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Sarkis Sirmabekian [SBN 278588] 
SIRMABEKIAN LAW FIRM, PC 
3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1710 
Los Angeles, California 90010 
Telephone: (818) 473-5003 
Facsimile:  (818) 476-5619 
Email: contact@slawla.com 
 
Attorney for Plaintiff and the Proposed Class 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 

 

FRANZ CHAVEZ HIDALGO, an 
individual; on behalf of himself and all 
others similarly situated; 
 

          Plaintiff, 

 

 v. 

 

OROZCO'S AUTO SERVICE, INC., a 

California Corporation; SERVANDO 

OROZCO, an individual; CINDY 

OROZCO, an individual; and DOES 1 to 

100, inclusive; 

 

                     Defendants. 
 

Case No.: 22STCV21211 
 
[Honorable Stuart M. Rice; Department 1] 
 
DECLARATION OF SARKIS SIRMABEKIAN, 

ESQ. IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S 

MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS 

ACTION SETTLEMENT  
 
Hearing: 
Date: January 22, 2024     
Time: 10:30 a.m.    
Dept.: 1 
 
 
Complaint Filed: June 29, 2022 
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I, SARKIS SIRMABEKIAN, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice law before the California State Courts 

and the Central District of California. I am the counsel for Plaintiff Franz Chavez Hidalgo on 

behalf of himself and all others similarly situated (“Plaintiff” and/or “Class Representatives”) in 

the above-captioned matter. 

2. I have been involved with this litigation since its inception and have personal knowledge 

of all the matters set forth herein, and if called upon, I could and would testify to the following: 

3. All of the factual representations made in the accompanying Plaintiff’s Motion for Final 

Approval of Class Action Settlement (“Motion”) are true to the best of my knowledge, and I am 

providing this declaration in support thereof.   

4. Sirmabekian Law Firm, P.C., prosecuted this class action lawsuit.  In doing so, Class 

Counsel drafted the complaint and filed this class action lawsuit. I, as Class Counsel was 

intimately involved in prosecuting this matter and provisionally reaching the settlement with 

Defendant Orozco’s Auto Service, Inc. and Servando Orozco and Cindy Orozco (“Defendant”).  

A true and correct copy of said settlement (“Settlement Agreement” or “Settlement”) is attached 

hereto as “Exhibit 1”.  

5. On June 29, 2022, Plaintiff filed a class action complaint against Defendants in the 

Superior Court of the State of California, County of Los Angeles, on behalf of himself and all 

others similarly situated.  Plaintiff’s complaint alleged claims for (1) Violation of Private Attorney 

General Act of 2004, California Labor Code § 2698, et seq., (2) failure to pay minimum wage 

(Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1182.12, 1194, 1197 & 1198, et seq.); (3) failure to pay overtime 

compensation (Cal. Lab. Code §§ 1198 & 510, et seq.); (4) failure to pay meal period 

compensation (Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7, 512(a) & 1198, et seq.); (5) failure to pay rest period 

compensation (Cal. Lab. Code §§ 226.7 & 1198, et seq.); (6) failure to furnish accurate wage and 

hour statements (Cal. Lab. Code § 226); (7) failure to maintain accurate payroll records Cal. Lab. 

Code § 226, 1174(d) and 1198, et seq) (8) failure to pay wages upon discharge (Cal. Lab. Code 

§§ 201 & 202, et seq.); (9) failure to indemnify (Cal. Lab. Code § 2802); (10) Unfair Competition 

(Business and Professions Code § 17200, et seq.) 
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6. In general, and as set forth in detail in the Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class 

Action Settlement, Class Counsel investigated the facts of the class action, conducted an extensive 

review and analysis of the voluminous documents exchanged through formal and informal 

discovery, interviewed Class Members and diligently pursued an investigation of the class claims 

against the Defendant. 

7. Defendant denies any liability or wrongdoing of any kind associated with the claims 

alleged in the class action, and further contend that, for purposes other than settlement, this action 

is not appropriate for class treatment. Defendant contends, among other things, that it complied 

at all times with the applicable state and federal law. Based upon this extensive, independent 

investigation and evaluation, the named Plaintiff and Class Counsel believe that the proposed 

Settlement Agreement is fair, reasonable and adequate, and is in the best interest of the Class 

Members in light of all known facts and circumstances, including the risk of denial of a motion 

for class certification, the defenses asserted by Defendant, and any potential appellate issues likely 

to result. 

8. The Parties participated in a private mediation session with the Nikki Tolt, Esq. of ACT 

Mediation on May 11, 2022, and resolved the matter at the mediation. Through the mediator, the 

parties discussed at length the strength and weakness of their respective positions, and the 

likelihood of the named Plaintiff being able to certify the class claims and prevail at trial. The 

Parties entered into a Memorandum of Understanding regarding the material terms for a proposed 

class action settlement that would fully resolve this matter. Ultimately, the Settlement Agreement 

was executed pursuant to the terms reached at mediation and as set forth in the Memorandum of 

Understanding. 

