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DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 
 

DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER 

 I, Melissa A. Huether, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California. I am an attorney 

at Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP and am counsel for Plaintiff Katherine Harris (“Plaintiff”), aggrieved 

employees, and the State of California as private attorney general. Based on my assignment to this 

case and familiarity with the file in this matter; I have personal knowledge of the matters stated 

herein and if called and sworn as a witness, I would and could competently testify under oath thereto.  

I am a member in good standing of all State and Federal District Courts of California.  I am 

submitting this declaration in support of the Parties’ Joint Stipulation Requesting Approval of 

Settlement Pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”). 

EXPERIENCE OF COUNSEL 

2. The attorneys at our office are experienced and qualified to evaluate the PAGA 

claims and to evaluate settlement versus trial on a fully informed basis, and to evaluate the viability 

of the defenses.  

3. I, and the law firm of Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, have almost exclusively practiced in 

the area of labor and employment law. 

4. I graduated from Loyola Law School, Los Angeles in 2017. I have been in practice 

with the law firm of Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP since April 2021, focusing almost exclusively in the 

area of employment law and specifically wage and hour class actions. Prior to joining Lavi & 

Ebrahimian, I litigated exclusively wage and hour class and PAGA actions on behalf of employees 

throughout California. I have been involved in numerous cases in all aspects from pre-filing through 

settlement, including California and Federal class actions, PAGA representative actions, and 

collective actions. I was also recently named a Southern California Super Lawyer Rising Star for 

2022.  

5. I am also familiar with the practice of the partner assigned to this case, Mr. Joseph 

Lavi. Mr. Lavi graduated from law school in 2000 and has been practicing ever since.  Mr. Lavi and 

I have handled numerous cases in all aspects of employment and labor law, including state and 

federal class actions, wrongful termination, discrimination, harassment, and retaliation cases. Mr. 
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Lavi and I have tried labor and employment cases in California state and federal courts. 

Additionally, Mr. Lavi has argued before various Court of Appeals, on employment issues such as 

validity of Arbitration Agreements, Application of Res Judicata in class action cases as well as other 

employment issues. Mr. Lavi has also been a panelist and/or speaker for various Employment Law 

Continuing Legal Education Panels on issues of employment law trials, how to proceed and conduct 

trials as well as proving and winning punitive damages. Mr. Lavi has been named a Southern 

California Super Lawyer in Plaintiff’s employment litigation-class action from 2011-2022.  Mr. 

Lavi and I have settled numerous wage and hour class actions and we are currently Plaintiff’s 

counsel in numerous others.  Some of the class actions that Mr. Lavi has handled against employers 

on wage and hour issues and have been approved as class counsel consisted of Kaiser Permanente 

which settled for $6,510,000.00; Hustler Casino which settled for $980,000.00; Chevron Stations 

Inc., which settled for $4,500,000.00; Commerce Casino which settled for $1,575,000.00; BP West 

Cost Products, which settled for $4,000,000.00; Kaiser Permanente which settled for $3,600,000.00, 

Fuddruckers (as lead counsel) which settled for $900,000.00; Movado Retail Group, Inc. (as lead 

counsel) which settled for $728,000.00, Chuck-E-Cheese’s (as lead counsel) which settled for 

$1,900,000.00; Aero-Electric Connector, Inc. (as lead counsel) which settled for $1,500,000.00; 

Clougherty Packing, LLC (as lead counsel) which settled for $4,250,000.00; and Gruma 

Corporation (as lead counsel) which Defendant’s petition to the United States Supreme Court in the 

matter was denied and the matter settled for $2,300,000.00. There are numerous other class actions 

that Mr. Lavi and I have settled as well as pending ones. We have been approved as class counsel 

by both federal and state Courts. Mr. Lavi, myself, and the other attorneys of Lavi & Ebrahimian 

who are available to assist us in this case if needed, are fully capable of adequately and fairly 

representing Plaintiff and the proposed class in this matter.  Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, has been 

appointed Class Counsel in over fifty contested proceedings including the following: 

a. Ischak v. Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court 

Case No. BC343535; 
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b. Santana v. El Pollo Loco, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC369846; 

c. Edlin, et al. v. Fuddruckers, Inc., United States District Court, Central 

District of California, Case No. CV-07-3678-ABC; 

d. Chavez, et al. vs. CEC Entertainment, Inc. d/b/a Chukee-Cheeses, Los 

Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC380996; 

e. Bustamante, et al. v. Teamone Employment Specialists, Los Angeles Superior 

Court Case No. BC383266; 

f. Cervantes, et al. v. Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, Inc., Alameda Superior 

Court Case No. RG 0265835; 

g. Seng Savang v. Club One Casino; Fresno Superior Court Case No. 

05CECG02189; 

h. Norman, et al. v. Movado Retail Group, Inc., United States District Court, 

Central District of California, Case No. CV08-06691 SVW (PLA) 

i. Shand v. G.A.L.A., Inc. dba Giorgio Armani, Los Angeles Superior Court 

Case No. BC342588; 

g. Solis v. Plycraft Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC374816; 

h. Campos v. HWB Carwash, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC378990; 

i. Acosta, et al. v. Texwood Industries, United States District Court, Central 

District of California, Case No. CV07-3237-DDP (PLAX); 

h. Arevalo v. Gruma Corporation, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC410322; 

j. Burrola v. American Promotional Events, Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC412315; 
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k. Cortez v. Trader Distribution Services, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC397208; 

l. Cueva v. Allied Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC399431; 

m. Del Toro v. Petco Animal Supplies, Inc., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 

37-2009-00103626-CU-OE-CTL; 

n. Garcia v. Home Cooking, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC451148; 

o. Alcantar v. Amerimax Building Products, Inc., United States District Court, 

Central District of California, Case No. CV 10-8916 DDP (CWx); 

p. Arancivias v. Clougherty Packaging, LLC dba Farmer John, Los Angeles 

Superior Court Case No. BC432406; 

q. Barajas v. Menzies Aviation, Inc., United States District Court, Central 

District of California, Case No CV-10-02315-JEM; 

r. Barrera v. BHFC Operating, LLC dba Bottega Louie, Los Angeles Superior 

Court Case No. BC462603; 

s. Camacho v. American Textile Maintenance Co., Los Angeles Superior 

Court Case No. BC452570; 

t. Cortes v. Monsanto Company, Ventura Superior Court Case No. 56-2010-

00366952-CU-OE-VTA; 

u. Escobar v. Aero-Electric Connector, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC421009; 

v. Gomez v. Bacara Resort & Spa, Santa Barbara Superior Court Case No. 

1341987; 

w. Gonzalez v. Ashley Furniture Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court 

Case No. BC425708 
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x. Gonzalez v. Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC436879; 

y. Gutierrez v. Visterra Credit Union, Riverside Superior Court Case No. 

RIC10020183; 

z. Hernandez v. Kruse & Son, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC411849; 

aa. Lopez v. Tecno Industrial Engineering, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC411134; 

bb. Lowanga v. Continental Currency Services, Inc., Orange County Superior 

Court Case No. 30-2011-0044011-CU-OE-CXC; 

cc. Aguilar v. PLS Financial Services, Inc., United States District Court, Central 

District of California, Case No. CV 10-0415 ODW (FMOx) 

dd. Lozada v. Classic Party Rentals, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC443792; 

ee. Madrid v. OPI Products, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC451489; 

ff. Martinez v. J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc., United States District Court 

Case No. CV 10-0968-PSG-FMOX; 

gg. Martinez v. Administaff Companies II, L.P., Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC425799; 

hh. Martinez v. Morgans Hotel Group Management, LLC, Los Angeles Superior 

Court Case No. BC446744; 

jj. Sanchez v. La Brea Bakery, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC456420; 

ii. Montenegro v. Ruggeri Marble and Granite, Inc., United States District 

Court, Central District of California, Case No. CV-10-00711 JFW (PLAx); 
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kk. Reed v. 99 Cents Only Stores, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC436793; 

ll. Santos v. Noble Management Group-California, LLC, United States District 

Court, Central District of California, Case No. CV 10-2594 DSF (VBKx) 

mm. Taylor v. U.S. Healthworks Holding Company, Inc., Orange County Superior 

Court Case No. 30-2011-00473505; 

nn. Valencia Diaz v. Gene Wheeler Farms, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court 

Case No. BC436235; 

oo. Zad-Behtooie v. Valley Village, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC451490; 

pp. Bell v. Aidells Sausage Company, Inc., Alameda Superior Court Case No. 

RG10523946; 

qq. Negrete v. Cenveo, Inc., United States District Court, Central District of 

California, Case No. CV 11-09543 DSF (MRWx); 

rr. Bejar v. Exopack-Ontario, Inc., Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-

2011-00518396-CU-OE-CXC; 

ss. Aguilar v. PLS Financial Services, Inc., United States District Court, Central 

District of California, Case No. CV 10-0415 ODW (FMOx); 

tt. Sparks v. Larry Flynt dba Hustler Casino, Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC320172; 

uu. Morris v. Chevron Stations, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC361380; 

vv. Marino v. BP West Coast Products, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC357987. 

6. The attorneys at our law firm and I have performed substantial work and diligently 

investigated and prosecuted this case to a successful conclusion. Plaintiff’s Counsel believes this 

settlement to be fair, reasonable, and adequate. 
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7. Based upon my experience and after factoring in the risks explained below, I believe 

that the proposed settlement is fair and reasonable. As such and for the reasons set forth below, I 

believe that the Parties’ proposed PAGA Settlement should be approved. 

PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL HISTORY 

8. On August 30, 2021, Plaintiff filed a representative PAGA action complaint alleging 

a single claim pursuant to PAGA for the following claims against Defendant: (1) failure to pay 

wages for all hours worked at the legal minimum wage; (2) failure to pay wages for all overtime 

hours worked at the overtime rate of pay; (3) failure to pay wages to hourly non-exempt employees 

to compensate them for workdays Defendant failed to provide legally required and compliant meal 

periods; (4) failure to pay wages to hourly non-exempt employees to compensate them for workdays 

Defendant failed to provide legally required and compliant rest periods; (5) failure to issue payment 

of wages due in a legally permissible manner; (6) failure to timely pay earned wages during 

employment; (7) failure to provide complete and accurate wage statements; and (8) failure to pay 

all wages due and owing upon separation of employment (“the Action”). 

9. Following the filing of the actions, counsel for the Parties met and conferred with 

respect to the potential settlement of the action. Pursuant to these discussions, the Parties agreed to 

exchange informal discovery and engage in private mediation. The Parties subsequently exchanged 

informal discovery, including: a representative sampling of the timekeeping and payroll records of 

the PAGA Group; information and documentation concerning the claims set forth in the Action, 

such as Defendant’s employee handbooks and policies and procedures regarding the payment of 

wages, meal breaks, and time keeping; information regarding the number of putative PAGA Group 

members and the number of current versus former employees; and the number and frequency of pay 

periods worked by the PAGA Group. 

10. Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel have engaged in good faith, arms-length 

negotiations. On April 26, 2022, the Parties participated in a mediation before mediator Hon. Lisa 

Cole. and reached a resolution of this matter after a mediator’s proposal, subject to the Approval of 

the Court, and finalization of a formal Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action. The Parties 
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have now entered into a more detailed, formalized Settlement Agreement for submission to the 

Court for Approval. 

11. Thereafter, the Parties negotiated and finalized the terms of a settlement 

memorialized in a long-form Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action. A true and correct 

copy of the fully executed Settlement Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

REASONABLENESS OF THE SETTLEMENT 

12. In evaluating the reasonableness of the Settlement in this case, our co-counsel and 

our office thoroughly evaluated the merits of this case and considered the nature and purpose of 

PAGA as well as comparable PAGA settlements reached by our firm, and those obtained by other 

firms. 

13. Here, the penalties are appropriate in light of the underlying principles of PAGA, 

i.e., “to ensure that settlements involving penalties arising out of Labor Code Section 2699 do not 

undercut the dual statutory purposes of punishment or deterrence, or result in unjust, arbitrary, and 

oppressive, or confiscatory settlements.” (See July 29, 2004, Letter by Senator Dunn to the President 

Pro Tem of the Senate Re SB 1809). The non-reversionary Settlement Amount of $269,000.00 

represents an excellent recovery that is large enough to punish or deter Defendants.   The proposed 

Settlement provides a fair and reasonable monetary recovery for the LWDA, should the Court so 

elect, the Aggrieved Employees in the face of hotly disputed claims. 

14. Based on the informal discovery produced by Defendant, during the period from June 

23, 2020, to the date of mediation, Defendant employed approximately 557 aggrieved employees 

over the course of approximately 14,099 pay periods.  Based on the data, the maximum exposure 

for the PAGA claims amounted to approximately $11,928,450, assuming a violation could be 

proven every pay period. This amount was calculated based on the PAGA penalty calculation 

formula - (Initial violation penalty x total number of employees in the one-year PAGA period) + 

(subsequent violation penalty x [total number of pay periods in the one-year period – total number 

of employees in the one-year PAGA period]) as follows: 

/// 
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a. Off-the-Clock Work (Minimum Wage and Overtime Wages) 

15.  Plaintiff alleged that Defendant failed to compensate employees for all hours worked 

due to policies, practices, and/or procedures.   Plaintiff alleged that Defendant required she and other 

aggrieved employees to arrive early for the start of their shifts and line up and wait to undergo and 

then undergo off the clock COVID-19 related temperature checks and complete COVID-19 medical 

questionnaires prior to being permitted to clock in for their shifts. Further, Plaintiff alleged that 

Defendant automatically deducted 30 minute meal periods regardless of whether a compliant meal 

period was actually taken. Based on these allegations, Plaintiff alleged violations of the minimum 

and overtime wage provisions of the Labor Code.  

16. The maximum penalty for the aggrieved employees for minimum wage violations is 

as follows: (557 employees X $100 initial violations = $55,700) + ([14,099 pay periods – 557 

employees = 13,542 X $100/subsequent violations = $1,354,200) = $1,409,900. [Penalty Amounts 

set by Lab. Code, § 558, subds. (a)(1)-(2).)].  

17. The maximum penalty for the aggrieved employees for overtime wage violations is 

as follows: (557 employees X $100 initial violations = $55,700) + ([14,099 pay periods – 557 

employees = 13,542 X $100/subsequent violations = $1,354,200) = $1,409,900 [Penalty Amounts 

set by Lab. Code, § 558, subds. (a)(1)-(2)]. Minimum and overtime wage violations total 

$2,819,800.  

b. Meal Break Violations 

18. Plaintiff also alleged that Defendant failed to properly provide Plaintiff and other 

aggrieved employees with 30-minute meal periods when they worked shifts over ten (10) hours. 

Plaintiff also alleged that Defendant automatically deducted 30 minute meal periods regardless of 

whether a compliant meal period was actually taken.  

19. The maximum penalty for the aggrieved employees is as follows: (557 employees X 

$100 initial violations = $55,700) + ([14,099 pay periods – 557 employees = 13,542 X 

$200/subsequent violations = $2,708,400) = $2,764,100. [Penalty Amounts set by Lab. Code, § 

2699, subd. (f)(2)].  
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c. Payment of Wages in an Impermissible Manner 

20. Plaintiff also alleged that Defendant failed to pay wages in a legally permissible 

manner. Plaintiff alleged that Defendant paid wages to Plaintiff and others aggrieved on a prepaid 

debit card where the funds were only accessible if a service charge or fee was paid by Plaintiff or 

the aggrieved. Defendant did not provide reimbursement of the fees or charges.  

21. The maximum penalty for the aggrieved employees for overtime wage violations is 

as follows: (557 employees X $100 initial violations = $55,700) + ([14,099 pay periods – 557 

employees = 13,542 X $200/subsequent violations = $2,708,400) = $2,764,100 [Penalty Amounts 

set by Lab. Code, § 210, subds. (a)(1)-(2)]. 

