
notice on behalf of himself and of all individuals currently and formerly
employed as non-exempt employees, including but not limited to residential
security agents, and similar positions, paid on an houtly and/or salary basis
(hereafter referred to as “Aggrieved Employees,”) by Eagle Eye Security
Solutions, Inc., a Clifornia corporation (hereafter referred to as “Eagle Eye
Security”) of violations of California Labor Code §§ 98.6, 201, 202, 203, 204,
221, 226, 510, 512, 1102.5, 1194, 1197, 1198, 2751, and 2802.

At all relevant times, FEagle Eye Security has employed persons, conducted
business in and engaged in illegal payroll practices and policies throughout
California. Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees are “employees” within the
meaning of Industrial Welfare Commission Order No. 4-2001 (hereafter “the
Wage Order”), paragraph 2.F, and “Aggrieved Employees” within the meaning
of California Labor Code § 2699(c).
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Statement of Facts

On or about October 17, 2018, Eagle Eye Security first employed Vehawn to
work in California as a non-exempt residential security agent. It employed him
continuously from that date until approximately September 11, 2020 when it
terminated his employment because he complained about Eagle Eye Security’s
violations of the California Labor Code, including its failure to provide him
with all timely meal and rest periods.

At all relevant times, Eagle Eye Security compensated Vehawn and the
Aggrieved Employees with a fixed salary on a semi-monthly basis.

At all relevant times, Eagle Eye Security failed to provide Vehawn and the
Aggrieved Employees with all timely rest and meal periods as provided under
California law. Eagle Eye Security often understaffed Vehawn and the
Aggrieved Employees’ job sites and as a result, Vehawn and the Aggrieved
Employees had no choice but to take late meal and/or rest periods or miss
them all together. Adherence to Eagle Eye Security’s policies resulted in short
or on-duty meal periods. Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees could leave
the premises to take a meal period. Nonetheless, if they left the premises using
company assigned vehicles, Fagle Eye Security required them to stay on-call.
Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees could also use their personal vehicles to
leave the premises during their meal periods. Eagle Eye Security, however,
required them to park their vehicles away from their job site and it took
approximately five to ten minutes for Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees to
retrieve their personal vehicles. This policy, therefore, resulted in short meal
periods of less than 30 minutes. Additionally, Eagle Eye Security required
Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees to keep their work cellphones on at all
times and to respond to their supervisors’ communications even during their
off-the-clock meal periods or rest breaks. Eagle Eye Security’s head of human
resources and payroll, Monica Avila, specifically instructed Vehawn that during
“Paid breaks you are on duty[.]” Eagle Eye Security failed to pay premium
wages for days on which it failed to provide Vehawn and the Aggrieved
Employees with rest and/or meal periods as provided by California Law.
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Eagle Eye Security also failed to compensate Vehawn and the Aggrieved
Employees for all hours worked at the correct rates of pay, including overtime
wages. At all relevant times, Eagle Eye Security required Vehawn and the
Aggrieved Employees to work off-the-clock without compensation. In addition
to the work they performed during their off-the-clock meal periods as
described above, Eagle Eye Security required Vehawn and other Aggrieved
Employees to check their schedules, communicate with management and
review memoranda and policies received from Eagle Eye Security management
off-the-clock and during their off days. Further, by compensating the
employees on a semi-monthly basis with the same amount of pay regardless of
the number of days worked during each pay period, Eagle Eye Security failed to
compensate Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked at the
correct rates of pay.

Eagle Eye Security often required Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees to use
their personal cellphones to communicate with their supervisors regarding
work related matters. Eagle Eye Security, however, failed to reimburse them for
all such expenses.

Further, Fagle Eye Security often wire transferred Vehawn and the other
agreed employees’” wages, including Vehawn’s final wages, which resulted in a
$15.00 fee deduction by his bank from his wages.

Finally, Eagle Eye Security provided Vehawn and the Aggrieved Employees
with inaccurate and insufficient wage statements. For example, Eagle Eye
Security either did not report total hours worked and rates of pay or reported
incorrect rates or hours on the wage statements it issues to Vehawn and the
Aggrieved Employees. By reporting the same number of hours for each pay
period, instead of the actual hours worked and reported by Vehawn and the
Aggrieved Employees, Eagle Eye Security violated the California Labor Code.