9. In connection with preliminary approving the Settlement, the Court conditionally defined 

the Class as “All persons employed by OAS in California and classified as current and former 

hourly non-exempt employees who worked for OAS during the period from April 2, 2017 through 

May 11, 2022”. 

10. According to the terms of the Settlement preliminarily approved by the Court, the Gross 

Settlement Amount is inclusive of all payments to Participating Settlement Class Members, the 
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Class Representative Service Awards to the Named Plaintiff, Settlement Administration Costs to 

the Settlement Administrator, Class Counsels’ attorneys’ fees and costs, the payment to the 

LWDA, and employment taxes, including the employee FICA, FUTA, and SDI contributions, on 

the wage portion of the Individual Settlement Payments. 

11. The Gross Settlement Amount does not include the employer’s share of payroll taxes on 

the portion of payments to Class Members allocated as wages, which Defendant shall be 

separately responsible for paying. 

12. The Net Settlement Sum of $60,166.67 available to pay Class Members was determined 

by subtracting the Class Counsel attorneys' fees ($43,333.33), Class Counsel costs payment 

($5,000.00), Class Representative Enhancement Awards ($5,000.00), the LWDA distribution 

($7,500.00), Individual PAGA Payments ($2,500.00) and the Claims Administrator costs 

($6,500.00) from the Gross Settlement Fund ($130,000.00). 

13. All payments that Defendant is required to make pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, 

excluding FICA, FUTA and SDI contributions and the employer’s portion of all payroll taxes, 

shall be made from the Gross Settlement Amount. 

14. Individual Settlement Payments due to each Settlement Class Member shall be designated 

as follows: Forty percent (40%) of the Individual Settlement Payment shall represent payment of 

penalties, and forty percent (40%) of the Individual Settlement Payment shall represent interest.   

15. Service Awards to the Named Plaintiff. Subject to the Court approval, the Named Plaintiff 

shall receive Service Awards of up to $5,000.00.  The Service Awards shall serve as consideration 

of time and effort spent by the Named Plaintiff in prosecuting this matter on behalf of the Class 

Members.  

16. Attorney’s Fees & Costs. Subject to Court approval, Class Counsel shall be entitled to 

receive Attorneys’ Fees in the amount of $43,333.33 and Costs associated with Class Counsels’ 

prosecution of this case in the amount of $5,000.00. 

17. Settlement Administration Costs.  The Settlement Administrator will be paid from Gross 

Settlement Amount for Settlement Administration Costs in the amount of $6,500.00. 

18. PAGA Penalty Payment.  $10,000.00 for settlement of penalties under the Private 
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Attorney General Act (“PAGA”) with $7,500.00 (75%) of that amount to be paid to the State of 

California’s Labor & Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”) and the remaining $2,500.00 

(25%) to be included as part of the Net Settlement Amount to be made available for distribution 

to the Allegedly Aggrieved Employees employed during the PAGA Period. The highest PAGA 

payment to be paid will be approximately $83.96, with the average PAGA payment to be paid 

being approximately $38.46. 

21. On February 10, 2023, at my direction, my office gave notice to the LWDA via their 

website of the Proposed Settlement of PAGA case form was completed with the required 

information and a copy of the Settlement was uploaded. Notice was again given to the LWDA on 

March 23, 2023 and April 12, 2023 of Plaintiff’s supplemental brief and related papers. My office 

intends to provide notice of Plaintiff’s Motion for Final Approval documents concurrently with 

the filing of this Motion and provide a proof of service with respect to the same.  

22. Specifically, it includes: (1) the definition of the Class; (2) a description of the 

substantive issues and proceedings to date; (3) a neutral description of the Settlement; (4) the 

amount of attorneys’ fees and costs sought; (5) information regarding the right to opt out of the 

Settlement, the procedure for doing so and the date by which such action must be taken; (6) 

information regarding the right to challenge one's number of workweeks, the procedure for doing 

so and the date by which such action must be taken; (7) information regarding the right to 

participate in the Settlement, the procedure for doing so and the date by which such action must 

be taken, if any; (8) information regarding the right to file an objection to the Settlement, the 

procedure for doing so and the date by which such action must be taken; (9) the consequences of 

participating in the Settlement, including the fact that one will be bound by the judgment; (10) 

the date, time and place of the final approval hearing; (11) the identity of  the named Plaintiff; 

and (12) contact information of Class Counsel and the Settlement Administrator. 

23.  The Notice Packet provided all necessary information to Class Members.   

24. The Court has already found that the Settlement is "fair, adequate, and reasonable to the 

Class Members. 
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25. The Settlement provides a meaningful benefit to Participating Class Members, with 

approximate average pre-tax Individual Settlement Payments of $505.60 (and the highest 

Individual Settlement Payment of $2,440.00), which is a very favorable recovery for the claims 

at issue in this case. 