22. Wage Statements: 14,099 pay periods X $250 = $3,524,750. [Penalty Amounts set 

by Lab. Code, § 226.3.] 

23. Waiting Time Penalties: 557 employees X $100 initial violations = $55,700 [Penalty 

Amounts set by Lab. Code, § 2699, subd. (f)(2).] 

24. Plaintiff also alleged that Defendant failed to provide complete wage statement and 

waiting time penalty and failure to pay final wages due at termination or separation (derivative of 

the aforementioned Labor Code violations). However, since PAGA cases rarely, if ever, settle for a 

significant fraction of multiple “stacked” PAGA penalties, but typically resolve for a reasonable 

fraction of the unstacked PAGA exposure, Plaintiff did not include the potential exposure for these 

additional bases in the total potential recovery.1 

25. Defendant, however, have compelling arguments in defense of Plaintiff’s claims for 

civil penalties pursuant to PAGA.  Defendant’s defenses to Plaintiff’s claims were as follows:  

26. With regard to Plaintiff’s minimum wage and overtime wage claims, Defendant 

contended that it properly paid wages for all hours worked and any unpaid work was undertaken 

 
1 Some federal district courts have found that “stacking” of PAGA civil penalties may be permitted. See Schiller v. 

David’s Bridal, Inc. (E.D. Cal. July 14, 2010, 2010 WL 2793650 at *6 (in order denying motion for remand, court 

observed “Plaintiff cites no authority establishing that PAGA penalties could not be awarded for every cause of action 

under which they are alleged”); Smith v. Brinker Int’l, Inc. (N.D. Cal. May 5, 2010, 2010 WL 1838726 at **2-6 (stacking 

PAGA penalties when calculating amount in controversy.) However, these decisions were issued before the Ninth 

Circuit’s opinion in Baumann, which precludes the aggregation of PAGA penalties for purposes of removal. See 

Baumann v. Chase Inv. Servs. Corp., 747 F.3d 1117 (9th Cir. 2014). It is an open question. 
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without the consent or permission of Defendant. Defendant could argue that any time spent off the 

clock completing COVID related temperature checks or health screenings was de minimis and 

therefore unpaid. With regard to Plaintiff’s meal period claim, Defendant argued that its meal period 

policies during the relevant time period were legally complaint and that any violation of California 

meal break law was at the volition of the aggrieved employees and not the result of an unlawful 

policy of Defendant. Further, Defendant would likely also argue that it properly deducted meal 

periods each day because meal periods were required to be taken and if a meal period was not taken, 

the aggrieved employee should have advised Defendant of such. With respect to Plaintiff’s claim 

regarding being paid wages in an impermissible manner, Defendant would likely argue that the 

aggrieved employees were not required to use the debit card and could have received their wages in 

another manner.  Regarding Plaintiff’s wage statement and waiting time claims, because they were 

wholly derivative of the Plaintiff’s primary claims, as explained above, they would fail for the same 

reasons. 

27. Defendant may argue that a significant factor in evaluating the value of a PAGA-

only case is that all PAGA awards are discretionary and subject to potentially significant reduction 

by the Court. Defendant maintains that given their good faith attempts to comply with the Labor 

Code, and de minimis defenses, this Court would exercise its discretion to substantially reduce any 

PAGA penalties if it were to find Defendant liable for any of Plaintiff’s claims.  Id.  See also, Labor 

Code §§ 203, 2699(e)(2); Thurman v. Bayshore Transit Mgmt., Inc. (2012) 203 Cal.App.4th 1112, 

1135 (affirming reduction of PAGA penalties for wage statement violations from $2,800,000 to 

$500,000, because “the aggrieved employees suffered no injury” as a result of the violations, the 

defendants “were not aware” their wage statements violated the law, and the defendants “took 

prompt steps to correct all violations once notified.”); Fleming v. Covidien, Inc. (C.D. Cal. Aug. 12, 

2011, No. (OPX)) 2011 WL 7563047, at *4 (reducing PAGA penalties from $2.8 million to 

$500,000). 

28. Importantly, Defendant could argue, PAGA does not permit an unmanageable trial.  

As the California Supreme Court has explained, the requirement for manageability of individualized 
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issues at trial is rooted in due process concerns.  Duran v. U.S. Bank Nat’l Assn. (2014) 59 Cal. 4th 

1, 29, 35 (explaining manageability “principles derive from both class action rules and principles of 

due process” and noting manageability is not limited to class certification and that “the court’s 

obligation to manage individual issues does not disappear”). The California Supreme Court 

acknowledged in Williams v. Superior Court (2017) 3 Cal. 5th 531, that trials of PAGA claims must 

be manageable. Williams, 3 Cal. 5th at 559 (acknowledging manageability requirements generally 

apply in PAGA actions by explaining that “proof of a uniform policy is one way a plaintiff might 

seek to render trial of the action manageable”). Accord Esparza v. Safeway, Inc. (2019) 36 Cal. App. 

5th 42, 50 (2019) (noting role trial plans have in addressing manageability of non-class, PAGA 

actions; explaining plaintiffs “filed a PAGA trial plan narrowing their PAGA cause of action”). The 

PAGA Group consists of multiple job categories, in multiple departments, with multiple job 

functions. Defendant argued that there was wide variation in practices between each job category 

and therefore a PAGA trial would not be manageable. 

29. Finally, Defendant may also argue that any potential exposure for PAGA penalties 

would be limited.  Defendant argued that even if Plaintiff prevailed, the recoverable penalties under 

PAGA are minimal.  First, as mentioned above, courts to consider the issue have refused to “stack” 

PAGA penalties.  See Carrington v. Starbucks Corporation (Cal. Ct. App. Nov. 27, 2018) No. 

D072392 (published Dec. 19, 2018) (approving PAGA penalty reduction to $5 per pay period); 

accord Atempa v. Pedrazzani (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 809.  Moreover, Defendant may argue that 

Plaintiff is not entitled to recover PAGA penalties at the subsequent violation rate of $200 per pay 

period. California’s appellate courts have held that “[u]ntil the employer has been notified that it is 

violating a Labor Code provision (whether or not the commissioner or court chooses to impose 

penalties), the employer cannot be presumed to be aware [of the violation]” and therefore, until a 

Court or the Commissioner issues a finding of a violation, the initial $100 violation rate applies for 

each pay period in which the alleged violation occurred.  Amaral v. Cintas Corp. No. 2 (2008) 163 

Cal.App.4th 1157, 1209; accord Amalgamated Transit Union Local 1309 v. Laidlaw Transit 

Service, Inc. (S.D. Cal. Aug. 10, 2009) 2009 WL 2448430, at *9 (“[u]nder California law, courts 
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have held that employers are not subject to heightened penalties for subsequent violations unless 

and until a court or commissioner notifies the employer that it is in violation of the Labor Code”). 

Thus, Defendant may argue that even if the Plaintiff was able to establish any violation of the Labor 

Code, the PAGA penalties assessed for these violations will be computed at the $100 rate, as 

opposed to the $100 and $200 per pay period rate at maximum, and there is a likelihood that a further 

reduction of the penalty to $5 per pay period as approved in Carrington would apply given 

Defendant’s compliance with the Labor Code as discussed above. Therefore, Defendant could argue 

that more likely maximum value of the claims would be closer to $1,409,900 ($100 initial penalty 

x 14,099 pay periods).  

30. Therefore, the realistic value of the PAGA claims amounted to approximately 

$1,409,900.  The settlement reached in this matter was $269,000 or approximately 19% of the 

realistic value in this case. 

31. In light of the foregoing, Plaintiff’s counsel took into consideration the defenses 

raised and applied the appropriate discounts to arrive at a reasonable settlement amount. 

32. In further support of the Settlement’s reasonableness, the scope of the release of the 

PAGA Settlement is necessarily strictly confined to those PAGA civil penalties asserted in the 

Action or any other claims, under PAGA only, that could have been asserted in the Action for PAGA 

only based on the facts alleged, including but not limited to any and all claims for PAGA penalties 

for violations of the California Labor Code governing: minimum wage, overtime wages, meal 

breaks, rest breaks, failure to timely pay wages, failure to provide wage statements, and failure to 

timely pay wages upon separation of employment. 

33. Moreover, the proposed Settlement, even with deductions, provides a substantial sum 

to the Aggrieved Employees. The Settlement secured by Plaintiff here is greater than other PAGA 

penalty awards approved by California state courts, which often range between $7,500.00 and 

$15,000.00 for PAGA claims impacting hundreds or thousands of individuals, resulting in much 

lower PAGA penalty payments on a per capita basis. See, e.g., Penaloza v. PPG Industries Inc., 

Case No. BC471369, 2013 WL 2917624 at *2 (Super. Ct. L.A. County, May 20, 2013) (approving 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
 

 15  

DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 
 

PAGA penalties of $5,000.00 to class of 667 members); Cabrera v. Advantage Sale & Marketing, 

LLC, Case No. BC485259, 2013 WL 1182822 (Super. Ct. L.A. County, March 12, 2013) (approving 

PAGA penalties of $10,000.00 for class of approximately 3,000 members). 

34. Finally, public policy strongly favors the settlement of litigation. Consumer 

Advocacy Group v. Kintetsu Enterprises of America (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 46, 63. Because the 

proposed Settlement is neither unjust nor ignores the public interest, it should be approved. 

35. Accordingly, the gross PAGA penalty payment is highly reasonable in light of the 

risks and uncertainties associated with the PAGA claims in this case. The Settlement commits 

Defendant to pay a sum large enough to punish Defendant for alleged violations and to deter such 

alleged conduct in the future. At the same time, in light of the alleged violations and defenses thereto, 

it is not so large as to be unjust, oppressive or confiscatory. Based upon the foregoing, the proposed 

settlement is fair, reasonable, and in the best interest of the state of California and the Aggrieved 

Employees. 

ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

36. Under the terms of the Settlement Agreement, Plaintiff’s Counsel is requesting 

$94,150 in attorney’s fees. This amount is equal to approximately 35% of the $269,000 agreed upon 

by the parties as the Settlement Amount. 

37. California state and federal courts have recognized that in actions creating a common 

fund benefiting others as well as a plaintiff, an appropriate method for determining an award of 

attorneys’ fees is based on a percentage of the total value of benefits provided by the litigation. 

(Laffitte v. Robert Half Int’l Inc. (2016) 1 Cal.5th 480, 497-499, 503-506; Serrano v. Priest (1977) 

20 Cal.3d 25, 34; Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert (1980) 444 U.S. 472, 478; Vincent v. Hughes Air West, 

Inc. (9th Cir. 1977) 577 F.2d 759, 769.) Such “fee spreading” assures that all those benefited by the 

litigation pay their fair share of obtaining the recovery. (Lealao v. Beneficial Calif., Inc. (2000) 82 

Cal.App.4th 19, 26.) 

38. In Laffitte v. Robert Half Int’l Inc. (2016) 1 Cal.5th 480, a wage and hour class action 

wherein Counsel obtained a $19 million non-reversionary settlement on behalf of the class, the 
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California Supreme Court approved the use of the percentage of fund or common fund method to 

award one-third of the settlement amount or $6,333,333.33 to Counsel for attorneys’ fees. The Court 

stated:  

Whatever doubts may have been created by Serrano III, supra, 20 Cal.3d 

25, [], or the Court of Appeal cases that followed, we clarify today that use 

of the percentage method to calculate a fee in a common fund case, where 

the award serves to spread the attorney fee among all the beneficiaries of 

the fund, does not in itself constitute an abuse of discretion. We join the 

overwhelming majority of federal and state courts in holding that when class 

action litigation established a monetary fund for the benefit of the class 

members, and the trial court in its equitable powers awards Counsel a fee 

out of that fund, the court may determine the amount of a reasonable fee by 

choosing an appropriate percentage of the fund created. The recognized 

advantages of the percentage method - including relative ease of 

calculation, alignment of incentives between counsel and the class, a better 

approximation of market conditions in a contingency case, and the 

encouragement it provides counsel to seek an early settlement and avoid 

unnecessarily prolonging the litigation [] convince us the percentage 

method is a valuable tool that should not be denied our trial courts. (Laffitte, 

1 Cal.5th at 503.) 

39. Under the “common fund” doctrine, “a litigant or a lawyer who recovers a common 

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

fee from the fund as a whole.” (Boeing, 444 U.S. at 478.) The Supreme Court explained: “The 

doctrine rests on the perception that persons who obtain the benefit of a lawsuit without contributing 

to its costs are unjustly enriched at the successful litigants’ expense. Jurisdiction over the fund 

involved in the litigation allows a court to prevent this inequity by assessing attorney’s fees against 

the entire fund, thus spreading fees proportionately among those benefitted by the suit.” (Id.) Thus, 

the common fund doctrine ensures that each beneficiary of the settlement contributes 

proportionately to the payment of the attorneys’ fees recovered from monetary payments that the 

prevailing party recovered in the lawsuit. (Stanton v. Boeing (9th Cir. 2003) 327 F.3d 938, 967, 

citing Wininger v. SI Mgmt. L.P. (9th Cir. 2002) 301 F.3d 1115.) 

40. In common fund cases, the percentage approach is preferable to the lodestar because: 

(1) it aligns the interests of Counsel and absent class members; (2) it encourages efficient resolution 

of the litigation by providing an incentive for early, yet reasonable, settlement; and (3) it reduces 
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the demands on judicial resources. (Laffitte, 1 Cal.5th at 486-487; see Lealao, 82 Cal.App.4th at 31 

n.5 citing In re Activision Sec. Litig. (N.D. Cal 1989) 723 F. Supp. 1373, 1375, 1378-79.) 

41. A percentage of the common fund is appropriate here given that PAGA actions are 

on behalf of a large number of aggrieved employees, similar to a class action. As noted above in 

Laffitte, this method is preferred to the lodestar method. Plaintiff’s counsel has been acting on behalf 

of the aggrieved employees for a significant amount of time on a contingent fee basis and has 

achieved a positive result for both the group of aggrieved employees and the State of California. 

The settlement was reached quickly efficiently which has resulted in less of the Court’s resources 

being used to litigate the action. The lodestar (described below) is merely a cross check on the 

reasonableness of the percentage sought.  

42. Furthermore, California appellate courts, while not expressly announcing a 

“benchmark,” have instead found fees in the thirty-five (35%) percent range appropriate. (See, 

Laffitte II, 1 Cal.5th at 506 (affirming award of 33% of the common fund); Chavez v. Ne(flix, Inc. 

(2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 43, 66 n.11 (2008)("[e]mpirical studies show that, regardless whether the 

percentage method or the lodestar method is used, fee awards in class actions average around one-

third of the recovery"); Laffitte v. Robert Half Intern. Inc. (2014) 180 Cal.Rptr.3d 136, 149 ("the 

trial court's use of a percentage of 33 1/3 percent of the common fund is consistent with, and in the 

range of, awards in other class action lawsuits.") Among other things, a 35% award is appropriate 

because "the amount of attorney's fees typically negotiated in comparable litigation should be 

considered in the assessment of a reasonable fee in representative actions .... Given the unique 

reliance of our legal system on private litigants to enforce substantive provisions of law through 

class ... actions, attorneys providing the essential enforcement services must be provided incentives 

roughly comparable to those negotiated in the private bargaining that takes place in the legal 

marketplace, as it will otherwise be economic for defendants to increase injurious behavior." Lealao 

v. Beneficial California, Inc. (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 19, 47 (emphasis added). Here, the legal 

marketplace for PAGA only settlements that result in a common fund provide for a fee award in the 

range of 35%.  
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43. Plaintiff’s Counsel has spent a considerable amount of time extensively 

investigating, researching, and litigating this matter, including but not limited to the following: 

a. Reviewing Plaintiff’s documents, speaking to Plaintiff, preparing the Notice 

to the LWDA, drafting and preparing the complaint, and legal research into 

the viability of Plaintiff’s claims; 

b. Reviewing and researching Defendant’s Answer; 

c. Reviewing data and documents produced in informal discovery by 

Defendant; 

d. Preparing for and attending mediation; 

e. Preparing the Settlement Agreement and moving papers for approval; 

f. Negotiating and corresponding with Defendant’s counsel in reaching the 

settlement at issue before the Court; preparing and appearing for approval. 