For the reasons herein, Vehawn alleges the following violations of the
California Labor Code and the Wage Order on behalf of himself and Aggrieved
Employees:
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d)

g

h)

Eagle Eye Security failed to provide Vehawn and other Aggrieved
Employees with all rest breaks and meal periods;

Eagle Eye Security failed to compensate Vehawn and other
Aggrieved Employees at one hour’s pay for each day in which
they were not provided the rest breaks required by law;

Eagle Eye Security failed to compensate Vehawn and other
Aggrieved Employees at one hout’s pay for each day in which
they were not provided the meal periods required by law;

Eagle Eye Security failed to compensate Vehawn and other
Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked at the correct rates of

pay;

Eagle Eye improperly deducted from Vehawn and other
Aggrieved Employees’ wages;

Eagle Eye Security failed to indemnify Vehawn and other
Aggrieved Employees for all business expenses;

Eagle Eye Security failed to provide Vehawn and other Aggrieved

Employees with accurate wage statements; and

Eagle Eye Security failed to timely pay Vehawn and other
Aggrieved Employees all earned and unpaid wages during their
employment at Fagle Eye Security and at the time such
employment ended.

Accordingly, Vehawn now seeks civil penalties on behalf of himself and other
Aggrieved Employees based on Eagle Eye Security’s alleged violations of the
California Labor Code and the Wage Order.

The Wage Order
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The Wage Order applies to “all persons employed in professional, technical,
clerical, mechanical, and similar occupations whether paid on a time, piece rate,
commission, or other basis[.]” § 1. “Professional, Technical, Clerical,
Mechanical, and Similar Occupations” includes “professional, semiprofessional,
managerial, supervisorial, laboratory, research, technical, clerical, office work,
and mechanical occupations”. § 2(0O). Said occupations include guards. Id. At all
relevant times during the applicable limitations period, Eagle Eye Security
employed Vehawn and the other Aggrieved Employees as security guards.
Accordingly, Vehawn and the other Aggrieved Employees are entitled to the
protections provided under the Wage Order.

Failure To Provide Rest Breaks And Meal Periods
(Lab. Code §§ 226.7, 512, and 1198)

In relevant part, California Labor Code § 1198 states:

The maximum hours of work and the standard conditions of labor fixed
by the commission shall be the maximum hours of work and the
standard conditions of labor for employees. The employment of any
employee for longer hours than those fixed by the order or under
conditions of labor prohibited by the order is unlawful.

In relevant part, California Labor Code § 512 states:

An employer may not employ an employee for a work period of
more than five hours per day without providing the employee
with a meal period of not less than 30 minutes, except that if the
total work period per day of the employee is no more than six
hours, the meal period may be waived by mutual consent of both
the employer and employee.

An employer may not employ an employee for a work period of
more than 10 hours per day without providing the employee with
a second meal period of not less than 30 minutes, except that if
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the total hours worked is no more than 12 hours, the second meal
period may be waived by mutual consent of the employer and the
employee only if the first meal period was no waived.

In relevant part, Section 11 of the Wage Order states:

Meal Periods:

(A) No employer shall employ any person for a work
period of more than five (5) hours without a meal period of
not less than 30 minutes, except that when a work period
of not more than six (6) hours will complete the day’s work
the meal period may be waived by mutual consent of the
employer and the employee...

(B) If an employer fails to provide an employee a meal
period in accordance with the applicable provisions of this
order, the employer shall pay the employee one (1) hour of
pay at the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each
workday that the meal period is not provided.

In relevant part, Section 12 of the Wage Order states:

Rest Periods:

(A)

Every employer shall authorize and permit all employees to
take rest periods, which insofar as practicable shall be in the
middle of each work period. The authorized rest period
time shall be based on the total hours worked daily at the
rate often (10) minutes net rest time per four (4) hours or
major fraction thereof. However, a rest period need not be
authorized for employees whose total daily work time is
less than three and one-half (3 1/2) hours. Authorized rest
period time shall be counted as hours worked for which
there shall be no deduction from wages.
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B)

If an employer fails to provide an employee a rest period in
accordance with the applicable provisions of this Order,
the employer shall pay the employee one (1) hour of pay at
the employee’s regular rate of compensation for each work
day that the rest period is not provided.