26.  This case has been handled by experienced class-action counsel on all sides, who 

conducted arms-length settlement negotiations and eventually reached an agreement on an overall 

amount that was fair and reasonable. Indeed, respective counsel and their clients all agree that the 

proposed Settlement is fair, adequate, and reasonable, and that the chosen distribution mechanism 

ensures an appropriate allocation of the overall Settlement. 

27. As set forth in detail in the Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Approval, given the 

reasonable arguments that can be made by the parties, settlement was an attractive option for both 

sides. In general, the named Plaintiff contend that Defendant violated the California Labor Code 

by maintaining company-wide employment practices that, among other things, deprived Class 

Members of minimum wages, overtime wages, meal period compensation and/or rest period 

compensation. 

28. For example, Plaintiff allege that they, along with other Class Members, routinely worked 

periods of eight hours or more per work day, without receiving overtime compensation and were 

not provided with a 30-minute meal period for every five hours worked. Defendant denies 

Plaintiff’s allegations in full and maintains that it engaged in no unlawful activities whatsoever. 

29. Settlement is an attractive option for the Class Members. As set forth in the Motion for 

Preliminary Approval, Class Counsel reviewed the extensive materials provided by Defendant 

and acknowledges that Defendant would likely argue that analysis of alleged unpaid minimum 

wages, overtime wages, meal period compensation and/or rest period compensation would require 

an individualized inquiry of each employee to determine whether there was any meal period 

liability that would then require payment of the meal period premiums, such that class 

certification would not be proper for these claims.  

30. This is also true in light of the fact that Plaintiff realize that penalties are extremely 

discretionary, and are subject to immense reduction by the Court, based on various factors that 
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are different with each court. It is additionally important to note that Defendant will claim 

penalties are derivative of the alleged failure to pay minimum wage, overtime, meal period, and 

rest period claims, as described above. Should Plaintiff fail to prevail on the claims for damages, 

then the Class would not be entitled to penalties. This decreases the chances of ultimately 

obtaining an award of penalties, and factored into Plaintiff’s analysis of weighing risks and 

benefits of settlement at this juncture. Defendant will contend that wage statement penalties were 

not the result of a “knowing and intentional failure” by Defendant to comply with Cal. Lab. Code 

§ 226(a) as required by the statute, and that the employees did not suffer injury for purposes of 

recovering penalties as required under Cal. Lab. Code §226(e)(2)(B)(i) and (ii). 

31. In regards to Plaintiff’s PAGA claims, Settlement is again an attractive option, given that 

the Court would have discretion to reduce such an award based on whether the amount of the 

award would be “unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory.” Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(e)(2). 

32. As a class action, this case presented a clear risk of lengthy and expensive litigation. 

Defendant denies that the litigation would have been appropriate for class treatment under Code 

of Civil Procedure § 382, except pursuant to a settlement. This action was first commenced on 

April 10, 2015, and by the time the Court hears this Motion, the parties will have been litigating 

the matter for over seven years. It would most likely be at least another year before this case even 

went to trial. In the absence of settlement, the parties would have to complete discovery, the 

named Plaintiff would also have to file a motion for class certification, and the parties may file 

cross-motions for summary judgement-all lengthy and expensive processes. 

33. From the outset, Defendant made it clear that they would vigorously defend themselves 

against the class claims, including opposing class certification. 

34. Class Counsel carefully reviewed and assessed the state of the law on the payment of 

minimum wages, overtime wages, meal and rest period compensation, and class certification in 

California. In light of the uncertainty, expense, duration, and complexity of litigation, the named 

Plaintiff elected to resolve and settle this dispute. 

35. It is the assessment of Class Counsel that, absent settlement, the Class would likely have 

been certified (if at all) only after a marathon of briefs. Furthermore, Defendant’s proffered 
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defenses were likely to have presented a serious challenge to the merits of some of the claims in 

the case. As stated above, there are substantial risks and uncertainty in the case with respect to 

the relief sought. In addition, it would have been difficult to present evidence and testimony with 

respect to events that occurred years ago, as witnesses' recollections would not be fresh and 

documents might be difficult to secure. Simply put, relief for Class Members, if achievable, would 

have come years from now if the litigation were pursued. The Settlement eliminates that 

uncertainty and time delay, advances the interests of the Class Members, and is consistent with 

the public policies underlying the enforcement of labor laws.  

36. As mentioned above, the negotiated Settlement provides relief to the Class Members 

considering that a less amount of time would be required to obtain a judgment after trial. Indeed, 

to ultimately prevail, the Class would have to be certified, time-consuming and expensive 

discovery would be needed, the named Plaintiff may have to successfully oppose a summary-

judgment and/or other substantive motions, the named Plaintiff would have to win at trial, and 

would have to survive all post-trial motions and appeals. The cost of these hurdles would be 

substantial and would take several years. There is no question that on balance, the Settlement, 

which provides Class Members with a very favorable recovery for the claims at issue in this case 

greatly outweighs the prospects of proceeding to a trial in the distant future with an uncertain 

outcome. 