44. Mr. Lavi and I and other attorneys at Lavi & Ebrahimian made every effort to litigate 

this action in an efficient and cost-effective manner.  Given his years of experience, his trial and 

appellate experience, and the focus of his practice, if Mr. Lavi were to charge for his type of work 

by the hour, his current hourly rate would be $925 per hour. My hourly rate would be $575 per hour.  

This rate is the firm’s current billing rate and is supported by the extensive and specialized 

experience in these types of cases and recognized expertise described. I have personal knowledge 

of the hourly rates charged by other attorneys with comparable experience to both Mr. Lavi’s and 

mine.  Based on that information, I believe that our rates are fully consistent with the market rate 

for attorneys with comparable expertise, experience and qualifications.  Based on the information I 

have, I further believe that our rates are reasonable and appropriate fees for Los Angeles attorneys 

with comparable expertise, experience, and qualifications.   

45. I have spent at least 21.5 hours on this matter for a lodestar amount of at least 

$12,362.00 (21.5 hours x $575 hourly rate).  I graduated from the Loyola Law School, Los Angeles 

in 2017 and have been practicing law since December 2017.  Given my experience and the focus of 

my practice, if I were to charge for my type of work by the hour my rate would be $575 per hour. A 
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$575 rate is warranted based on my years of experience in a highly specialized area of law and is in 

line with the Laffey Matrix. (Huether Decl. Ex. 6 available at 

http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html.) California Courts have applied the Laffey Matrix with 

adjustments to the specific California locality where the Counsel’s office is located based on 

“Locality Pay Tables.” (Syers Properties III, Inc. v. Rankin (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 691, 695-696 

[affirming fee award based on Laffey Matrix with upward 9 percent rate adjustment from D.C. area 

compared to San Francisco Bay Area based on Locality Pay Tables]; In re HPL Techs., Inc., Secs. 

Litig. (N.D. Cal. April 22, 2005, No. C-02-3510 VRW) 365 F.Supp.2d 912, 921-922 [using Laffey 

Matrix with upward adjustment of 9 percent for San Francisco based on difference between D.C. 

Area ‘s +15.98 locality pay compared to San Francisco’s +26.39 percent locality pay differential 

from the federal courts’ “Judiciary Salary Plan Pay Tables.”].) Here, Plaintiffs’ Counsels’ offices 

are located in Los Angeles County. For 2018, the Locality Pay Tables (and Judiciary Salary Plan 

Pay Tables referred to in In re HPL Techs., Inc.), state a 2.35 percent increase for the Los Angeles-

Long Beach, CA area which includes the following counties: Kern County, Los Angeles County, 

Orange County, Riverside County, San Bernardino County, Santa Barbara County, and Ventura 

County. (Ex. 7, 8 [2018 Locality Pay Tables for Washington-Baltimore-Arlington and Los Angeles-

Long Beach, CA available at https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-

wages/2018/general-schedule/]; Ex. 9, 10 [Judiciary Salary Plan Pay Tables available at 

http://www.uscourts.gov/careers/compensation/judiciary-salary-plan-pay-rates]; Ex. 11 [2018 

Locality Pay Area Definitions defining counties within Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA area available 

at https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/locality-pay-area-

definitions/].) In applying the 2.35 locality increase for attorneys working in  Kern County, Los 

Angeles County, Orange County, Riverside County, San Bernardino County, Santa Barbara County, 

and Ventura County over the Washington-Baltimore area stated in the Laffey Matrix, the Laffey 

Matrix states the following relevant rates: $468 for attorneys 4 to 7 years out of law school, $676 

for attorneys 8 to 10 years out of law school, $764 for attorneys 11 to 19 years out of law school, 

and $920 for attorneys 20 plus years out of law school.   
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46. Over the course of action, I am informed that Mr. Lavi has spent at least 27.7 hours 

on this matter for a lodestar amount of at least $25,622.50.   

47. I am also informed that Vincent C. Granberry has spent numerous hours working on 

this matter. Mr. Granberry graduated from Sandra Day O’Connor College of Law at Arizona State 

University in 2010. Mr. Granberry has been in practice since 2011 and with the law firm of Lavi & 

Ebrahimian, LLP since April 2014, focusing almost exclusively in the area of employment law. 

Over the last nine years, his practice has focused nearly exclusively on wage and hour class action 

litigation with a handful of consumer class actions. Super Lawyers Magazine has selected him as a 

Southern California Rising Star in 2016 through 2022 and as a Super Lawyers Rising Star Up-And-

Coming 100 in my field in 2018, 2020, 2021, and 2022. Mr. Granberry has spent at least 14.6 hours 

working on this matter and at his rate of $675 an hour, his total lodestar is $9,855.00. 

48. I have also reviewed the files and billable records for Kevin Farnan, a former attorney 

of Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, in this matter and Mr. Farnan spent approximately 20.3 hours litigating 

this matter. Mr. Farnan is no longer an associate with our firm.  I am aware he graduated from the 

Loyola Law School, Los Angeles and has been licensed to practice law since 2019. Mr. Farnan’s 

unadjusted lodestar in this matter is $9,1350.00 (20.3 x $450 = $9,135.00). If Mr. Farnan were to 

charge a rate for this type of work by the hour, given his experience, his current hourly rate is $450 

per hour. 

49. I have also reviewed the files and billable records for Pooja V. Patel, a former 

attorney of Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, in this matter and Ms. Patel spent approximately 8.4hours 

litigating this matter. Ms. Patel is no longer an associate with our firm.  I am aware she graduated 

from the Case Western Reserve University School of Law and has been licensed to practice law 

since 2017 in California and was previously admitted to practice in Ohio in 2015. Ms. Patel’s 

unadjusted lodestar in this matter is $5,040.00 (8.4 x $600 = $5,040.00). If Ms. Patel were to charge 

a rate for this type of work by the hour, given her experience, her current hourly rate is $600 per 

hour. 

/// 
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50. Therefore, collectively counsel’s lodestar amounts to $62,015.00 which exceeds the 

attorneys’ fees requested and allocated in the settlement of $94,150.00. Applying a modest 

multiplier of 1.6 brings counsel’s weighted lodestar to $99,224 which exceeds Plaintiff’s request. A 

multiplier of 1.6 is appropriate to account for the successful result in the action and to compensate 

plaintiffs and their counsel for the contingent risk assumed by counsel and delay in receiving fees.  

51. The requested attorneys’ fees are justified here due to the contingent nature of the 

representation, the risks involved, the complexity of the issues, the high quality of legal work 

performed, and the excellent results obtained. After initially calculating the combined lodestar, the 

Court may adjust the lodestar based on several factors in order to “fix a fee at the fair market value 

for the particular action.”  Ketchum v. Moses (2001) Cal.4th 1122, 1132; Graham v. Daimler 

Chrysler Corp. (2004) 34 Cal.4th 553, 574. These additional factors include the contingent risk of 

litigation, the novelty and complexity of the issues, and exceptional results obtained. Ketchum, 24 

Cal.4th at 1132, Serrano III, 20 Cal.3d at 48. 

52. Moreover, the case involved significant risks of non-payment of attorneys’ fees and 

non-recovery of costs if the settlement was not granted approval, or of Plaintiff did not prevail.  

California courts consider the risks counsel takes in litigating a case where they may not prevail on 

the merits in granting attorneys’ fees awards. See Graham v. Daimler Chrysler Corp., 34 Cal.4th 

553, 583 (Cal. 2004). Thus, not only are Plaintiff’s Counsel’s rates reasonable and typical, but the 

attorneys’ fees requested are also fair and reasonable. 

53. The factors to consider in determining the multiplier include: (1) time and labor 

required; (2) contingent nature of the fee agreement; (3) whether litigation precluded other 

employment by the attorneys; (4) the experience, reputation, and ability of the attorneys who 

performed the services, and the skill displayed; (5) the amount involved and the results obtained; 

and (6) the informed consent of the client to the fee agreement. (See Serrano v. Priest, 20 Cal. 3d at 

49; Dunk, 48 Cal.App.4th at 1810 n.21; Glendora Commonwealth. Redev. Agency v. Demeter (1984) 

155 Cal.App.3d 465, 474.). In counsel’s experience, the risks of prosecuting a representative or class 

action case such as this are significant. Plaintiff’s counsel has expended time in the prosecution of 
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this litigation on a contingency basis without any direct compensation and having advanced 

litigation costs, carrying the risk that this time and the current out-of-pocket costs would be lost if 

the case were not resolved successfully. Further, as a relatively small law firm, Class Counsel can 

only properly litigate a limited number of cases at one time. The professional demands of this case 

were not insignificant. Class Counsel was necessarily precluded from working on other cases while 

working on this case. Therefore, Plaintiff’s request of attorneys’ fees with a modest lodestar 

multiplier is reasonable and should be awarded.  

COSTS 

54. Our firm maintains all records regarding costs expended on each case.  I have 

reviewed the records of costs expended in this matter.  According to our records, our firm has 

incurred $12,191.06 in costs in this matter at this time.  This amount includes, but is not limited to, 

costs associated with the costs associated with filing of the papers filed and responded to in this 

matter, LA Court Connect appearances, expert witness, and mediation.  Therefore, the total costs 

incurred of $12,191.06, which is less than the Parties agreed Plaintiff’s Counsel could seek in the 

Settlement Agreement and will result in an increase in the Net Settlement Amount payable to the 

State of California and Aggrieved Employees. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct record of 

the costs incurred to date by Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP.  

SUBMISSION TO THE LWDA 

55. The Settlement was submitted to the LWDA in accordance with Labor Code § 

2699(l)(2). The proof of electronic submission is attached hereto as Exhibit 3. 

EXHIBITS 

56. Attached as Exhibit 1 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the operative 

settlement agreement. 

57. Attached as Exhibit 2 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the Lavi & 

Ebrahimian Costs. 

58. Attached as Exhibit 3 to this declaration is a true and correct copy electronic 

submission confirmation from the LWDA.  
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59. Attached as Exhibit 4 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of printouts from 

the 2014 National Law Journal sampling of California firm billing rates. 

60. Attached as Exhibit 5 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 2008 

National Law Journal sampling of billing rates. 

61. Attached as Exhibit 6 to this declaration is a true and correct printout of the Laffey 

Matrix available at http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html. 

62. Attached as Exhibit 7 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 2020 

Locality Pay Table for Washington-Baltimore-Arlington available at https://www.opm.gov/policy-

data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/general-schedule/. 

63. Attached as Exhibit 8 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 2020 

Locality Pay Table for Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA available at https://www.opm.gov/policy-

data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/general-schedule/. 

64. Attached as Exhibit 9 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the Judiciary 

Salary Plan Pay Table for Washington-Baltimore-Arlington available at 

http://www.uscourts.gov/careers/compensation/judiciary-salary-plan-pay-rates. 

65. Attached as Exhibit 10 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the Judiciary 

Salary Plan Pay Table for Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA available at 

http://www.uscourts.gov/careers/compensation/judiciary-salary-plan-pay-rates. 

66. Attached as Exhibit 11 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of 2020 Locality 

Pay Area Definitions defining counties within Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA area available at 

https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area-

definitions/. 

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

is true and correct this 28th day of April 2023, at Beverly Hills, California.  

 

       ____________________________ 

Melissa A. Huether 

  

http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html
https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/general-schedule/
https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/general-schedule/
https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/general-schedule/
https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2018/general-schedule/
http://www.uscourts.gov/careers/compensation/judiciary-salary-plan-pay-rates
http://www.uscourts.gov/careers/compensation/judiciary-salary-plan-pay-rates
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if such invalid, illegal, or unenforceable provision had never been included in this Agreement. 

K. Defendant’s Fees and Costs

All of Defendant’s own legal fees, costs and expenses incurred in this Action shall be

borne by Defendant. 

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT 

DATE: _________, 2023 

KATHERINE HARRIS 

DATE: _________, 2023 

By: 

For:  PLATINUM CLEANING OF 

INDIANAPOLIS, LLC 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

DATE: _________, 2023 LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP 

By: 
Joseph Lavi 
Vincent C. Granberry 
Melissa A. Huether 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Katherine Harris 

DATE: _________, 2023 LIGHTGABLER 

By:  _____________________________________ 
Jonathan Fraser Light 
Michael H. Brody 
Attorneys for Defendant 

March 31

Gary Tuch
Gary Tuch

Gary Tuch
Mar. 30
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
To [NAME]: 
 
The enclosed check is your share of a court-approved representative action settlement between Plaintiff Katherine 
Harris (“Plaintiff”), and Defendant Platinum Cleaning Of Indianapolis, LLC (“Defendant”) in the matter of 
Katherine Harris, on behalf of herself and other aggrieved employees v. Platinum Cleaning, LLC, Los Angeles 
County Superior Court Case No. 21STCV32089 (“Lawsuit”). 
 
Plaintiff filed a lawsuit against Defendant as the representative of the State of California and Defendant’s other 
current and former hourly or non-exempt employees that worked in California.  Plaintiff asserted claims against 
Defendant under California Labor Code § 2698 et seq., also known as the Private Attorneys General Act 
(“PAGA”), alleging violations of wage and hour laws including failure to pay all minimum wages, failure to pay 
all overtime wages, failure to provide meal breaks, failure to provide rest breaks, failure to issue payment of 
wages in a legally permissible manner, failure to pay wages during employment, failure to provide accurate wage 
statements, and failure to timely pay final wages.  Defendant denies any liability or wrongdoing and contends, 
among other things, that it has complied at all times with the California Labor Code, the related California Wage 
Orders, and all other state and federal wage laws, and further contends that the Lawsuit is without merit.    
 
Pursuant to the Court’s Order, a payment of $269,000 was approved in settlement of this Lawsuit. After 
accounting for Plaintiff’s Counsel’s attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of litigation costs, administration of the 
settlement, and Plaintiff’s enhancement payment, the remaining sum is $________.  This sum, called the “Net 
Settlement Amount” will be divided pursuant to California law as follows:  $________ (75%) to the State of 
California Labor Workforce Development Agency and $_______ (25%) to all employees considered to be 
“PAGA Group” under this Lawsuit, to be shared on a proportionate basis.  A PAGA Member is a non-exempt 
current or former employee of Defendant within the State of California at any time during the time period from 
June 23, 2020 to April 26, 2022.  
 
As a PAGA Member, you are covered by this settlement.  Per the Court’s final judgment in this case, the PAGA 
Members release Defendant and the other Released Parties for any PAGA claims based on Defendant’s alleged 
failure to pay minimum wages, overtime wages, provide meal and rest periods, failure to pay wages in a legally-
permissible manner, failure to timely pay wages during employment, failure to provide accurate itemized wage 
statements, failure to timely pay wages at termination, and all other claims and allegations made or which could 
have been made in the Action based on the facts and allegations pled in the Plaintiff’s Complaint and PAGA 
Notice to the LWDA, from June 26, 2020 through April 26, 2022. This means that you are not able to pursue a 
PAGA lawsuit against Defendant based on such claims.  A full list of the released claims and Released Parties is 
contained in the court’s Order granting settlement of this Lawsuit.     