California Labor Code § 226.7 states:

(b)

©

Regarding timing of the rest breaks, “in the context of an eight-hour shift, ‘[a]s
a general matter,” one rest break should fall on either side of the meal break.”

An employer shall not require an employee to work during
a meal or rest or recovery period mandated pursuant to an
applicable statute, or applicable regulation, standard, or
order of the Industrial Welfare Commission, the
Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board, or the
Division of Occupational Safety and Health.

If an employer fails to provide an employee a meal or rest
or recovery period in accordance with a state law,
including, but not limited to, an applicable statute or
applicable regulation, standard, or order of the Industrial
Welfare Commission, the Occupational Safety and Health
Standards Board, or the Division of Occupational Safety
and Health, the employer shall pay the employee one
additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of
compensation for each workday that the meal or rest or
recovery period is not provided.

Brinker Restanrant Corp. v. Sup. Ct. (2012) 53 Cal.4th 1004, 1031-1032.

Eagle Eye Security intentionally and impropetly failed to provide all timely rest
breaks and/or meal periods to Vehawn and other Aggrieved Employees as
required by law. In failing to do so, Eagle Eye Security violated the provisions

of California Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512, and 1198.
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Accordingly, Vehawn seeks civil penalties on behalf of himself and other
Aggrieved Employees as follows:

1.

$100 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial violation of
California Labor Code § 226.7, and $200 for each Aggrieved
Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period (penalties
set by California Labor Code § 2699(f)(2));

$50 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial violation of
California Labor Code § 512, and $100 for each Aggrieved
Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period (penalties
set by California Labor Code § 558); and

$100 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial violation of
California Labor Code § 1198, and $200 for each Aggrieved
Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period (penalties
set by California Labor Code § 2699(f)(2)).

Failure To Pay All Wages Earned For All Hours Worked At The Correct

Rates of Pay
(Lab. Code §§ 510, 1194, 1197, and 1198)

Under Labor Code § 1197, “The minimum wage for employees fixed by the
[Industrial Welfare] commission is the minimum wage to be paid to employees,
and the payment of a less wage than the minimum so fixed is unlawful.”

Section 4 of Wage Order states,

“Every employer shall pay to each employee, on the established payday
tfor the period involved, not less than the applicable minimum wage for
all hours worked in the payroll period, whether the remuneration is
measured by time, piece, commission, or otherwise.”

In relevant part, Section 2 of the Wage Order states,
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“Hours worked” means the time during which an employee is
subject to the control of an employer, and includes all the time the
employee is suffered or permitted to work, whether or not
required to do so.

In relevant part, California Labor Code § 1194 states,

(a) Notwithstanding any agreement to work for a lesser wage, any
employee receiving less than the legal minimum wage or the legal
overtime compensation applicable to the employee is entitled to
recover in a civil action the unpaid balance of the full amount of
this minimum wage or overtime compensation, including interest
thereon, reasonable attorney’s fees, and costs of suit.

Labor Code § 1198 makes it unlawful for an employer to employ an employee
under conditions that violate the Wage Order.

In relevant part, Section 3 of the Wage Order states,

(A) Daily Overtime - General Provisions

(1) The following overtime provisions are applicable to
employees 18 years of age or over and to employees 16 or
17 years of age who are not required by law to attend
school and are not otherwise prohibited by law from
engaging in the subject work. Such employees shall not be
employed more than eight (8) hours in any workday or
more than 40 hours in any workweek unless the employee
receives one and one-half (1 '2) times such employee’s
regular rate of pay for all hours worked over 40 hours in
the workweek. Eight (8) hours of labor constitutes a day’s
work. Employment beyond eight (8) hours in any workday
or more than six (6) days in any workweek is permissible
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provided the employee is compensated for such overtime
at not less than:

(a) One and one-half (1 '2) times the employee’s regular
rate of pay for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours
up to and including 12 hours in any workday, and for the
first eight (8) hours worked on the seventh (7™) consecutive
day of work in a workweek.