37. The named Plaintiff and Defendant, and their respective attorneys, conducted serious, 

good-faith, and non-collusive negotiations to settle this dispute. The parties engaged the services 

of a private mediator to help bring the matter to closure.  In the end, a compromise was reached 

that is now before the Court. The Settlement will create a Gross Settlement Amount of 

$200,000.00 to be distributed to Class Members, as well as to pay attorneys' fees and costs, the 

Class Representative Service Awards to the Named Plaintiff, Settlement Administration Costs, 

LWDA and PAGA payments. 

38. Notice was mailed to Class Members in both English and Spanish in order to ensure 

maximum clarity and understanding by all Class Members. 
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39. In deciding to settle the claim for $130,000.00, the named Plaintiff exercised their best 

business judgment, specifically considering that a large portion of those damages stemmed from 

penalties, which would not be recoverable absent proving liability. Plaintiff also considered the 

costs involved and the risks inherent in continuing litigation. Specifically, the named Plaintiff 

anticipated taking multiple depositions of Defendant’s owners, directors, and other witnesses in 

order to meet their burden for class certification should this case not have settled when it did. The 

named Plaintiff have already made substantial investments litigating to this point, expending 

thousands of dollars towards court fees, litigation costs, expert costs, and the cost of mediation. 

The named Plaintiff felt that a settlement which guaranteed recovery, rather than continued 

litigation without any guarantees of success was fair and reasonable. 

40. In this matter, the parties engaged in substantial informal discovery, permitting the named 

Plaintiff to make an informed evaluation of the Settlement. Defendant provided the named 

Plaintiff with relevant information regarding the employment records of Plaintiff and the Class. 

41. Class Counsel Sarkis Sirmabekian of Sirmabekian Law Firm, P.C. and Sarkis 

Sirmabekian of Sirmabekian Law Firm, P.C. are experienced attorneys who specializes in 

employment litigation and class actions, and are of the opinion that the Settlement is fair, 

adequate, and a result of lengthy and detailed analysis. Furthermore, Class Counsel believes that 

the Net Settlement Amount made available to Participating Class Members represents a 

substantial percentage of the probable monetary relief that would be recovered after the 

completion of protracted discovery, full trial, and all appeals. 

42. Here, Class Counsels’ lodestar to date totals $74,040.00 (not including the time required 

to bring this matter to close).   

43. The reasonableness of Class Counsels' lodestar is bolstered by the fact that Class Counsel: 

(1) maintained contemporaneous, detailed time records, and (2) used hourly billing-rates 

commensurate with rates of practitioners with similar experience within the California legal 

market, as well as rates approved as reasonable in similar cases. 
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44. The Named Plaintiff and Defendant have agreed to jointly utilize a third-party Settlement 

Administrator Phoenix Settlement Administrators to administer the Settlement with their 

cooperation. 

45. Class Counsel thoroughly investigated the facts of this class action, including conducting 

formal discovery, reviewing voluminous records and interviewing witnesses. Based upon this 

extensive, independent investigation and evaluation, the Named Plaintiff and Class Counsel 

believe that the proposed Settlement Agreement is fair, reasonable and adequate, and is in the 

best interest of the Class Members in light of all known facts and circumstances, including the 

risk of denial of a motion for class certification, the defenses asserted Defendant, and any potential 

appellate issues likely to result. 

46. The Named Plaintiff seek Class Representative Service Awards of $5,000.00 each. Class 

Counsel believes that this is reasonable and proper, and is supported by the circumstances of this 

case as well as the applicable law.  Defendant does not oppose the Service Awards.   

47. The Service Awards sought here are justified by the Named Plaintiff’s level of 

participation in this lawsuit. They assisted in the investigation, gathered wage information for 

themselves, contacted witnesses regarding class claims, and helped analyze documents.  In short, 

the Named Plaintiff are extremely active and motivated individuals who risked quite a bit for the 

benefit of their fellow employees. As such, the Service Awards of $5,000.00 to each of the Named 

Plaintiff are fair and reasonable in light of the circumstances.  

48. The ongoing work of this Action has been extensive spanning over 7 years. Class Counsel 

conducted formal and informal investigations into the facts of the case, including reviewing and 

analyzing large volumes of data such as wage statements, timesheets, employment contracts, and 

hourly rates of pay, as well as documents regarding Defendant’s operations and employment 

policies, practices, and procedures. Class Counsel also served written discovery on Defendant, 

thoroughly analyzed the value of the class claims, in consultation with experts, drafted an 

extensive mediation brief, and attended hearings and the mediation. Class Counsel will also need 

to perform substantial work until this matter is fully resolved. 
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49. The numerosity requirement is met if the class is so large that joinder of all members 

would be impracticable. Cal. Civ. Pro. § 382. Here, with 55 Class Members, the proposed Class 

is sufficiently numerous. Hebbard v. Calgrov, (1972) 28 Cal.App.3d 1017, 1030 (no set minimum 

to meet numerosity requirement and class as few as 28 members is acceptable).  Numerosity also 

requires that the identities of class members may be ascertained.  Ascertainability is determined 

largely by examining the class definition, the size of the class, and the means available for 

identifying class members. Bujil v. Dollar Financial Group, Inc. (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 1193, 

1207. Here, the Class is ascertainable because all of them may be identified through Defendant’s 

records. 