The enclosed check is your share of the settlement.  The payment amount was calculated based on the number of 

pay periods you worked for Defendant as a PAGA Member between June 23, 2020 and April 26, 2022, as 

determined by Defendant’s business records.  Because this calculation was approved by the Court, the amount of 

your payment is final and cannot change.  Enclosed with your check is an IRS Form 1099.  Please note that no 

taxes were withheld from your payment, so it will be your responsibility to pay any taxes that may be due.  You 

should consult with your own tax accountant with regard to any questions that you may have concerning any 

taxes that may be due.   

Your enclosed check is valid for 180 days from the date of its issuance.  After that date, you cannot cash the check 

and it will be null and void. Funds attributable to such uncashed checks will be sent to the State of California 

 

NOTICE OF PAGA SETTLEMENT AND 
RELEASE 

 

 



Unclaimed Property Fund in your name.   You are bound by the settlement and release of claims based on the 

Court’s final judgment whether or not you cash or deposit the enclosed check.  Regardless of what you do with 

the settlement check, you will have released claims for penalties arising under PAGA as asserted in the Lawsuit.   
 
If you have any questions or would like more information about the settlement or this lawsuit, you may contact 

the Settlement Administrator at [Settlement Administrator], [Address], [Telephone Number] or you may 

review the papers, pleadings and records on file with the Court by scheduling an appointment with the clerk 

of the Los Angeles Superior Court. 
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COSTS AND FEES ADVANCED BY LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP 

 

DATE ITEM COST 

N/A Copying $50.00 

N/A Scanning $50.00 

N/A Fax  $10.00 

N/A Mail $52.21 

   

 LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT  

06/24/2021 Summons and Complaint Filing Fee (Class) $1435.00 

08/12/2021 Document Retrieval (Class)  $9.20 

08/30/2021 Summons and Complaint Filing Fee (PAGA) $435.00 

   

 DDS LEGAL SERVICES   

06/22/2021 Filing of Summon and Complaint (Class)  $243.45 

08/06/2021 Process Service of Summon and Complaint to Def. Platinum Cleaning of 

Indianapolis LLC (Class)  

$158.90 

08/12/2021 Filing of POS of Summons for Def. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis 

LLC (Class) 

$34.95 

08/30/2021 Filing of Summon and Complaint (PAGA)  $47.20 

09/14/2021 Filing of Plaintiff’s Notice of Case Management Conference (PAGA)  $34.15 

09/15/2021 Process Service of Summon and Complaint to Def. Platinum Cleaning of 

Indianapolis LLC (PAGA)  

$158.90 

09/21/2021 Filing Of Unilateral Initial Status Conference Class Action Response 

Statement (Class)  

$34.15  

09/22/2021 Filing of POS of Summons for Def. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis 

LLC (PAGA) 

$34.15 

09/23/2021 Filing Of Plaintiff Harris’ Notice Regarding Continued Initial Statue 

Conference (Class)  

$34.15 

09/23/2021 Filing Of Joint Initial Status Conference Class Action Response 

Statement (Class) 

$34.15 

10/29/2021 Courtesy Copy Delivery of 1. Declaration Of Kevin Joseph Farnan, 2. 

Joint Stipulation, 3. Proposed Order, 4. Request For Dismissal (Class)  

$59.95 

10/29/2021 Filing of 1. Declaration Of Kevin Joseph Farnan, 2. Joint Stipulation, 3. 

Proposed Order, 4. Request For Dismissal (Class)  

$54.75 

11/19/2021 Filing Of Case Management Statement (PAGA) $34.15 

03/06/2023 Filing of Joint Status Report Re Settlement (PAGA)  $34.15 

   

 SIGNATURE RESOLUTION   

04/26/2022 Mediation Services (Class)  $5,950.00 

   

 BERGER CONSULTING GROUP   

04/28/2022 Data Analysis, Invoice #5954 (Class)  $2,437.50  



Katherine Harris  

Katherine Harris v. Platinum Cleaning Indianapolis LLC 

April 3, 2023 

Page 2 of 2 

 

 

   

 CASE ANYWHERE  

12/06/2021 Invoice #238693 (Class)  $90.00 

03/05/2022 Invoice #246915 (Class)  $120.00 

06/07/2022 Invoice #255450 (Class)  $120.00 

09/10/2022 Invoice #263955 (Class)  $120.00 

12/08/2022 Invoice #272581 (Class)  $120.00 

03/03/2023 Invoice #281135 (Class)  $120.00 

   

 DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS   

06/23/2021 Private Attorney General Act (PAGA) Fee $75.00 

   

 Total Costs, fees and expenses $12,191.06 
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·~-;~crhado!ogy!Source-s: .These data were complied by ALM Legal InteUigcnre,_ihe re-seard1 arm nf the Ntj's. parem. ALM Medi~ tLC. 

v.fe ;;sf.ed responden\5-ID the NLn annual survey o{ the nation's \arge--sr t-aw firms {the "NIJ 350'} to .)ir.:'lv(dl:' a range of hourly bUUng 

rates· for partners .and associates, For firms that dld no[ supply do-tato us.,-ln many cases vJe ~vere·-able to supplement bll!inrrrate 
dat;~ de!iv~ from-publlr records. In·total, \VC have rate$ foi-!5-9 Of t!te nation's. 35Q largEst flt'ms. HateS data-Include averages,-highs 

and low rates for p;inners iind a~sociates, Information al~o.indude's the average fulbtime equivalent (ffii-ctiomeys at the firm and 

the-citY of the firm's prindpal or large:SI office. 

This methodology has been mortified slnce fim.pubHshed to note that the data cited were compiled by-ALM 'Lega!Jmelligenre. the 
research arm otrhe NLj's p.arent,AlM Media lLC 
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S<>.ie.::t 11 firm 

·J3chelll\elli 

·"'*scnL<;•·M 
Ja<:I.Mm'.'\'o;;;.r 

@_Jt.llerMan~il 

Jtnn~< t Bfut~ 
k<ne~ D(ly 

· .l!mesW~Ilel 

l:aiit'l'it\:::Senwn 

KaihmMu~~in 

Kate:Scll.cl•r 

K<>lo;Drye 

Kli;>illf':l;Tt:~·,n~M 

Klngt.,%>.tlir.g 

K~tl>n:l f. to;.< 
Mmbb.-1,\arttos 

• Jeffer, Mangels, Butler & Mitchell 
Largest U_S. Ofiice: Los Angeles_ 126 total full-tlme-equiva1erit11ttnmeys 

By the· Numbers; The -Firms Report Their 6illing Rates 

Of a!! 1lrr.1£ 5li!Y~Y~!I. 
bilhnq r~tes·Jm pa11ners 

S~<.!fa9<;co:J $604. 
As~o~i~te >ate.s: 

averaged $370. 

Lorgasl U.S. Cffiu r~~::.,~; Pa~:~; :.~~;;;:- p_,~:~ A~~o~~~ A~y~:~ ~••m~~'! 
B~kerl< McKen"lie ·····•••• ••••••• .··cl;~~o ·.· ··· · · •• : ........... :: · ••• .:: ...•. ••• · ' ' ····· 

Dfcki>i<)jn Shapiro i'/Js,'lillglw 

Jenner & B!<Jcf< Cftiwyc 

Jone~ ·o~y ·- · fl~w Vqtk 

M~i<att f'help• 

se.,.,;rd 'i iouei.: : .................. . 
L<!->Ar<!lit!o~ 

McOeimctt WHI Otci~Q 

R«ffi Sa>lfl Pill,.\Wigl\ .................... . 
Pentuns. -jgi._;; ·· 

I"~*~W~-i~··~:.-~W~' !IBBBIIILo~ •my .. ~<>; 
Siwpponl 1,\~lli!! luoi>.l•l!~lil• 

AJ«ttm a e;rn ?,ll.lr.b. 

!_o!~~--J:l.~~-Q- !:!QS\~n 

... And the Bottom 
HanhB~"cil 

HamrSetrem 
Willialll,Mu1!en 

Bro~d ll..,d C~s~I'A 

Jackstm Lewis 

Ulmer A Ecme 

Bo11<l ScboenU~ 

J;lua& Fornllln 

.!acRSC>'J l(elly 

Bov;!~ mce 

s.1on szn~ S-%0 ~~~a tsoo 5GOll Sf;)!i 
AVER.'-,i;EP,';RftlERRhlE F' 

SZOB S3l\~ S4fl') 

!'1\~.C-£i--SS.X:FITf P,,I.TE 

~,1e:thodologytsqurces: Thest: data were compiled by ALM !.:€gal Intelligence, the research arm of the mr;; panmt. A~M Medl<i LLC , 

We ·asked r~sponden!-5 w the NLJs annual survey of the na.tlon'slargesr law firmS {the ''NLJ 350'') .tv provide ;;>-range of hourly bll!!ng 
rates-for p;;rtr.ers_and associates.. For firms that did no~ 5upply dara to us.:ln tnar)y ~ases IJJe vvere-able to supplement bll!ing rate 

dara derlYed from public records.In-;oral, W<: have- rnres for 15::1 Mtht:: nation's 350 largEst flfms, RateS data mdude averages, highs 

and low rates for partners and a~so.dates, Information <;,l;;o lndudes the average ful~tirne equivalent {FTE) attorh .. ')'S at the firm and 
the dty ofrhe firm'S principal or l;>rgesl Dffke, 

This ffiethodology·has been modified-since firsqmb(iShed to nm:e tha.: the data cited were compiled by-ALt.~ LegaUmelllgence. the 

research ann of<he Nlj's parem,AlM Media llC 
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Se-!ect I! f-irm 
R~bli<MnS.CQie • Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton 

-" Ru\M & TuCker 
SillliE>iiM 

~jg.=k 

Sewara ~-!V=:i 
Se,;i>rlh Shaw 

largrist U.S_ Office: Los Angeles_-521 tota! fu!I.Ume equivalent attorneys 

\!) Stl~pp~r<l ~1"---"n 
Shuma~rLwp 

Sl>utt.&fu""'" 
- ·SI<al11~f1 A.'F" 
· Sf!~'' a Vit<ll_*f 

Squirs S:Jnd~JS 

st"\"'n!>& L~6 

· ·stinwr•IJrml;on 

stoelf:P.-e~ 

Str~•b>.m~er & Pri~ 

By the Numbers: The.flrms RepOrt TheJi-Billin9 Rates 

·'~'~"'~'·"~'~''~"~·~~~~~~~~~ Lo' An~<olo-> 11\\lt'i'!TI 1 + lo~-".1\\)~lc~ 
Al~lM 3. Bird Al:;lf'~~ 

f3fey Ho~g 

Ha}Tletind B"oM 

i'Jt-1011 -B·~·ijgt 
WllqRem 

Rictt~rcts. La)'t"n 

\/enable 

G{~~b~IQ"Trli~liii.i 
..... C ........... . 

Arafllft>X 

B!anh·.P.o<rc 

K~tJei·o~~ 

i>ool~f' 

Do!l.i~ 

'NasilklglM 

v:~~hin.gt¢n 

\-'o':ifili'iJtlr.{) 

nowY<cik 

C1o,ila1><l 

-Toi:al FTE 
MtlJmeys 

"' 

PaU!Wei~~ 

S!<.addeQ 

'friMhaftk ,;;;;;;;;;;;;~; lMI>nm~ 

Glb~on 

D•wi& Polk 

Well 1;~;;;;;;;;i~:;o C•d~'''" ~ 
~500 ~iiM S?OO :sB~O S%0 S\.OM 

4\'EPAGE P:.RT!4ER RATE 

... And the Bottom 

Bow!.,.. RiG~ -523ft 

5-100 :;zue 51100 H~O 5500 S&~n STOU 
i..VER"-.,:OE PARTNER Ri"TE: f" 

!'ar\ntr t>alfr,~f _ 
High Av~mn~:-

\ F~m .fl:"'~~--~-":ra_~ __ 

a &H f.rms ~urvey~1:1. 
blliln~ ratl._s fur parbHJ-rs 

f!l'>lffi>;;Erl.l $604. 
Assoc[iltl raL<s. 

averaQ.E<ti $370. 

'i'Mtl ~70G tS% ~~BU SlJJ\IG f-1,1(•0 t12£1G 

Pt>m1er All-•oci~t~ A$Jo:;dal~ .\""""'"~<; 
tow 31gb A2dmge tow 

SZ!lf> -S<:~~ $40~ 

1'1\-'ffit;.GE?.SC-.QC!i\.Tf R..!,TE 

~.Jethodo]ogytSoufces:these data were (Onipi\~d bY Au,i ~ega! In1;elligence. :he rese_crch arm vf rhe NCJ's p-arertt. Auvi t;1E"diii w: _. 
vJe ·ast.ed respondents to the- ~lLJ's annual Survey of the nat!t:m>s ~ar_g_est iaw firmS (<he ~Nlj 350'') to provl6e ~range o-f hourly blUing 
rates-fOr pa_rtnErs.and associates. For firms that did nor supply da<:fl to us,-l_n-many cases vJe were abLe to supplement bnling rate 
d<:;,a .derived from pubUc records . .rn to til, we have r<Jtes for 159 of.the nation's 350 largest firms. Rates data·lnciude averages,-hlgh.s 

and low rates for p.nwers and associa!es.lnformatloo il)so_indudes.the average full-rime equivalent (FT.E) attorneys at the firm and 

the-dry ofrhe firm's principal or largest office. 

Thls methodology has been modified slnce fir5t-pubilihed to note that the data dted were complied by AtJ;H.egai Jntel!igence, the 
research snn of the Nlj's parem,ALM MedlHL(, 



~ SfCTIONS NATIONAL lAW JOURNAL A. "SIGN"IN I ~ SUB.SCRlllE 

• Buchalter Nerner 
S&lecq Finn 

·.·ll~iJ!d Sj)>l~r 

fi~m~• & Tfl<~m!JI;<€ 

EelJ~~ell frhxit~••te; 

lle:rt&osl 

Largest U.S_ Office: los Angeles, 1341ota! full-time equivalent attorneys 

llinghOiJ!; hlcCU\cll<.'~ 

5!3nl: Retr><; 

__ -lkn<i ficl1~neot_ 

Ei<roi~~Rioe 

&""""'etil-Gi.Jioni 

&atl;,y-;;r<WI 

·Ere-a~ an!! C;:mel 

Ef~•·motdr, H}all 

Er;arr c,-,,,, 
® llu&.a~er ll~m..r 
-; Eiurr&F<:>nn~n 

E-ut::eiLWij 

By the Numbers: TI1e Firms Report TheJr·Billlng .Rates 

Firm 

SEYie<th sn..w 
MtrWH h·-

Carlto'n Field a 
F"l"'f I>Lntdn~;, .................. . 

P«~idn~ Coie 

V•nsnn & Ellli!'!s 

Holland & Knlgflt 

Wirgest us,_ Office-

Sea\11<' 

-Huo~l~r. 

'.'l'~:.!un~t~n 

Totnl FTE: 
Attorn~~· 

11<; 

P~<tntr 
Hl[lll 

~£!15 

3605 

r..<lflcr_ f'-'lrmer ,.,~~<idllt¢ 
Jw~mgfi:- LoW HiO(I 

~£!15 S,'75 ~S75 

G~ HI! f.rms auf\'~yed, 
tnlill1lJ r J\H-Jor pa;tners 

B'l'lffi!lad $604. 
As~oaati.l rates 

3Vil.fBf]€'t:f $370 

Ane:cin~!l' Aof>ntla\J> 
A<Mrane Cow 

~.sss: ~-;,;t, 

McGu1roWonds. 

l'!ry~n GaVe 

Nutlet M~Cltrlll~li 

GI!JbOI>S 

Rl-':llm~>ntl ... ':-.:· ............................................ : .................................... ········.···· .......... :.: .........•......... 
st Lp..;i<; 

C.onm O'Cormor 

K~~-bJi~-M~rte'l• 

ici!P.ltftC~:. rown;;n~:l 

... And the Bottom 

'fi.i;jn~ 

tl!">':illk. U.J. 

f.1•~oo'e1;l/11l 

l,.m;-,C~lf 

Af~h~r& Grein~r 
eon & ftmna!l-

'·. 
Dln$m-:>re & Sil<::>i'l! 