In relevant part, California Labor Code § 510 states,

Any work in excess of eight hours in one workday and any work in
excess of 40 hours in any one workweek and the first eight hours
worked on the seventh day of work in any one workweek shall be
compensated at the rate of no less than one and one-half times the
regular rate of pay for an employee. Any work in excess of 12 hours in
one day shall be compensated at the rate of no less than twice the
regular rate of pay for an employee. In addition, any work in excess of
eight hours on any seventh day of a workweek shall be compensated at
the rate of no less than twice the regular rate of pay of an employee.

At all relevant times during the applicable limitations period, Eagle Eye
Security failed to compensate Vehawn and other Aggrieved Employees for all
hours worked, including, but not limited to overtime wages for all overtime
hours they worked at the correct rates of pay.

Accordingly, Vehawn seeks civil penalties on behalf of himself and other
Aggrieved Employees as follows:

1. $50 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial violation of
California Labor Code § 510, and $100 for each Aggrieved
Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period (penalties
set by California Labor Code § 558);

2. $100 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial violation of
California Labor Code § 1198, and $200 for each Aggrieved
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Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period (penalties
set by California Labor Code § 2699(f)(2));

$100 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial violation of
California Labor Code § 1194, and $200 for each Aggrieved
Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period (penalties
set by California Labor Code § 2699(f)(2)); and

$100 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial and intentional
violation of California Labor Code § 1197, and $250 for each
Aggrieved Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay
period (regardless of whether the initial violations were
intentionally committed) (penalties set by California Labor Code §
1197.1).

Failure to Reimburse for Expenses
(Lab. Code §§ 2802)

In pertinent part, California Labor Code § 2802(a) states, “An employer shall
indemnity his or her employee[s] for all necessary expenditures incurred by the
employee in direct consequence of the discharge of his or her duties.”

As describe above, during the applicable limitations period, Eagle Eye Security
required Vehawn and other Aggrieved Employees to incur certain business
expenses which it failed to indemnify them for both during and after their
employment ended. Accordingly, Vehawn seeks civil penalties on behalf of
himself and other Aggrieved Employees as follows: $100 for each Aggrieved
Employee for each initial violation of California Labor Code § 2802, and $200
tor each Aggrieved Employee for each subsequent violation, per pay period
(penalties set by California Labor Code § 2699(f)(2)).

Failure To Provide Accurate Wage Statements
(Lab. Code § 226)
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California Labor Code § 226 require employers to furnish employees with
accurate itemized written wage statements showing:

1) gross wages earned,

2) total hours worked by the employee, except for any employee
whose compensation is solely based on a salary and who is
exempt from payment of overtime under subdivision (a) of
Section 515 or any applicable order of the Industrial Welfare

Commission,

3) the number of piece rate units earned and any applicable piece
rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis,

4) all deductions, provided that all deductions made on written
orders of the employee may be aggregated and shown as one item,

5) net wages earned,

0) the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is paid,

7) the name of the employee and his or her social security number,

except that by January 1, 2008, only the last four digits of his or
her social security number or an employee identification number
other than a social security number may be shown on the itemized
statement,

8) the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer, and

9) all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the
corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the
employee.

At relevant times during the applicable limitations period, Eagle Eye Security
violated California Labor Code § 226, in that it failed to propetly and accurately
itemize each Aggrieved Employee’s gross wages earned, net wages earned, the
total hours worked, the corresponding number of hours worked at each rate by
the Aggrieved Employee and other requirements of California Labor Code §
226.

Accordingly, Vehawn seeks civil penalties on behalf of himself and Aggrieved
Employees as follows: $250 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial
violation of California Labor Code § 226(a), and $1,000 for each Aggrieved
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Employee for each subsequent violation (penalties set by California Labor
Code § 226.3).

Failure to Timely Pay Wages
(Lab. Code § 204)

California Labor Code § 204 states all wages (other than those mentioned in
Labor Code sections 201-202) earned by any person in any employment are
due and payable twice during each calendar month, on days designated in
advance by the employer as the regular paydays. Labor performed between the
Ist and 15th days, inclusive, of any calendar month shall be paid for between
the 16th and the 26th day of the month during which the labor was performed,
and labor performed between the 16th and the last day, inclusive, of any
calendar month, shall be paid for between the 1st and 10th day of the following
month. In addition, all wages for work performed in excess of the normal work
period must be paid by no later than the following regular payday.