50. There are a number of common questions of fact among Class Members.  Plaintiff allege, 

among other things, that Defendant engaged in a pattern or practice that deprived Class Members 

of minimum wages, overtime wages, meal period compensation and/or rest period compensation. 

51. The claims of the Named Plaintiff are typical of the claims of the whole Class because 

they arise from the same factual basis, and are based on the same legal theories. Wehner v. 

Syntex Corp., 117 F.R.D. 641, 644 (N.D. Cal. 1987). The Named Plaintiff were subjected to 

Defendant’s employment policies and practices just as were the other Class Members. 

52. Sarkis Sirmabekian of Sirmabekian Law Firm, P.C. and Sarkis Sirmabekian of 

Sirmabekian Law Firm, P.C. are experienced in litigating employment actions such as this and 

has successfully litigated several class action cases.   

53. Named Plaintiff are adequate class representatives because they have raised claims 

that are similar to the claims of the Class Members. In addition, there is no indication that there 

are, or ever will be any conflicts between the Named Plaintiff and the Class Members. Further, 

the Named Plaintiff have greatly assisted the investigation and litigation efforts undertaken by 

Class Counsel, including gathering wage information for themselves, contacting Class Members, 

assisting in the analysis of documentation and, and consulting extensively with Class Counsel to 

assist them in the lawsuit.  

54. To date, I have spent 123.4 hours on this matter. I anticipate spending an additional 5-10 

hours to see this matter through until completion, including but not limited to attending the Motion 
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for Final Approval, communicating with the settlement administrator, speaking with class 

members with inquiries about the settlement and/or claims process, and eventually advising the 

Court of the status of administration. Based on the hours incurred to date and my hourly rate of 

$600.00, the total amount of fees incurred by my firm for the entirety of this case is $74,040.00. 

My firm also incurred $6,690.83 in litigation costs. Attached hereto as “Exhibit 2” is a true and 

correct copy of the attorney’s fees lodestar timesheet and costs. My costs exceed the amount 

allotted under the Settlement Agreement. However, Class Counsel does not seek fees in excess of 

the $5,000.00 by way of the present motion.  

55. I believe that my hourly rate of $600/hr. is comparable to the rates requested by and awarded 

to other plaintiffs’ attorneys with similar experience, background and levels of success achieved 

in prosecuting similar types of class actions. 

56. I am a graduate of La Verne Law School and I obtained my undergraduate degree from 

UCLA. I have never been charged with attorney misconduct or subjected to any disciplinary 

proceedings in any court in which I have practiced. I entered private practice of law in 2011 in 

California. 

57. I primarily handle employment law cases. A substantial portion of my firm's current 

practice includes prosecution of wage and hour individual and class action cases. I presently have 

over 80 active employment law cases in litigation. 10 of those cases are wage and hour class actions 

in which I am lead counsel or co-counsel, and nearly all of the remainder are actions involving 

PAGA claims. The following are examples of my past and present wage and hour class action 

cases: 

• Quiroz Guerrero, Adrian v. Ruth's Chris Hospitality Group (RIC1804127) 

i. Riverside County Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval hearing in April 2024 

• Barco, Juan v. Kelly Toy USA, Inc (20STCV12539);  

i. Los Angeles Superior Court; 

ii. Status: Final Approval Hearing January 2024 
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• Guerrero, Enrique v. Chef's Toys (30-2018-00980488-CU-OE-CXC) 

i. Orange County Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval Hearing January 2024 

• Esquivel, Maria v. Holiday Inn Express & Suites (BCV-21-100131);  

i. Kern County Superior Court; 

ii. Status: Final Approval Hearing October 10, 2023 

• Saravia, Manuel Antonio v. South City Gas (19STCV14499) 

i. Los Angeles Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval Granted February 3, 2022; 

• Becerra, Osvaldo v. Contessa Premium Foods (19STCV05920) 

i. Los Angeles Superior Court; 

ii. Status: PAGA Settlement Approval granted September 10, 2021; 

• Martinez, Humberto v. Lamwood Seating Products, Inc. (BC688408) 

i. Los Angeles Superior Court; 

ii. Status: Final Approval Granted January 27, 2021; 

• Mayca, Irma v. DHL eCommerce (19STCV20237)  

i. Los Angeles Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval Granted December 8, 2020; 