Brondeorl CfiB•el 

lltmlJ;;milll Millat 

Ml!l~r&Martin 

Jnchon.K~I!)' 

Bum"" mw g .s135 

S1GO 

j..1ahodologyrsources: .The;t: d~_ta we.r-e compiled by ALM L€gal Irl:tel!lgehce, tht: rese.arch arm of the Nlj's parent. A~M t,;ledJa l.LC . 

we ·asked respondents m the Nt,j's armual Survey of the n~tlon·s (a.rgesrfaw firmS {the "NLJ 35-0'~ to-p(ovicie a range of hourly b!UI(lg 

!<ltes- for partners.and associates, For firms that did not_supply daB to us,-!n-rnany cases we ~-vere_;;;.ble to supp!eml'!nt billing-rate 

dat~ -de lived from pubilr records, In wtal; 'Ne. have rates for l ">9 of the nation's 35\1 largest firms, Rates data-Include averages, hlghs 

arid low rates for partners and associates, Infmmatlon a !so iridudes-t11e average -ful!-;lme equivalent (ffi) o.ttorileys- at the firm and 

the-cit'; t>fthe firm's prlndpal Dr iargest office. 

n,is methodology has be~n mOOifled-slnce first. published w note -::hat the data cfteliwete complled by ALM tegatlntenlge:m::e. the 

research ann -of ::he NLJ's parent, ALM Medial(C 



NATJONALlAW JOURNAL 

Se$c111 Rim 
1\a!lel\t.lu;ol\m 

Ka)'~!;clm!e; 

\<:deyD!)'i' 

rJI~31t~Tmon?."n~ 

Klng&Spi!dij;g 

• Knobbe, Martens, Olson & Bear 
largest U.S_ Office: Irvine, Calif._ 268 total full.-tlme "''''"''""'"""'' 

(~) Kn!>tb~ Mortt:ns 

Y-rillf'e:rlf>'.in 

- Lan~FWtY 

l~tiHm j, Wal'l~~ 

o latluop &B.."'r.' 

- La<:·naaiS!l~el. 

L11wbRoro 

lll1d'<U""- & \'t!ni!UJll 

LrlUerfMnMI!.cn 

ll)wenst•in S;mdl•r 

By the NUmberS; The-Firms Report Their Billing Rates 

firm 

<>lb(u:ii}s ······· .... .. ....... lie":,n~ 1{,1. 
C<>;"m O'Co;onn<>t ·FM~d-.,lphia 

M w ·1$1 "'h' JN'Jl~. C~R 
KllpatrickTcvrnoend ;'J~n\E 

Uttl<:r M~nct~l~on 

Ellwam'~ Wild rom 

Tii~.l",pt~!\ &' knicil>.t 
fQ~ -R,:;i;,-~t:hilii __ _ 

&lui EWir!J:I 

1'Ho....,st•lr~ l:lya\t 

I.lndquist & \h;!ln"il.m,, ...... ····· 
Nl:<or< Pe:tbody 

san Fr~a~'l!,-." 

:tlcstm 

hjj;]r,~;;r-<>lm 

!lw!o~,, ···················· 

-Tol.!!IFTE 
Mt(lmeys 

~;;co &Jco non saon -swn stoQ~ 

_1>\'ERAGE ~"ARTNER R~TE 

... And the Bottom 

~laD S7<10 5-300 ~~GO :;%nil ~5QO 8'UG 

J"'iER!..SEJ¥..Rnl<:RR,1,Ti:': F 

f'atl.ntr !'~ltr.er,.. 

Hl!]h Av~rall"' 

5785 

Ofll~iiTmS 5-lh'\'!;J<;d. 
bil!m~ ral<lsfl'lrr.artnets 

a1•ern9otd $604. 
A~oe!at9 rats.s. 

~~eragect $37_0 

f'-11nne1 A5~odet<t /<~~.:;date hssi>Cii!lli 
Low Hlg!t J!.v~rane tOw 

S20o :<sea s~O<J rw~ 

AVER-·'-<GE~$5QGIAT!" fL'..TE F 

t.lethodo!Ogy!Source~:.These data were mmpileO byAU,1legal intelligence, th.e research arrn of the NLJ.;; parent. Ai,.l\~ r,1edii LL(, 

We ·asf,ed respondents m the NLJ's annual survey of the nadon·s largest !aw firms (the "NLJ 350'')_to prov1de ii range of hourly bfl!ing 

rates for partn.ers.and associates, for firm's that dld not supply data tO us.: in many cases vJe 'Ne--re able to supplement b\!ling rate 

da:a derlved from publlG records . .tn rota!; we have rates for 159 of_ttJe nation's 350 !argest flt'ms. RateS data· include aliHage.s,-hfghs 

and lo\?1 rates for partner;, and as50ciates. Information ~!so lndudes tht! overage fu!kirne equivalent (FTE) attorneys at the f1'rm and 

the-dr; oft he firm'S plincij)al or largesl offic~. 

This methodology has been moo!fled since first-pubiis:hed w note thar th<: dat.; cited were compiled by ALMlegallme-lligence. the 

res-earch qntl ofrhe NlJ'sparent.AlM Media lLC 
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M~m~ ~na Re~~ 

.!t.ennM Senl~lf~t 

PJ.i!IG<Jn;v 

~ Allen Matkins Leek Gamble Mallory & Natsis 
':''1':''u" _'Offcnlc"e·. Los Angeles< 187 total full-time equivalent atta __ m ______ ,_,Y'_ __ __ ____ -------- ____ --------------------- ___ _ 

@Al!!\nM~Thm• 

.".l•ion&B~<i 

Ana"'w~ Ku>!h 

i'>.rt~~· & Gr~ll>er 

heniF.c~ 

t.rr.a~ G~b!~n 

.4ncldf. Perter 
f\mieil&Lohf 

E<~l-er& Hoe!.&! 

Ba~er & lJ~I<en:l& 

-- !l;~terDor-e$C!I 

Ealarc Sp;ohr 

&:lll><S& Thc>i11bi.TS 

By the Numbers: The .firms Report Tiieir Billin9 Rates 

Firm 

m~n~ Rvn!-!l 

Kel;el'Or;t' 

G.itri.;;-~w,.:~~~--

"~rr~r-Ham;lt(IO 

OrricK Hemnotnn 

SieoUM & L«e 

Duane tA.Qrri~ 

MOm~n Lm...&­
Troutm:w Santi~~ 

K•hen Mcich!o 

L,;,w~not•l~ Swdie-r 

S<_y(ijrtil S!J&W 

ti~~~~~~f Nerr.er" . 

Lorge;:! u.s. Offic<o 

HewYorl: 

D;lif<s 

fltif:;.1~lpilJJ 

Sol} FJii~dorn 

REatii~!!. Pa 

PMadelphla 

Pl>~o!la'l!l)"' 

At~r-ta 

Lc:•_O..:.Qal!;r.. 

Chiu:~c 

R'l'S!Iond.iU. 

Tcta!FTE f'nrtn~• 
Attorney~ High 

BT ::<;w 

P~lU>er_ Pllttll~f A~sOciat~ 

AV~!II!le_:- cow fiigtl 

!;:€15 5525 

a RH urm~ ~u;vey1,1d. 
b1liuw r;:~te,o; fofpartnero 

<w<:rag~d $604. 
A><.oclsl~ rat-es 

evera:ge9 $370 · 

A""ocinie A~~()¢i~te 

Avemoe Cow 

Fu~Jffio ~WOt~b•! a!wno\' r.ui.t>~r~ tend 1heialg~5! U,S ()ff'>(>~ ;;fe Tier,~ Jt,e t1Ll3Sil P"i»<ll~ in AFi<1~1!ll-Fil." Oot~ lltlln~«itible¢••~ \_,)m~i{l~l i112lH3. 

4\'EfiAGE PARTf1Efl RJ.Tt;: 

..• And the Bottom 

SHO ~Z_M S3Ufi $4tD ~00 ~fiOO "570tl 
AVEfl.!. . .:>E?;..RTNEF\R~iE ~ 

S4Cf} 

i.lcrhodo!ogytStmrces: These data were ~onip!led J:iy ALM Legal in~el!igence, the research_ .arm of rhe NlJ"_<; parent Av,4 Medfa 'tLC, 

vJe asked-respondents to the NLJs annual 5ourv_ey of the natiOn's iargest law firmS {the ~NLJ 350") to provide a range of hourty b!!!!ng 

rates for partners ;>nd assotiates• For· firms that did no[ supply diili:lW us.-in-rn<!ny cpses V-ie 'Nere able to_supp!ement bH!ing-rate 
data -derivffilrom public rt::m(ds . .tn wtal,_we have rate:s-tor 1.59 of.t\le nation's 35\1 largest firms. i'lati<:s data include a"erages, highs 

and low rates for partne-rs and associa!es. Ir,funn<n!on ,;J~o lncludes the aVeR~Se fliU-tlme equiValent (fTE_) attorneys at the firm and 
the-city of the: firm'S prindpal or largest office, 

n,ls methodology has heen modified £ince first published to noce that the data cited were compiled by AtM LegalJntell!gence, the 

research arm of the NLJ's parent, ALM MEdia lLC 
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• Rutan & Tucker 
St~-lectll FiJTtt 

P{j'>J'-9 H~mmu, 

Pt:rl.ll~ C~le 

PirubtHy\'{ff;1hr<>p 

~ell, 

Pl<.>W~u~r R<>:re 

Qu:;>rle>;!, '!!rad)' 

Ou'l'lr. Ef<',onUfl 

RNl!:Sm~~ 

Largest U-5_ Office; Costa Mesa; Calif., 1J9"total full-lime equivalent attorneys 

· Rld!ardsLa,1<>n 

_Rl!.erD=:i!) 

R""'ifl!;(ln a. c~l• 

®RutM&TIMi:f-T 

S~~IE\'i"'g 

s~~!!lYid: 

&m~r~&Ke~ 

- ~iarl~ Sh~w 

Ey the Numbers; The-Fil'nis Report Thelr Bll!ing Rates 

firm Urtw•t u.s. Office 
Toffi!FTE 
.Mt<:>mioys 

"""''''''""'"" 
AIMiiGcld~n 

Uf¢U[$-" 
A~erm~11 ~nt~mn 

3~m•s ~ ih<>mb~rg 

Mrmi~M•flRinl! 

Bdu~;,j ·sp;;t,; --
stiil~Oii ·i.i~rtiSCii 
Stce!R!v;;$ 

M<l~s & Stnc~bridl!~ 

Quwi~H & Bfatl~ 

ArnMi'ln & Ltt!>r 

Wal!t;rlllMrie" 

!'ler.csch Frle<!lbllllit 

... Atid the Bottom 

wmoaul<iMa!ioffi 

Brnad an !I Cils~cl 

Jack•tm Le--Ma 
Ulmor & Bem~ 

Band Sthottneck 

ButrS fom!1ln 

Jac~eon l(~lly 

,WJdo 

C:l>'i\~ M!:>~o C~l~. 

l#l.lr.i 

Rt>cti>M. ate. 

B;;,IHm<>l<' 

j,, ... ,,~l~!< 
ChiC>g~ 

N~shville_ Tmn 

CJ;v~l<md 

AVEPil.GE?ARTJ.IEP P.Z:'O 

B<wiles Ri~ - !0.3? 

swu ~zoe ss~n ~{GO -s~oo ~E% 

J...\'clt"-.2iEPARTt1ERRiiTE: ?"" 

1;s 

P~rin~r 

Hi~h 

~1115 

Pa<ll"'r;.., 
A'iemge:-

5'4~0 

Aict;~r 1> Gro;h~r 
Bmr& Fcnrmn 

Oavls GrMtam 

Dln$mnte & :illoh1 

Btoetl and Clla•~l 

JOne:>Wilik~o 

tlonl{lm<~n t.tlller 

Mi!lM&MUJtin 

Jnck•on K<:ily 

P.ormer 
Cow 

t.::45 

Bmvl~~ Rice g .!135 

';;1i10 

Ao~odat<> 
lii{!h 

;0500 

0! al111rms 5Uf\'l'<f€tl. 
b1li!ng r<M.~·for pe1tners 

a\•ef!lged $604. 
As;,oti5W ratss 

gve-H;get1 $370. 

A""<>claie A~l!Ocl~(~ 

A"«ra~e lnW 

.S32Q 5?.% 

s.zoo. ::so~ 

!1.\-'ERkGE,!,SSp[IA!E P.AIE f'" 

Methodology/Stoui-ces: Thli:Sc data Were ;::ompH~d by ALM L€gaf Intelligence, the: rest> arch arm Of the: Nlj''i patenL A~r-.1 Media LLC , 

v-.ie ·asked respondents-co the- Nlj's: annual survey of the n«tlori's largesrlaw firms {the ~NLJ 350") to provfd<.> a range of hourly billing 

rates-for partr.ers ilnd as so dates for firms that did nor supply data_ to us,)n many cases we ~wre abie to supple_ment billing rate 

dar a derived from-public re:r:ords, Jn wtal, w.: have rates for 159 of th<' nation's 35Clargest fl!'ms. Rates data !ndude averages, high<; 

ar.d low rates for partners ;md assoda!es. lnformation aho. in dudes tht> ave-rage full·tlme equivalent (FTEJ-attorneys a( the firm and 

the-dry ofrhe firm's principal or largest office, 

This merhodology has bet'n modified slr\ce fim published to r,or-e rhar the datil cited were compiled hy.Al.M Legal lnte-lllger.ce, ihe 

research arrn of <he NLJ's pare_nt ALM !;-ledia lLC. 
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&oiectllFlrm 

f..M<;>n &f>.rd 

:;,,1irews Kurlt 

• Best Best & Krieger 
largest U.S. Office: Riverside,. Call!., 175 tot a! tuU.tlme equi'>'alent attorney& 

_ An;!•~r -l Gr~~•er 

- Aniail GoMe~ 

Atn0i & Pmtt• 

AI r,Sieo:~ /!; U.h1 

&.:!Por & >i~s!Btlor 

&.:ller f Mi:l"'":'e 
EiatuOoMl<M 

_ &.:llta<a Sp-ahr 

Barn~~-& Thom!'.urt 

B~~etch Frl:\lil3~<ler 

\!) EeGtS~"'-
. ·. Bln.gham 1;\oCII\!;hen 

Blo~LRcme 

Dl ~1!f.!l11S fUf'.'Bjfid, 
brl!mg E'lle~for panners 

a~e:myed-$604. 

Assotls\.; rati;s. 

a1•eragel:l $370. 

By the Numbers: TI1e Firrris RePort Their·sunrrg Rates 

Q;mrl~~ & Bmdy !.\it•1ali!>'e 

Am~leib & Lehr Cl\le~~c 

W"liel Lfitnrlet'! fl~sh<'>1Jl. Tenn. 

!:'1enescl1 Fti~dlandai C!<:"""'ntl 

~·~·j~·~·~h~,~~~~~~~~~~~~ Ri-lerdde. CJi'l 
faeQ<eB3~er 

.. Rik;; fr.~~G __ _ 
B-.1ker& HtY.i1ellor 

!ci'Mill~! 