Because of Eagle Eye Security’s failures to pay Vehawn and the Aggrieved
Employees within the time periods set by California Labor Code § 204, Eagle
Eye Security failed to timely pay all wages due during employment.

Accordingly, Vehawn seeks civil penalties on behalf of himself and Aggrieved
Employees as follows: $100 for each Aggrieved Employee for each initial
violation of California Labor Code § 204, and $200 for each Aggrieved
Employee, plus 25% of the amount unlawfully withheld from each Aggrieved
Employee, for each subsequent violations (penalties set by Labor Code § 210).

Failures to Timely Pay Wages Upon Termination
(Lab. Code §§ 201-203)

Under Labor Code § 201, if an employer discharges an employee, the wages
earned and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable immediately.
Under § 202, if an employee not having a written contract for a definite period
quits his or her employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable
not later than 72 hours thereafter, unless the employee has given 72 hours
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previous notice of his or her intention to quit, in which case the employee is
entitled to his or her wages at the time of quitting. Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, an employee who quits without providing a 72-hour notice
shall be entitled to receive payment by mail if he or she so requests and
designates a mailing address. Id. The date of the mailing shall constitute the
date of payment for purposes of the requirement to provide payment within 72
hours of the notice of quitting. Id.

Under Labor Code § 203, if an employer willfully fails to pay, without
abatement or reduction, in accordance §{§ 201 and 202, any wages of an
employee who is discharged or who quits, the wages of the employee shall
continue as a penalty from the due date thereof at the same rate until paid or
until an action therefor is commenced; but the wages shall not continue for
more than 30 days.

By failing to pay wages to Vehawn and other Aggrieved Employees as set forth
above, FEagle Eye Security is liable for violations of Labor Code {§ 201, 202,
and 203. Accordingly, on behalf of himself and other Aggrieved Employees,
Vehawn seeks civil penalties from Eagle Eye Security as follows:

1. For violations of Labor Code § 201, $100 per Aggrieved
Employee for each of the pay periods in which initial violations of
§ 201 occurred, and $200 per Aggrieved Employee per pay period
in which subsequent violations of § 201 occurred (penalties set by

Labor Code § 2699(f)(2));

2. For violations of Labor Code § 202, $100 per Aggrieved
Employee for each of the pay periods in which initial violations of
§ 202 occurred, and $200 per Aggrieved Employee per pay period
in which subsequent violations of § 202 occurred (penalties set by
Labor Code § 2699(f)(2)); and

3. For violations of Labor Code § 203, $100 per Aggrieved
Employee for each of the pay periods in which initial violations of
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§ 203 occurred, and $200 per Aggrieved Employee per pay period
in which subsequent violations of § 203 occurred (penalties set by
Labor Code § 2699(f)(2)).

Unlawful Wage Deductions
(Lab. Code § 221)

In relevant part, California Labor Code § 221 states:

It shall be unlawful for any employer to collect or receive from an
employee any part of wages theretofore paid by said employer to said
employee.

Eagle Eye Security often wire transferred Vehawn and the other Aggrieved
Employees’ wages, including Vehawn’s final wages. These wire transfers
resulted in a $15.00 fee deduction from Vehawn and the other Aggrieved
Employees wages.

Accordingly, Vehawn seeks civil penalties on behalf of herself and the other
agerieved employees as follows: $100 for each aggrieved employee for each
initial violation of California Labor Code § 221 (if found to be neither willful
nor intentional) and $200 for each aggrieved employee, plus 25% of the
amount unlawfully withheld, for each initial violation of California Labor Code
§ 221 (if found to be either willful or intentional) and for each subsequent
violation of California Labor Code § 221 (regardless of whether they are found
to be either willful or intentional) (penalties set by California Labor Code
§ 225.5).