• Mendez, Guillermo v. Growith Inc. (56-2019-00530081-CU-OE-VTA) 

i. Ventura County Superior Court – Hall of Justice 

ii. Status: case settled March 22, 2021; dismissed April 20, 2021; 

• Moreira, Joao v. Mintz Concrete, Inc. (18STCV04959) 

i. Los Angeles Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval Granted December 15, 2021; 

• Salazar, Ruben v. Amrep, Inc. (19STCV00602) 

i. Los Angeles Superior Court 

ii. Status: substituted out; 
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• Salgado, Luis v. Mckenna Labs, Inc.(30-2019-01048225-CU-OE-CXC) 

i. Orange County Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval Granted May 26, 2021; 

• Soto Cardenas, Joel v. Century West Plumbing (19STCV25672) 

i. Los Angeles Superior Court 

ii. Status: Final Approval Granted August 23, 2021; 

58. I undertook extensive pre-litigation investigation, analysis, and research and then ramped 

up my efforts during litigation to get this matter into mediation.  Because private resolution was 

not a certainty at mediation, I had every intention of taking this case to trial on a class-wide and/or 

representative basis if Defendants did not offer an appropriate class-wide settlement. 

 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 

is true and correct. Executed this 26th day of December 2023, at Los Angeles, California.  

    