Fa,~el PCe CI;Jrfu\1~, H.C 

M•cllse! Best·······················.. . ME•; au~..,. 
But,.;!l nng R!<i<>mftakll-iM, l,liQi 

M~Elmy Otuhch -t.'.wi~teNn,-N._J 

Th0hlli.or.. td.lUm Sl l~ui:; 

Billing at the Top of the 'Market.,, 

Tou.tlfTE 
At!'DlMYS 

~<o~ ~!Xl SM~ ~t~on 

... And the Bottom 

AVEP.«GE Pi'-fiTfiEH RATE 

S~DO -S:~bO 3~ll0 S60D 
J..:I!ER_,GE PAR.Tt1ER R;\'TE F"-

Pnmwr l'~Jir<er _ 
Hi;)il A~eralle,. 

Prul:rw A•oociat<> ,;,;.oclnte. Aaoci~(l! 
t-ow_ l:lioh Avuraae l.fiw 

52£0 

"'"hel & Greih~r·!lfllllfllllfllll~ 
Bon & Fcrmen. 

D~"i• GI-Jhnm 

Olno.'ID!I' & Shcl!\ 

Bwed end C:.11•~l 

J0o""w":""' 
Hnnillmll!l Mlllet' 

Mill~r & MaHin 

Jeck~Pn !{d!y 

B<l'o\i~sRke 

1!.-lNhodojogy/Sources: These clata 1.ve:re -compiled b~' ALM legal Intelligence. rhe research arm of the t~LJs pa(Ent AV,4 Media llt _. 

We asked respondents to the Nlj's annual survey of thE" nation's iar.§esr !aw firmS. (the ''N!j 350"') tD pro-vide (!-range cf hourly bl!!in_g 

rates for partners_and as5ociates:. For' fimf~ that d!d nor supply data10 us,- in many ~ases v-ie were able to supp!e_ment billing-rate 

Cal a derived from-publ!c reronis. In wta!,_we ha\'e i-are_s fof 159 of .the nation's 350 !argest i'll'ms. Rates data· Include averages, h!g!is 

and low rates for pi.HtQer:t and a~sodates. Information cho.indudes the average fuR-time equivaient {FTEJ attorneys at the ffrm and 

the-dty_ ofrhe firm's principal or iarge:s;: office. 

This rnerhodolog-/ has been modifled-slm:e fim pubU%hed to note rhat the data cited were compiled by ALt,i Legallnte-Jligeoce. the 

research ann of the NlJ's parent. AlM Media LLC 
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Se.lect n firm 
• Littler Mendelson , La\!lam 8 Walpjn~ 

Lalh•<r.>&Ga!l<> 
LeeoordStr~l 

··Lc~;cif\I>Cil 

lllld~ust !'- \'.,Mum 

Largest U.S_ Office:: San Fmnclsca, 909 tatal full-.time .aqulvalenl aftome-l's 

@ Utt<l'r MenMii<.>u 
Lawe~m $al\!lie:r 

Mii!lOtll'llbr,!S 

McCarw.- &. Er,u1isn 
_ McD~ml~l:Wil 

t.II:Eri>jDl'Obcll 

Mc-3\liri>.WO<l<l~ 

J,1::!<."<'1l~L\)Ilg 

Mlcllil~ifl~SI 

1.\~sf;Stoo!:hill]}t' 

1.1Wr<> Manin 

Sy-the Numbers: Tile--Firms Report Their"Bll!ing RateS 

Gihho!ls 

C•ne~ O'C'>IU'!Ot 

Knubb~ M~l1e~• 

-Kllpatri~kTown~eod 

ps.U---I.:!iJ.BI-·-, 
Edwar<:l~ Wildm~n 

T~~,;;r;~r;,; a: Kr:;ii~t-- · 
Fm:. Rm:hnchl!d 

M~·cert~~ s:Et:iiiiSn 
i·.icK~-;;:na LOilil 
Saul Ewinu 

Brownst~in ljyail 

Llndquis! £ Vlinn!lm 

Nixon Peabody 

ll>l)lll">l lJ.$.CffiC<' 
Toi:.ul FTE 
AtfomJWs 

lleva<~ tU 

Pf.~odsf;ll;lo 

S<.'ll fJJHd>"\.1.> 1!0!\ 

Billing at the Top of the Market"" 

\'i>ll~le ~~~~~~~~~~~;~,.;'" 
we'l ss~n 

C'irlw.lk<Uer 

HOn !SUO -ss!JU ~1,@0 

_l.\IER&GE PI'.RTHER R4Tf: 

.•. And the Bottom 

Hani~ .ae~cll!!!!!!!!!!!!!!'~O> 
!Ui<l~r&len•t 

Willi\l.I!"J~ M~!len 

Bro~d anlJ Cils~el 

Jackot.n l~r.'li~ 
Ulmer&Bmne 

B"nd S~hoenei:K 

8\ltr& Fomllln 

Jackson KCily 

Bowl~ R'c~ 

SlOG ~ZCO S3C{l $.\~D ;;son -,&-90 EiilG 

AVER:"-.<;E:PARnli;R f!hTE ::'"" 

Partner 
Hl(lll 

.Ci'iL'.i 

;>;i1lMtr_ Pnnne1 
Avamge::- low 

5s.s!l :0!}5 

flcmlgman 

AModnta 
Hi(ltl 

!,l.2l.; 

OfP.l;trms su;veyed 
bill!B(l r<~tes·tnrpan.ners 

;mraged-$604. 
As~Ociat"' ratSs 

~w.raged $~70 

f,os<>ciaW Aosocl~le 
A~~m(le Low 

$1'!5 

S2Qll '.>30~ :S4aB !5\l_U 
A\10_.ltL.GE?5SOC!ATE P..l,TE F 

Me!hodblogyfSources:Jt>ese di\ta w~re -.:o1npiled byALM Ltigal Intelligence, the research ann of the IJLfs parenLA~M h1edli LLC. 
We ·aSked respondents w the NLJ's annual sUrvey of the nation's !a.rgesrlaw firms (the ''NLJ 350"'} tti )if6\llde il range of hourly billing 

rates for partrwrs and a~sociates, For firms that dld nor supply da;:a to us,:in many cases we were: able to supplement bH!lngTate 
data .derived from-public nicords . .rn tarat; we hove rates fot 159 ilf.the nation's 35D largest Jlt'ms, RateS data include a\!erages, highs 

and !ow rates for partners and B.ssociates.Informatlon ;:;l~o.indudes th.:: average fulkl!tne equiva!J:-nt (fTEJ-altorileys at lhe firm and 
the dry of the firm's princiPal or farges1 office, 

This methodolog'{llas been modlfled 5lnce flnt publish_ed to note that thE dat.> dti'ti were complied by Alli1legatlntelligence. the 

research arm of zhe NLJ's parent. ALM Media t.LC. 
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P~pper H;).lllilt~n 

~rl.ln~cn;,; 

rm.wry v\lr;ihr!!P 

~el· 

Prtolil'iiU..-Ro"'' 
U<mle~ & !!HlJlf 

· Qurno Emonu~l 

Rei><i-SrrJih 

Rid,.,dsLJ-,,1oo 

8-ile• Danz\!i 
R_eom,,,m g C~l& 

- R~i~" £. Tud,~r 

SaulEri~s­

@!S&~!J''lic)L 
;>e-;v;;ro--s.K~ 

s~;,fallh-SII;:;I'! 

,)t SlCiNIN ! ~ SUDSCRUJE 

or ~<llih-ms sur;.; yEP. 
tnli:ng rates fur partn!l"r~ 

lil\''l'Wl)ed $604. 
A':E6tlal9 rates 

\0\'~f&:!e~ $-37Q 

By the NUmbers: Tile-Firms Report nleir·Billing Rates 

n<l!liliiU "-nan 

Bnidi~Y ·,;,~~ill 

~IJ~Cll a:acko,wll 

La"~ !'<~well 

Shuth& Bo""'" 

·ewm •• _,h~"~- ill. ... 
stl6ub 

s~atlre 

Toln!FTE 
Att<>mey• 

·c-.,:n;;~-iifQiey Rot~l:ma, tu 

l!li~#~·J~,j=,~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Soo f!il'l<i:>C<; 

Gord<m & RW¥ -E;:;n fr~;\d= 

We\1 

C3rl>'ii\laj~r 

K<~ll~JS C4'i t,\n 

H.lrl!aw,Cmm 

non :!:sno ~9!1!1 ·::uon 
_<.VER"-G€ P:.fiTI-IO:P P.ATE: 

.•. And the Bottom 
'Hirrl~ a~""-" 

Hmt~rSecren 

WllliaulliM~l!ell 

Br!la<lll>'\11 C~s~tl 

Jncboon Le-,<;b 

Ulmer& Eeme 

Boml S~tioen{Ck 

Bun& fllfm3n 

Jl!c!U!on Ki:Uy 

Bo¥<\,.Rice 

Slnn S100 S3W !HM 'SSIJ-0 ~MO STOG 
p,lf.:R!,<>E?-.o.RTNER R,;TE ;::-

f'~rin~r t'iirfner_ 
High Av~r:ao~:-

H6n1g•mn 

f!mtner A~>sodM<i- A=clnl"- A•s;ci,.le 
Low tHgl:! A~~rage low 

Mii!M &. Martin SliS: 

Jud1~on K!!:!(y ~ $1S!i 

Bti>'rlbSRi!"' ____ !:.135 ::c··················· ••• 
'>1M $106 S3~~ S400 

!i\'t:_;v:o,BEi'cSS:t:>CI<\\E P.fi.TE f" 

Mcrhpdo]ogy!SoUr{es: These d~ta were {Ompiler.tby AlM l:€gnl Jntelllgenre, the rese_arc~ arm of rhe NtJs parent Al.M tAedlii UC, 

We a~ked respon6ents to the NLJs annual sorvey of the nat!on'S- !argesriaw firms (the ~Nlj 350") to pi'OVIdi' a range of hourly b!Jllng 
rates-for partners_and assodates, !'Dr firms that did nor supply daca to us, :in rnany cases vJe were able to supplement bll!ing rate 
data .dertved from-public retards; In ·total, we: ha\'e rate~ for 159 nf the- nation's 350 largest firms, R5tes rlata include averages,-hfgl'.s 

and lmnates for partnen and essodates. Information o!so.lndudes the average fuil-tirne equivalent(fTE) .rtiomeys atthe firm a lid 
the-dry ofthe:-finn's prindpal or larges-t office. 

This methodology has been mot! !fled since flm published w note tim the data -cited were co-mpiled cy AU,-; ieg<>llntelligene-e-. the 
researr.h 3Hn of<he NLJs parent, AlM Media lLL 
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Se.!ect!l firm 
Gordon & Rees 

Dc.rser.:.: 'h1!ilrloy 

o"'"" !Aeais 
Eri<m_j!$;';'i'<!rnar; 

F~aw~llaker 

Fcloy 5 L!rdn~r 
Fcis:JHWg 

Largest US. Office: San Francisco_ 457 lata! fl.1U-time equiv.8!enl allomeys 

· Fnt Rclhs~hii!J 

fn<"ti fr~o~ 

G;;rd~re\':j'llne 

-<Oit~ 

Git\s~ [\UOf< 

Cf®I!T;rm~ ~UI".'li1Bd 
bll!lfi\< riltesfurpartrulm 

a\'<lnl1]ed $604. 
A~~ot~ia~ ratss 

eworage~ $37_0 
® G~rdeo & R~e• 

Gree!li>ef!J <ra~lill 
- H"'rn;·a~~ct; 

Hurl~r &>ere~ 

~oo:ict<' Low if¥~10j<~~J mstFitlll.~~ .. ve~~~,---
>.1co ~~1)0 03nB NQ~ -5%0 UOd ~n;;U :Sl!!JQ SSQ~ ~·l,OOO S:1.iUO Ot:W~ 

BY the Numbers: Tile-Flrriis Report Their 6illhig Rates 

Firm Urga;t u.s. Offico-

;wua""" t.a« 
:a:~-;Jr~YA~~nt-- Plnhillghain. -.J.. 

Sl Lu~i> nuscn 61acko,wl\ 

LancPovn:ll 
·················· . S-..a11F. 

l.lb.,-J 

Cl>rmel\ Foley Ro,;~ll>n~. N.J. 

S~g\\icll Silll FtJfl~ 
~·r:b~!i~,j,~j,t~j~'~L~,:~~~~.;':on:Ftij~ci= 
' '~'" "' Mo 

?obinelfi 

RohlnMn &. (;,;,;e H<ltlfm<i.C.Mll 

"'""'~ \'te;l 

C~o;lwalmlrn 

DO~ SBGG 5!lM S1,0M 

AVEP.Ii.GE p.c_P:HiO:P P..l':rE: 

... Artd the Bottom 

H,;-f!is"ikac.;, !'!!'!!'!!'!!'!!'!Ill!"" 
H.artor5ecre~t 

Williams Mullen 

Br<lnd i1'1d C~H~I 

Jaci:)Cfl Le-#1' 

Ulmo, & eem<> 

Bond S~ho:.enu~ 
Elflr s, form~n · 

Ja~JUu:>n Kelly 

Bo\'J"" Ri~ iiiiiii";o 
BVU :400 !50n :l!>~~ 

AVERAGE: ~RHlER R~.TE ;:" 

f'ari.«"f Pum,~r­
Hiil:h Avamnl1:-

p,",l!'f•'"'.ss 

Wei I 
Flietl fHUJk 

Glb5t>!l 

f'11rillef A»~cclMu A$$O:.claic A~~oei~te 
Low l:!iQ~ Av;:rage low 

KanrerleviA iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii $0 

51iSG 

4\'E:I<P.GE;lSSOCIATE R.!'-Ti' ,.-

S1fiO soo 

Meth}do]ogytSqun::es: ThesE data wer-e -compi!eC by ALM ~ega! int-etli_gen(e, the' r-es-earch ann of <he: Nlj's _pa;rent. ALM Media LLt, 

we ::;st.-ed.respondents to the Nlj's annual survey of the Mllo61argesr law firms {tile "NLJ 350"'}_to provide a-range of hourly billing 
rat~::s-for partn.ers_and associates< For firms that did no~ supply d;;-rato us,-ln-rnany r.ases ~'Je ','-!ere able to sup-plement bllling rate 
datil del'lved fwm public reronls, m total; we have rates foi"159 Of <ll:: nation's 350 largest firms. Rates data· Include: averages,-hlghs 

and loY-.< rate~ for partner.s and e~soclates.Informatlon illso includes the average fult-rlme equiva!elit{ffil attorneys,-,, the firm -and 

the-dty ohhe flrm•s princiPal or !i'lrgeS'\ office. 

This methodology-has been modified_ since flrsrpubli£1'.ed to nm:e that the data -cited were compl!ed by-ALM Legal Intel!i,gence, the 
research 3n:n of <he NLj's parent AlM Media LLC 
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"'"'"'"~~"" • Jackson Lewis 
li"rli>rSe-tr~ 

'li<PfM•~mfE!ocn~ 
Largest ns Office: los Angeles 69{} total ful\-.tlme equivalent-attorneys 

· H~an L~\\'i~ 

lic;l~fld &Harl 

Ht~~•ld 5 Kel!Jfli 
1'1~nlllm011Millo< 

HlilJI'e~ Hutl>Jird 

Hu~' E!!;!;kw~n 

lc~M~er 

'lr-e~"-Mruwt. 

Jadsco Kelt;' 

@ .lll±s~n Le1'>1~ 
Jact.wnWa~r 

Oi sl111rms ~UN<>YHI. 
bil!mg rate.-s·fur peiblNS 

a\•emged $604. 
As?Qq~IB-rates 

averaged $3 7 0. 

By the Numbers: The Flrnis Report Thelr'BJilirig Rates 

Firm 

!lonigmonMill"r 

Vnrnum 

Haui~ Bea~h 

Harter Secrest 

:ltme~ w;iker 
Mill~r & !,IMtin 

WilHam-. M"ll~" 

Dtlro~ 

Gr:!f\d R~;:b~, f,l<:h. 