Retaliation
(Lab. Code § 98.6)

A person shall not discharge an employee because the employee has filed a
bona fide complaint or claim relating to his or her rights that are under the
jurisdiction of the Labor Commissioner or made a written or oral complaint
that he or she is owed unpaid wages. Cal.Lab.Code § 98.6(a).
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Vehawn complained about Fagle Eye Security’s failure to comply with
California Labor Code including its failure provide Vehawn and the Aggrieved
Employees with timely meal and rest periods. Eagle Eye Security terminated
Vehawn for objecting to conduct that violated the California Labor Code. This
1s a clear violation of California LLabor Code § 98.6(a).

Vehawn seeks civil penalties under California Labor Code § 98.6(b)(3) in an
amount not to exceed $10,000 for each violation by Eagle Eye Security of

California Labor Code § 98.6(a), as well as attorney’s fees and costs under
Labor Code § 2699(g).

Retaliation
(Lab. Code § 1102.5)

An employer, or any person acting on behalf of the employer, shall not retaliate
against an employee for disclosing information, or because the employer
believes that the employee disclosed or may disclose information, to a
government or law enforcement agency, to a person with authority over the
employee or another employee who has the authority to investigate, discover,
or correct the violation or noncompliance, or for providing information to, or
testifying before, any public body conducting an investigation, hearing, or
inquiry, if the employee has reasonable cause to believe that the information
discloses a violation of state or federal statute, or a violation of or
noncompliance with a local, state, or federal rule or regulation, regardless of
whether disclosing the information is part of the employee’s job duties.
Cal.Lab.Code § 1102.5(b).

Further, an employer, or any person acting on behalf of the employer, shall not
retaliate against an employee for refusing to participate in an activity that would
result in a violation of state or federal statute, or a violation of or
noncompliance with a local, state, or federal rule or regulation. Cal.Lab.Code §
1102.5(c).
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Eagle Eye Security terminated Vehawn for objecting to conduct that violated
the California Labor Code. This is a clear violation of California Labor Code §
§ 1102.5(b) and 1102.5(c).

Vehawn seeks civil penalties under California Labor Code § 1102.5(f) in an
amount not to exceed $10,000 for each violation by Eagle Eye Security of
California Labor Code §§ 1102.5(b) and 1102.5(c), as well as attorney’s fees and
costs under Labor Code § 2699(g).

Conclusion

As noted above, this letter constitutes the required notice under the California
Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004. Please be advised that I
will seek both reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs under Labor Code § 2699,
subdivision (g)(1) in a civil action should the LWDA decline to pursue this
matter. This letter also serves as a formal notice under the catalyst theory and
Code of Civil Procedure section 1021.5 to resolve this matter before litigation.

Sincerely,

David Spivak, Esq.

david@spivaklaw.com

cc:  Walter Haines, Esq.
Jason Vehawn

Eagle Eye Security Solustions, Inc.
c/o Megan C. Winter, Esq.

Fisher & Phillips LLP

4747 Executive Drive

Suite 1000

San Diego, CA 92121
mwinter@fisherphillips.com

Doc ID: 290e4a4052e8d500432e3f5d607f003¢c3454dd1c
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PROOF OF SERVICE

State of California,
County of Los Angeles

1. I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in the County
of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18 years, and not a
party to the within action. My business address is 16530 Ventura Blvd., Suite
203, Encino, California 91436.

2. I am familiar with the practice of The Spivak Law Firm, for
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United
States Postal Service. It is the practice that correspondence is deposited
with the United States Postal Service the same day it is submitted for
mailing.

On Thursday, September 09, 2021, I caused to have electronically served
the following document described as PLAINTIFF JASON VEHAWN’S SECOND AMENDED
COMPLAINT on interested parties with the email listed below:

Megan Winter, Esq.

Kathryn M. Evans, Esq

Fisher Phillips, LLP

4747 Executive Drive, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA 92121
mwinter@fisherphillips.com
kmevans@fisherphillips.com
gnuttall@fisherphillips.com
afunkhouser@fisherphillips.com

XXXX (BY EMAIL) I caused the documents to be sent to the persons at the
electronic service addresses listed above from my electronic service
address elizabeth@spivaklaw.com.

EXECUTED on Thursday, September 09, 2021, at Los Angeles, California.

XXXX (State) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State
of California that the above is true and correct.

(Federal) I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the
bar of this court at whose direction the service was made.

Elizabeth Contreras
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