__________________________________ 

SARKIS SIRMABEKIAN 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 1 



































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 2 



Date Description Time 

11/18/2020 Client discussion 0.8 

12/1/2020 internal meeting regarding case facts and plan of action 2 

1/18/2021 updated firm calendar with case dates/deadlines 0.2 

1/19/2021 internal correspondence 0.1 

1/27/2021 Draft PAGA Notice 3.5 

1/27/2021 internal email correspondence 0.1 

2/15/2021 reviewed letter from defense counsel 0.4 

2/16/2021 internal correspondence 0.1 

6/22/2021 Email to defense counsel 0.3 

6/23/2021 internal correspondence 0.1 

11/12/2021 emails with mediator's office 0.2 

11/15/2021 internal emails and call with client 0.8 

11/17/2021 email with mediator's office 0.1 

11/17/2021 email with mediator's office 0.1 

5/9/2022 prepare for mediation 1 

5/10/2022 internal meeting regarding mediation 2 

5/11/2022 Prepare mediation brief 5.5 

5/11/2022 Mediation 10.5 

5/13/2022 Revise MOU 0.8 

5/14/2022 internal meeting regarding case 0.5 

5/18/2022 Email to mediator 0.1 

5/18/2022 Review email from mediator; internal meeting 0.5 

5/18/2022 Review MOU; discussion with Client 2.1 

5/18/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

5/19/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

5/20/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

5/20/2022 email to defense counsel 0.8 



5/22/2022 email correspondence with defense counsel 0.1 

5/23/2022 emails with defense counsel; internal meeting 1.8 

5/23/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

5/25/2022 email to defense counsel 0.8 

5/26/2022 internal email 0.2 

5/27/2022 internal email 0.1 

5/31/2022 updated firm calendar with case dates/deadlines 0.5 

6/2/2022 internal meeting regarding case 1.2 

6/8/2022 Review email from mediator's office 0.1 

6/10/2022 call with mediator's office 0.2 

6/14/2022 drafting settlement docs; email to defense counsel 3.6 

6/14/2022 internal email 0.1 

6/14/2022 email to phoenix admin 0.1 

6/16/2022 internal meeting regarding case 1 

6/17/2022 updated firm calendar with case dates/deadlines 0.2 

6/25/2022 email to phoenix admin and defense 0.1 

6/25/2022 email to phoenix admin and defense 0.1 

6/28/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

6/28/2022 email to defense counsel 0.8 

6/29/2022 Draft and file Class Complaint 7.1 

6/29/2022 review email from defense counsel; internal emails 0.2 

7/1/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

7/1/2022 updated firm calendar with case dates/deadlines 0.2 

7/1/2022 internal meeting; email to defense counsel 0.2 

7/1/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

7/1/2022 internal meeting; internal email 0.2 

7/2/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

7/3/2022 email to phoenix admin 0.1 



7/6/2022 email correspondence with defense counsel 0.1 

7/6/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

7/8/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.3 

7/11/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.3 

7/11/2022 internal emails re defense counsel's email re stip 0.3 

7/11/2022 email to defense counsel with prop order 0.4 

7/12/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.1 

7/12/2022 email with phoenix admin 0.1 

7/13/2022 internal meeting regarding case 0.8 

7/13/2022 email to defense counsel with prop order 0.4 

7/13/2022 email with phoenix admin 0.1 

7/17/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

7/17/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

7/19/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

7/20/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

7/21/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

7/21/2022 reviewed court's isc  order 0.6 

7/21/2022 internal meeting re notice of related case 0.2 

7/28/2022 call with court clerk 0.2 

7/29/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

7/30/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

8/3/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

8/4/2022 internal meeting regarding case 0.5 

8/5/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

8/5/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

8/6/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

8/6/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

8/6/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 



8/9/2022 review notice documents 0.8 

8/10/2022 emails with phoenix admin 0.2 

8/11/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

8/12/2022 finalize settlement; email defense counsel 2.3 

8/12/2022 internal meeting 0.5 

8/15/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

8/15/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

8/16/2022 discussion with client; review email from defense counsel 1.6 

8/17/2022 email correspondence with defense counsel 0.1 

8/22/2022 email correspondence with defense counsel 0.1 

8/22/2022 internal meeting re future prelim approval preparation 0.2 

8/22/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.3 

8/23/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

8/24/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

8/25/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.3 

8/25/2022 reviewed notice 0.2 

9/1/2022 internal meeting regarding case 1.3 

9/2/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

9/30/2022 call with department clerk 0.2 

10/3/2022 client correspondence 0.1 

10/4/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

10/6/2022 OSC declaration; correposndence to defense 0.5 

10/7/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

10/10/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

10/11/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

10/14/2022 reviewed court's minute order 0.2 

10/17/2022 internal correspondence 0.1 

10/20/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 



10/26/2022 reviewed defendant's notice 0.2 

10/27/2022 review email from defense counsel 0.1 

10/31/2022 emails with defense counsel; draft joint TSC statement 0.8 

11/1/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.1 

11/2/2022 emails with defense counsel 0.1 

11/8/2022 prepared for hearing 2 

11/8/2022 reviewed court's minute order 0.2 

11/10/2022 email to defense counsel 0.1 

2/5/2023 began drafting prelim motion moving papers 4 

2/6/2023 continued drafting prelim motion moving papers 4 

2/9/2023 finalized prelim motion moving papers 6 

2/10/2023 email to defense re prelim approval motion 0.1 

2/15/2023 internal meeting regarding case 1.5 

3/9/2023 review tentative; internal meeting 1.1 

3/10/2023 hearing prep and appearance 0.9 

3/10/2023 email to defense counsel 0.1 

3/10/2023 reviewed court's minute order 0.2 

3/15/2023 drafted supplemental papers 3.5 

3/16/2023 revised supplemental papers 3 

3/18/2023 email with defense counsel 0.1 

3/20/2023 emails with defense counsel 0.2 

3/21/2023 call with defense counsel; revise supplementals; email defense 1.2 

3/22/2023 email and further revisions to supplementals  0.8 

3/23/2023 email and further revisions to supplementals  1 

3/23/2023 finalized supplemental papers 2.5 

3/24/2023 email to defense counsel 0.1 

3/24/2023 MPA Hearing 2 

3/24/2023 reviewed court's minute order 0.2 



3/24/2023 internal meeting regarding case 1 

3/31/2023 emails with defense counsel 0.2 

4/12/2023 draft proposed order and email defense 1.5 

4/14/2023 internal correspondence 0.1 

4/20/2023 email to defense counsel 0.1 

4/21/2023 internal correspondence 0.1 

6/23/2023 internal meeting regarding case 0.8 

7/12/2023 emails with defense counsel 0.1 

7/13/2023 emails with defense counsel; draft stipulation to continue MFA 0.3 

7/14/2023 review email from defense counsel 0.3 

7/17/2023 emails with defense and phoenix admin 0.1 

7/19/2023 email to defense counsel 0.1 

7/20/2023 reviewed stipulation 0.6 

7/26/2023 email to defense counsel; review court order granting stip 0.1 

7/26/2023 reveiew emails with defense and phoenix admin 0.1 

7/28/2023 review email from phoenix admin 0.1 

8/10/2023 review docs from phoenix 0.3 

8/14/2023 correspondence with phoenix 0.1 

8/14/2023 internal meeting regarding case 0.5 

8/18/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

8/25/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

9/1/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

9/8/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

9/15/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

9/22/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

9/29/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

10/6/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

10/13/2023 review email from admin 0.1 



10/16/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

10/20/2023 review email from admin 0.1 

10/27/2023 email with phoenix admin 0.1 

12/19/2023 email with phoenix admin 0.1 

12/19/2023 draft MFA 3.9 

12/20/2023 review phoenix declaration; email; internal meeting re MFA 0.8 

12/20/2023 emails with defense counsel and phoenix 0.5 

12/20/2023 draft MFA 2.1 

12/21/2023 review updated phoenix declaration 0.1 

12/20/2023 draft MFA 3.8 
   

   

 
TOTAL HOURS: 123.4 

 



EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID# 429677-01

BILLABLE 7/19/2023 $35.25 $35.25 1 LR

Uncategorized BILLABLE 7/7/2023 $7.60 $7.60 1 SS

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID 401484-01

BILLABLE 4/14/2023 $14.65 $14.65 1 MD

Courtfees
Court's Download Fee - 3/24/2023 Court
Order approving preliminary approval