R~ctlesl~!, H.Y 

R~che<.-l<tl_ UY 

Hr.-,• Or;;.~ns 

BfO<id' a;;ir.:;;:~-Bei O!);rn~n, Flo 

~-~~ ~-~· .~,\~,f~@~·~· 111111111111111111 Lo.> ;..I!Q~li;;~ 
Ulmer t. Bane 'Cie•eanp: 

Bond Sclloe<~•:'::'.· ............... . 
Burr~F<>;m~~o 

:Jjjcl;""" K!:tiv 

... And the Bottom 

S;<~!:!.-.,;,N.'O. 

BirmiD:gt,Jil>_ .7J;t 
£:.h~!!~oton. ~·Na. 

C-hu<l~•l.,n, W.Vu. 

'Tot.e!FTE 
A~omey• 

5-WU ~1(10 ~fifi S~GO tSOO ~£@ 'STOG 

AVER-',-310 R'-RTtiER R~TE ;;-

f'c!inn ?<ir\rier_ 
H13h -"'-"RtiilJe:-

JcChon !\J:I1y 

f>.nriJlef Aft~P~ii'X~ A$•(.cinte Aosod<ik 
t<Jw Hij]tl Av~moe Low 

~EP.AGE.>-SSDCii>:rE RATE 

Bo>M~8 fllw D S135 

s1to s:zoo S3Ud s~oo 

A\'CR;;GE?.SSOC14TI:: R,:,.TE 

~Ae<hodology/Squi-ces: These dcta wen~ mmplled tiy AU,1legal lntell!getice. th_ec research. arm Dt rhe f~lg; paient.Au,1 Me-dfa llC. 

we asked respondents m the NLJs annual survey of the nilt!Or,•s iarge_srlaw firmS. (the ~NIJ 350"'} m provide ;;t range of llOurl_y bUHng 

rates-for p.mners_-and assocjates:, For firms that did nouupply data to us,.ln rnany cases vJe were able to supplement bllllng rate 

dar a deHved from-public records. In total. wr:; have rates for 159 Of ttu: nation's 350 largest firms. RateS data Include ave>riiges,-hfghs 

and low rates for partners: and associates. lnfonnatlon also inc!udes-t11e average ful!:-time equivalent {FTEi <>ttorheys· at the firm and 

the-dry ofrhe firm's principal or i<>rgesc office. 

This methodology-has b~n modified s:lnce flnt pubiished to note :1m the c>ata cited were wmpiled by AlM Legallmelligente. the 

re-searr.h arm of<he Nlj'S parem,ALI\-1 Medi~ llL 
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A nationwide sampling oflaw firm billing rates 

o-tnber 08, 2008 

·The National Law Joomul asked the respondents to Its 201)8 survey of the nation's 250 largest: taw firms to 
provide a range of hourly bllllng rates lbr partners aoo aS(;CC)ares. Firms that supplied this Information -
lndud/rlg some firms that are not In the NU 2SO - ara listed below In alphllbetica.J ort}er. we· also asked tfrms 
to PrQVIde.fiW!Ia9e·and median billing rates, and several tX>mplled. The rrumber attJ:r a firm's name /nd/C/1/:es 
the totltl.numberof attorneys at the firm. The dt;y listed after the name of a firm Is the JOCI!Jiion oflts prlndpal 
QJ' largest amce. 
The 2008 HU 8111/ng Swvey Is ayaf!aWe In downi®dabte Excel /'pJ{nllt from Al:M Research. 

Adams ami.·"- {?153),·11ew onoaos 
Pa!tflers $240·$425 (averngo $3lll, median $310) 

• A.s!500ates $175-$300 (average $20!/, med.lah $205} 
flnnWlde (average $257, median $26S) 

Arent Fox {336), Washington 
p~ $410·$710 
~$260-$465 

An'll$tr0ng Teasdale (252}, St. louis 
Partners $2!15·$450 
ASsoCiates $115·$300 

Ba~, Donelson, lllll!mll>l1f l:aldwolllli Bartcowltx (549), Metnphls, Tenn. 
Partners $230·$525 average $339, median $33()) 
ASsociates $120·$300 (average $218, median $220) 
flrmwlde (average ~29S, median $290) 

Balch Iii lllngham (14/1), Birmingham, Ala. 
Partners $295·$600 
A.s!S<>dates $200-$280 

&a$$, 8eny a Sims (:U.1}, Nashllllle, Tenn. 
l'llrtners $240-$57S (~ve'rlll?e $1110, medlar\ $420) 
ASsotl~tes $175-$365 {average $2451 median $~4!1) 
flrmwld!! {average_ $307, median $300) • 

lies.t.lleolt a Kr~ctger(iHJ, IUVe!$1de. Call( •.. 
P~ ~~D--$5!;0 (!!Y""'!J!' :li3\!1, median $375) ... 
~$1W~33o.{avl!l'<lgetzs~.rn!l41811t24:s> 
FlmiWide (lllierage $340, me<llan $305) 

IUank Rom• {Sfl.lj1 Phfladlilphla 
Part:ners $425-$785 (average $525) 
ASSQC!ates $245·$48$ (average $332} 
Flrmwlde {average $4!10) 

. Band, Sclloe!U!Ck a IGng (1H), Syracuse, N.Y. 
Partners $21<1-$450 {lllll!fil9e $308, median $310) 



Associates $150·$250 (average $~67, median $16S) 
Armwide (average $268, median $275) 

Bradley Arant Rose & Wl!ite (255), Birmingham, Ala. 
Partners $260-$550 · 
Associates $170-$310 

Briggs and Morgan {175), Minneapolis 
Partners $300·$580 {average $420, median $425) 
ASsoCiates $195·$290 {average $229, median $225) 
Flnnwide (average $368, median $390) · 

Brinks ,Hofer Gilson a UoiJe (171), Chicago 
Partners $320-$700 (average $499, median $500) 
Associates $180.$435 (average $261, medlan·$275) 
flnnwlde (average $392, median $390) 

Broad and C..osel {179),. Orlando, Fla. 
Partners $290·$475 (average $378, median $375) 
Associates $175'$320 (ilverage $245, median $246) 
Flrmwlde (average $314, median $310) 

Brownstein .Hyatt Farber sml'<!l<k (235), Denver 
Partners $275·$750 (average $424, median $400) 
Assodates $160·$285 (average $234, median $240) 
flrmwlde (avera9e $340, median $325) 

Bryan C..ve (IIS2), St. Lo<,Jis 
Partners $340'F50 (av~rage $525, median $510) 
Assodates $170-$510 (average $314, median $310) 

. Armwlde (average $424, median $405)· 

Buc:haltel'-er(~),t.ilSArigeles .. . . ... 
l'artners $260,$600 {average $448, me4!an $4SQ) 
Assocla~es $225:$45!1 (av/ln!ge$283, median $275) 
Firmvilde (av"''l!g~ $38~, mli4iM $375) 

llucllanan l"!!e""'ll a.. Rooney (529), Pittsburgh 
Paltners $300·$1,020 
Associates $100-$520 

Sullivant Ho......,. Ball<!y {1541 }, Portland, Ore. 
Partn= $275-$525 
Assodates $190-$325 

BUtT a Formill) (208), Birmingham, Ala. 
Partners $210-$495 (iiVerage $~52, median $350) 
Associates $165·$305 (average $235, median $230) 
flrmwlde (average. $271, median $295) 

ButZet Long (243)1 Detroit 
Partners $300-$650 
Associates $1B0·$29Q 

carlton Fields (281), Tampa, Fla. · 
i'artn""' $305·$650 (average $435, median $435) · 
Assodates $195·$335 (average $267, median $26$) 

, Flrrnwtde (average $334, median $325) 

i,::<>l!l"Y Goil'!lf"id J(ni'!IISh @.JJ);:Palo Ali», tilltl. 
Partn""' .$525-$9$0 . ' 
~ociates $2BS.$570 , 

Conn O'cOooor (478), l'tliiadelphla 
Partners $240-$841! (average $457, median .$455) 
Assoc;lates $205-$650 (average $342, median $325) 
Armwlde (average $397,. median $385) 

)!Up:/lwww.Ja»;.(:Omljsplnlj/PubArticlePrinlerFricndlyNL!Jsp?id-ol2, 



Curllll, Mallet·Prevost, C.:.lt a Mosie (235), New Vorl< 
Partners $675·$785 (average $730, median $730) 
Associates $290·$575 (averege $434, median $435) 
flnmwide (averege $520, median $515) 

Davis Wright Tremaine (467), Seattle 
Partners $300·$710 {avemge $455, median $450) 
Associates $190-$40S-(average $280, median $280) 
Flrrnwlde (average $395, median $395) 

Day Pitney (405), Flar.ham Park, IU. 
Partners $295·$710 
Associates $220·$450 

Dlddnson Wright (228), Detroit 
Partners $275-$550 
Associates $180-$300 

Dickstein Shllplro (403),WashlngtOfl 
Partners $475·$895 (average $607, median $605) 
Associates $250-$475 (aVl'fl'9e $378, median $395] 
Flnnwide (average $493) (mediM $485) 

Dinsmom &. Slloh! (347), Ondnnatl 
Pllrl:l'lers $220•$495 (averege $3471 median $338) 
A.<Soclates $160-$305 (avetaiJe $20~. median $198) 
FlrrnWide (average ~284, median $27S) 

Dorsey &, Whitney (1170), Minneapolis 
Partnen; $235•$1,180 (average $505, median $510) 
Associates $170-$820 (average $301, median $335) 
f\rmwlde (average ~407, median $430) · 

Duane Horrla (594) {Philadelphia) 
Partners $34()-$755 (average $490, median $505) 
Associates $23()-$510 (average $326, median $350) 
Flrmwlde (av01119e $449, median $450) 

Dykema Go......U (374), Detroll; 
ParJ;ners $265·$650 (ov01119e $415) 
Associates $170-$435 (average $277) 

edwards Ang"'l Palmer a Dodge (575), Boston 
Partners $:'!25·$755 · 
Associates $170·$480 
Flrmwlde (median ~450) 

Epstein llecl<er a l'll'll<ll! (312), Now York 
Partners $~5!l-$850 (average $501, median $495) 
Associates $175·$450 (aVI'falle $312, median $300) 
Flrmwlde (average $406, median $400) 

l'lsh<er a Phillips (208), A~anta 
Partners $330>$505 
Associates $195·$380 

Foley a Llltrdn..,. (1,032}, Milwaukee 
Partners (average $596, median $585) 
Associates (lllletaQe $405, median $395) 
Flnmwlde $185-$965 (~go $508, median $520) 

Ford a Harmon (179) , Al:lant:o 
Partners $32!'1·$?85 
Assodates $245·$405 



Paitners $175-$525 (average $3601 median $350) 
AssQdates $160-$325 (average $~221 median $2;!0) 
Flrmwide (average $314, median $325) 
(*Total pnor to subsequent finn spilt.) 

l'ox Rotbsdllld {440), Philadelphia 
· Partners $250·$590 (average $443, median $450) 

Assodates $:<\15-$395 (average $275, median $260) 
firmwide (average $378, media~ $375) . 

Fredrilcson & Byron (233), Minneapolis 
PaJtners $250-$590 (average $402, median $395) 
ASsodates $150-$315 (average $237, median $225) 
Flrmwlde {average $3401 median $340} · 

Frost Brown Todd (342), Clndnnatl 
Partners $225-$490 (!M'rage $317' median $310) 
ASsocJates $145-~260 (average $laB, median $180) 
Flrmwlde (average $272., median $270) 

Gardere Wynne Selllleli (281), Dalla~ 
Pattners $380-$750 (average $502, median $500) 
ASsodates $210·$450 (average $306, median $300) 
Flrmwlde (average $374, median $390) 

Gibbons {2::10), Newark, N.J. 
Pa.ioors $375-$700 
ASsoCiates $220·.$415 

Gl'lllyRobl"'"'n (21::1}, Orlando, Fla. 
Partners $200·$650 (average $310, median $265) 
ASsodates $125·$275 (average $164, median {$167) 
Flrmwlde (average $239, median $252) 

Gn>en1>'!111 Traurig (:1.,840), New York 
Partners $335·$850 (average $520, median $535) 
Assodates $175·$525 (average $323, median $325) 
Flrmwide (average $426, median $425) 

Harris Beach (179), Rochester, N.Y. 
Pattners $250·$475 
ASsoCiates $140·$275 

Hlscock & Barclay (187}, Syraeuse, N.Y. 
Partnors$190~$650 (average $361, median $359) 
ASsodates $145·$430 (average $235, median $224) 
Flrmwide (average $319, median $322) 

•' . 
Hod!l$011 IIJ.Is$ (227), Buffalo, N ,Y, . 
Partners $240·$665 (average $355, median $350) 
1\ssodates $165·$450 (average $2301 median $235) 
Rrmwlde (average $303, median $300) 

liog•n &<Hartson (1,175), Washington 
Partners $375·$900 (average $6601 median $650) 
1\ssodates $150-$550 (average $410, median $4001 
Flrmwlde (avt!tll9e $52.5, median $525) 

flolland a llart (406), oenver 
l'artners $295-$615 (average $414, median $405) 
Assodates $175•$355 (average $269, median ~275) 
Rrmwlde (average ~350, median $345) · 

Holme llobe.U lit ow.., {228), Denver 
Partners $285·$635 (average $415, median $410) 
AssQdates $160·$525 (average $294, median $265) 
FlrmWide (average $355, median $345) 

__ __,_ ... ., ............... .. 
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Hughes Hubbard a Reed (334), New York 
Partners $625-$87> 
AssQdates $270·$600 

HIUicb lllaekwell 5anders {629}1 St. LoUis 
Partners $205-$740 {average $352, median $340) 
Associates $150·$380 (average $218, median $215) 
Armwlde (average $302, median $300) 

lacko<m Kelly (187), Charteston, W.Va. 
Partners $200.$435 (average $238, median ~247) 
Assodates $135·$335 (average $155, median $151) 
Annwide (average $214, median $212) 

Jacbon ~-•• (517), White Plolns, N.Y. 
Partners $250-$595 
Assodates $180.$405 

l11!11narllt Block ( 411l), Cl)icagC~ 
Partners $525·$1,000 (average $6161 median $575) 
Associates $325-$495 (average $3931 median $375) 

Jon .... , Walker, Waecbter, Poltevenl, Dlrrilte II< D"'nO!Irtl (~1$4}1 New Orteans 
Partnen; $225·$620 (a~erage $332, median ~325) 
Associates $140-$250 (average $186, median ~180) 
Annwlde (average $277, median $275) 

Kllpatridl: Stockt<1n (466), Atlanta 
Partners $310·$695 (average $485, median $475} 
AssC><:ia~es, $225·$400 (average $290, median $Z75) 
FlnnW!de(average $400, median $395) 

Kelley Dlye I. W"""n (378), New York 
Partners $430·$850 
ASSOCiates $255·$520 

Jtriob~Ma~ Ol$<111 a ileat(2<\9), Irvine, O.nt, 
P~t!$ $3Z~·$660(~e $473,.mediall $450).· 
Assod!ltes $245.•$+30 (average $287, median $275) 
Fltmwl~.(medlan · $a62J 

une Powell (170}, Seattle 
Partners $325·$550 (average $405, median, $400) 
ASSOCiates $195-$325 (average $270, median $275) 
Flnnwlde (averaqe $327, median $350) 

ulbrop II< Gage (281), Kansas City, Mo. 
Partners $255·$490 
ASsodat;es $180·$265 

Leonard, Street and De!nard {189), Minneapolis 
Partners $310·$530 
Assodates $200-$315 

l..e<llrltls,. Rioe & fl'lil~ (164}, St. Louts 
Partners $225-$440 
Associates $140·$305 