BILLABLE 4/12/2023 $5.40 $5.40 1 GS

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID 395243-01

BILLABLE 3/25/2023 $14.65 $14.65 1 MD

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID# 980934-01

BILLABLE 2/12/2023 $76.45 $76.45 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID# 347165-01

BILLABLE 11/3/2022 $14.65 $14.65 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#337255-01

BILLABLE 10/7/2022 $14.65 $14.65 1 LR

Courtfees
Court Download fee

BILLABLE 8/25/2022 $2.00 $2.00 1 GS

Uncategorized
DDS Order ID# 322156-01 & #322157-01

BILLABLE 8/25/2022 $14.65 $29.30 2 LR
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EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#321071-01

BILLABLE 8/23/2022 $14.65 $14.65 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#314240-01

BILLABLE 8/3/2022 $14.65 $14.65 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#307198-01

BILLABLE 7/14/2022 $35.25 $35.25 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#306966-01

BILLABLE 7/13/2022 $36.70 $36.70 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#302478-01

BILLABLE 6/29/2022 $1,512.20 $1,512.20 1 LR

Postage
Check #2728 to Act Mediation, Inc. via
regular mail.

BILLABLE 6/16/2022 $0.53 $0.53 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
Act Mediation Inc. Invoice #21-193 (PAID
6/16 via check#2728) Full Day Mediation
(5/11/22)

BILLABLE 12/6/2021 $4,100.00 $4,100.00 1 LR

Courtfees
Court Download Fee - 8/3/2021 Minute
Order

BILLABLE 8/5/2021 $2.00 $2.00 1 GS

PracticePanther - Chavez Hidalgo, Franz Alejandro | EMP Chavez Hidalgo, Franz Alejandro v. Orosco's Auto Service, Inc. (Los Angeles-21STCV12681)(Class Action - 22STCV21211)

Page 2 of 3



EXPENSE STATUS DATE  PRICE TOTAL QTY BILLED BY       

Courtfees
LA Court Connect Fee - 8/3/2021 Case
Management Conference Hearing

BILLABLE 8/2/2021 $15.00 $15.00 1 GS

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#179270-01

BILLABLE 7/23/2021 $169.15 $169.15 1 LR

Courtfees
Court download fee - 7/13/2021
Defendants' CMC Statement

BILLABLE 7/22/2021 $5.40 $5.40 1 GS

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#146628-01

BILLABLE 4/28/2021 $14.65 $14.65 1 LR

Delivery services/messengers
DDS Order ID#137462-01

BILLABLE 4/5/2021 $462.70 $462.70 1 LR

Courtfees
PAGA Notice Letter Filing Fee

BILLABLE 1/27/2021 $75.00 $75.00 1 GS

Postage
PAGA NTC. LET to Defs. : Orozco Auto
Service, Inc. Servando Orozco and Cindy
Orozco. via certified mail. 3619 Atlantic
Ave. Long Beach, CA 90807.

BILLABLE 1/27/2021 $4.60 $13.80 3 LR

Postage
Initial PFR

BILLABLE 12/1/2020 $4.55 $4.55 1 LR

$6,690.83 USD
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Recycled Paper 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

(§ 1013a, 2015.5 C.C.P.) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA                      ) 

                                                                     )  ss. 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES                ) 

I am a citizen of the United States of America; I am over the age of eighteen years and not a 

party to the within entitled action; my business address is: 3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 

1710, Los Angeles, California 90010. 

 

 On the below-indicated date, I served the following document: 

DECLARATION OF SARKIS SIRMABEKIAN, ESQ. IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S 

MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT  

on the interested parties in said action by placing:  

 

___X,__  a true and correct copy,  

 

and addressed as set forth on the attached Service List and delivered by one or more of the 

means set forth below: 

 

 BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE IN LIEU OF SERVICE BY MAIL, EXPRESS MAIL, 

OVERNIGHT DELIVERY, OR FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION: In accordance with 

California Code of Civil Procedure section 1010.6, I caused the document to be sent to the 

person(s) below at the e-mail address(es) listed below. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above is 

true and correct. 

 

EXECUTED: December 26, 2023   ________________________________ 

            At Los Angeles, California         Grigor Gregg Sirmabekhian 

 

SERVICE LIST 

 

Joanne K. Leighton, Esq. [SBN 165378] 

ARTIANO & ASSOCIATES, APC 

3828 Carson Street, Suite 102 

Torrance, California 90503 

Email: JLeighton@artianolaw.com 

Email: Tlee@artianolaw.com 

 

Attorneys for Defendants OROZCO’S AUTO 

SERVICE, INC., SERVANDO OROZCO, and 

CINDY OROZCO 

 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

Department of Industrial Relations 

LWDA 

Attn. PAGA Administrator 

1515 Clay Street, Ste. 801 

Oakland, California 94612 

 

Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

(“LWDA”) filed/served online at:  

 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-

General-Act/Private-Attorneys-General-

Act.html 

 

 

Grigor Gregg Sirmabekhian