Undquist 11< V-annurit (181S),_Minneap<>lls 
Partners $280-$450 (average $367, median $375) 
Asslltiates $180-$295 {average $218, median $210) 
Flnnwlde (average $309, medl•n $330) 



Locu Lord Bissen lit Liddell (707)1 Dallas 
Partners $375-$975 (average $527, median $525) 
Assodates $225-$450 {average $313, median $300) 
Flnnwlde (average $433, median $450) 

Loeb & Loeb (310), New York 
Partnen; $450·$925 (average $651, median $650) 
Associates $260·$500 (average $422, median $425) 
Flcmwlde (~verage $534, median $500) 

Lowenstein Sandier (2.78}, Roseland, N.J: 
Partners $400·$765 
As!Jodates $220-$405 

Luoe, Forward, Hamilton a Scripps (187), San Diego 
.Partners pS0-$6SO (average $48J, median $483) 
Associates $235·$460 (average ~293, median $280) 
Flrmwlde (av.,age $397, median $400) 

f'tlii~!J't\ !ihell'lli Pltllll.,$t:sss); i.QSAn!leiios 
l'altners $4!1!5-$850 (aVI!fii!Je$616, median .$62Ql 
Associ&~ $~0-$505 (avero.ge $407> median $410) 
f!rmwlde (average $533) (!'1\edlal:> $550) 

nnp;IIWWW.IaW.COliVJSplnlj/l'lli>Ar!lclo!'nlllcrl!netldlyNUJSp'/ld;):z._ 

Manhall, Oennehey, Wamer, Cole!ftan &Goggin (408), Philadelphia 
P•rtners $135·$400 
Associates $120·$300 

McCarter It l!ngiJsh ($!19), Newark, N.l .• 
Partners $32S-$6l5 (average $435, median $440) 
As!Jodates $215·$395 (average $280, median $2BSJ 
Firmw!de {ave"''le $353, medl.an $345) 

McElroy, l:leu):sd>, Mulvan"V It Carpenter (232), Morristown, N.J. 
Partners $295·$450 {average$250, median $235) 
As!Jodates $135-$:<25 (average $180, median $165) 
Flrmwide (average $195, median $215) 

McKee Nelson (202)1 New York 
Partners $665-~995 
Assodates $395-$630 

Mc:Kenllll Long li. A1dridge (435), Atlanta 
Partners $370-$750 (ilVerage $454) 
Associates $220·$450 (average $274} 

Hlc:llaelllest a Friedrich (229), Milwaukee . 
Partners $235·$620 (average $391, medion $375) 
As!Jodates $190-$330 (average $:<52, median $245) 
Firmwlde (average $340, median $305) 

Millar, Canfield, Paddock and Stone (387)1 Detroit . 
Partners $275-$620 (average $425, median $425) 
AssOCiates $165-$375 (average $240, median $240) 
Flrmw!de (average $347, median $355) 

Miller li. Martin (198), (llattan<JOga, Te~n. 
Partners $210-$610 (aver.sge $354, median $360} 
AssOCiate<~ $180·$305 (avera9e $210, median $2QS) 
Flrmwlde (average $316, median $330) 

Montgomery, Mc<:RICken, Walker a Rhoads (l5l), Philadelphia 
Partners $360-$585 (average$440) · 

· As!Jodates $195-$365 (average $270) 
Flrmwlde (average $360] 



Moore & VQR Allen (300), Cl>artotte, N.C. 
Partners $280c$770 (average $425, mealao $410} 
Associates $180·$365 (average $256, mealan $250) 
finnwlde (average $283, mealan $273) 

tlexs~n p~et (174), Columbia, S;C; 
Partners $250·$450 · 
Associates $170-$250 

Nixon P(labody (6911), Boston 
Partners $565-$645 (average $570, median $590) 
Associates $230-$350 (avemge $370, mealan $365) 
Annwlde (average $468, mealan-$430) · 

ll!lp:IIWWW . .JOW.COm'JsplDIJ/1'Ul>l\ffiClei'TUIUlr~nen<llyNU.JSp-1l<Ft;t. 

Ogletree, oUid.,., Nash, Smoak & Stewart {4211), Greenville; S.C. 
Partners $275-$600 (average $367) 
Asso<iates $185-$380 {average $266) 
Annwide (average $325) 

Patton Bo!lll• (5211), Wasl>lngton 
Partners $360-$990 (average $586, median $570) 
Assodates $244-$535 {average.$372,•meaian $'385) 
FinnWide {avernge $440, median $455) 

, Pepper Hamilton (514), Philadelphia . 
Partners $385-$795 
Associal:<!s $240-$395 

PerldM Cole (632), Seattle 
Partners $260-$785 (average $4!!8) 
Asso<iat:es $165·$515 (average $329) 

l'll~p$Dunllar (25S), New orleans . 
Partners $1'1'0'$450 (average $255, mealan $250) 
Asso<iates $130-$260 (average $171, meatan $165) 
Armwlde (average $213, median $205) 

PhiUips Lytle (179), Bu!falo, N.Y. 
Partners $250-$475 (average$334, meaian $330) 
Associates $155-$355 (average $230, meaian $220) 
flrmwlde (average $288, meat an $300) 

Polsinelli Sllaltotl Fl;mlgan Suelthaus (304)1 Kansas (;lty, Mo. 
Partners $250·$600 
Assodat:es $175·$275 

Quarles&. Srady (4$0), !>lllwau!<ee 
Partners·$280·$625 (average $419, median $420) 
Ass<Jdates $200·$375 (average $252, meal an $245) 
Armwlde (average $347, mealan $342) 

Reed Smith (1.558*), Pittsburgh 
Partners ~375-$900 {average $626,.mealan $565) 
Associates $235-$580 (average $443, meatan $390) . 
Armwide (av~e $441, median $425) 
(*National ~atlon for Law Placement flgtire. The finn recently reportea an attorney count of 1,505,) 

Robinson & Cole (21!1), Hartford, Conn • 
. PartnerS $320c$650 (average $436, median $440) 

Associate.. $210-$350 (aver11ge $276, medlan·~275) · 
t;~nnwlde_(average $346, median $350) 

Roetzel &. AndteSS (227), 1\kron, Ohio 
PartnerS $225-$$00 (average $3331 median $325) 
Associates $170-$295 (average $219, mealan $215} 
F1nnwl_de (average $292, mealan $300) . 



Rlitllllllo.tlldcerl14Pl.-~ •Mima. c..Jtr. 
~ers$31$·$635 
MSodlltes .$~N370 

Saul Ewing (l:U), Phlladelpl\la 
Partners $295·$800 (overage $441, medlon $430] 
AssOCiates $205·$535 (aver.>ge$285, median $255) 
Flrmwlde (average $372, median $360) 

Schnader Hamson S"'!allk Lewis (189)1 PhUadelphla 
Partners $27S•$62S 
Assodates $160·$375 

Schulte Roth & Zabel ( 481}, New Vonc 
Partners $695·$695 (average $770, median $755) 
AssOCiates $255-$650 {average $495, median $510) 
Flrmwlde (""e(age $550, metJian $530) 

~cilt. Detert. M~ a,An>OJcl (31\<1),. Sl!lll'ianC!sco 
Partrltl!$ $29~·$6SQ (average $398, median $3QO) _ 
Assoi:lates$1115-$3~!1 (average$262, median_ $260) 
l'irmwl~e (average $318, metJian .$.3!10) 

h1lp:/lwww.l•w.ccm'jsplnlj!PubArticlePrinlerF,;endlyNUJ•p?id=l2 .. 

~rd, Mullin, RJ-6.1tiUIIpton {4,58}, t.os Angeli;!S 
Paltners$475·$795 , . _ _ . .. . . . _ _ _ . __ 
Ass~ $27H45$ (up tn.$580 I~ l'l!!wYP!k) 

ShUIJhartThomson Ill Kilroy (1711), J<ansas Oty, Mo. 
Partners $240·$500 
AssOCiates $165-$245 

Shumaker, LOop Ill Kendrld< (1.80), Toledo, Ohio 
Partners $225-$500 (average $329, median $32$) 
Assodates$185•$380 (avefll!le $227, median $225) 
Armwlde (average $297, median $315) 

Shutts lit Bowen (20"), Miami 
Pllrtnen; $19D-$540 
Associates $190·$240 

Sills C::Ummlo a. G....,. (1Gs),l\lewark, N.j. 
Partners $395·$725 
AssOCiates $215·$425 

Smith, GambNII Ill Russell (181), At;Ianta 
Partners $26G-$595 
AssOCiates $155·$335 

Snwll a. Wlhner (4110), Phoenix 
Partners $300·$725 (average $444) 
Associates $170•$420 (average $271) 
Firmwlde (average $354) . 

Steptoe&. lobnson LLP (5061 Washingtc>n 
Partners $350-$895 (average $591, 11!edi"" $580) 
Associates $210·$665 Cavefllge $384, medl~n $395) 
Flrmwide (average $417, median $470) 

SteptOe&. Johnson I'LI,.C (162}, Clarl<sburg, W.Va. 
Partners $200-$325 
Associates $170-$250 

Stinson MorriSOn tleclcB (324), Kansos City, Mo. 
Portners.$275-$660 .{average $363, median $373.) 
AssOCiates $190-$290 (average $224, median $228) 
Flrmwlde (average $293, median $275) 



Stoel Rives (350), Portland, ore. 
Partners $2~0-$550 
Associates $170-!f365 

Strasburger a Price (1!14), Dallas 
Partnen~ $300-$580 
Associates $185-$395 
FlnnWide (average $334} 

Sullivan a Wo""""=er (18:1), Boston 
Partners $450·$175 (average $603, median $600) 
Associates $270·$4~0 (average $343, median $330) 
Flrmwlde (averilge $485, median $~5} 

Sutherland Asbill &. Brennan ( 429 ), Atlanta 
Partners $395·$750 (average $543, median $530) 
Associates $:?.40-$450 (average $316, median $300) 
Annwide (average $379, median $380} , 

Taft Stettlnlus a Hollister {337), Cincinnati 
Partners $200·$475 (average $354, median $355) 
Associates $165·$325 (average $217, median $195) 
Flnnwlde [ave111ge $2941 median $295) 

Tllomp..,.. Coburn (344), St. Louis 
Partners $295·$555 ' 
A$$QCiates $170-$400 

Thomp<IOn "'"" (3!111), Cleveland 
Partners $275-$748 (average $425, median $420) 
Associates $1SS-$510 (avCI'llge $240, median $235) 
Flnnwlde (average $330, medi~n $325) 

Thomp<10n a !(night ( 458 ), Dallas 
Partners $41Q-$785 (average $545, media~ $530) 
Asso<:lates $250·$500 (average $334, median $345) 
Fi<mwide (average $453, median ~450) 

Ulmer a BemB (176), Cleveland 
Partners $230·$495 (average $319) 
Associates $175-$310 (average $205) 
Fitmwlde (aver;,ge $262) 

Vedder Price (265), Chicago 
Partners $310·$685 (aVel'llge $455, median $445) 
Associates $235·$390 {average $290, median $290) 
Ftnnwide (average $385, median $390) , 

y.,...,ble (569), Washington 
Partners $380·$950 (ave111ge $530, median $525) 
Assptlates $250·$425 (average $329, median $320) 
Finnwlde (average'$448, median $440) 

White & case (2,.205), New York 
Partners $550·$1,260 (everage $747) 
Asooclates $16Q-$920 (average $456) 
Rnnwlde (average $513) 

Wiggin and Dana (152), New Haven, COnn: 
Partners $360·$600 
Associates '$215·$375 

Williams Mullen (3211), Richmond, Va. 
Partners $300·$645 (average $401, median $380) 
Associates $170·$355 (average $260, median $25S) 
Firmwlde (average $344, median $350) · 



Winstead (281), Dallas 
Partners $365·$655 (average $465) 
Assildates $215·$385 (average $2BZ) 
Flrmwlde (average $390) 

Winston &. StraW I) (1,004 ), Chicago 
Partners $400·$975 (average $622) 

· Associates $210·$625 cavet'!!lge $376) 
Flrmwide (average $448) 

10 oflO 

Womble carlyle Sandridge &. Rice (505), Wlnston·Salem, N.C. 
Partners $285·$750 (average $448, median $450) 
Asoo<lat:es $140·$370 (average $275, median $275) 
Flrmwlde (ali~e $2481 median $200) 

Wy;ottTarnnl: &. Combs (198), L!>Uisvllle, Ky. ' 
Partners $225·$450 (average $340, median $345) 
Assodates $180·$255 (average $210, median $210) 
Flrmwlce (average ~300, median $310} 
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<tr> 

'I /J Years Out of Law School * I 

D ParalegaU QQ[d[d[J Adjustmt Law 
Factor** Clerk 

16/01/19- 5/31/20 11 1.oo49 11 $203 !Ism 11$458 11$661 11$747 11$899 J 
16/01/18-5/3111911 1.0350 11 $202 11$371 ll$455 11$65811$742 11$894 1 

16/01/17- 5/3111811 1.0463 11 $196 11$359 11$440 11$636 1 §2J ls864 1 

16/01/16- 5/31/1711 1.0369 11 $187 11$343 11$421 IJ$608 11$685 11$826 1 

16/01/15-5/3111611 1.0089 11 $180 11$331 11$406 11$5861~1$796 1 

16/01/14-5/31/1511 1.0235 II $179 11$328 11$402 I§DI$655 lls789 I 

16/01/13-5/31/1411 1.0244 11 $175 ll$32o 11$393 11$56711$640 I§D 

16/01/12-5/3111311 1.0258 11 $170 11$312 11$383 11$554 11$625 II $753 1 

16/0I/11- 5/31/1211 1.om 11 $166 11$305 11$374 11$540 11$609 11$734 1 

16/01/10- 5/311llll 1.0337 II $161 11$294 11$361 II $522 II $589 11$709 1 

16/01/09-5/3111011 1.0220 11 $155 11$285 11$349 11$5o511s569 11$686 1 

16/01108- 5/31/0911 1.0399 II $152 11$279 11$342 11$49411$557 11$671 I 

16/01/07-5/31/0811 1.0516 11 $146 II $268 II $329 II $47511 $53611 $645 1 

16/01/06-5/31/0711 1.0256 II $139 II $255 II $313 II $45211 $509 1 ~ 
16/I /05-5/31/06 II 1042711 $13611 $24911 $30511 $44111 $49711 $5981 

16/I/04-5/31/05 II 1.045511 $13oll $239 11 $29311 $42311 $47611 $5741 

16/I/03-6/1/04 II 1.050711 $12411 $22SII $28011 $40511 $45611 $5491 

16/1/02-5/31/03 II 1.072711 $ll811 smll $26711 $38511 $43411 $5221 

16/1101-5/31/02 II 1.040711 $uoll $20311 $24911 $35911 $404JI $4871 

16/1/00-5/31/01 II 1052911 $106 II $195 11 $23911 $34511 $38811 $4681 

16/1199-5/31/00 II 1049111 $10111 $18511 $22711 $32811 $36911 $444j 

16/1/98-5/31/99 II 1043911 $9611 $17611 $21611 $31211 $mJI $4241 

16/1/97-5/31/98 II 1041911 $nil $16911 $20711 $29911 $33711 $4061 

16/1/96-5/31/97 II 1039611 $8811 $16211 $19811 $28711 $32311 $3891 

16/I/95-5/31/96 II 103211 $8511 $155 11 $19111 $2761 ~ ~ 
I II II II II ,,----,~~~ 

wvm.laffeymatrix.com/see.html 1/2 
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matrix 

116/1194-5/31/95 II 1.023711 

The methodology of calculation and benchmarking for this Updated Laffey Matrix has been 
approved in a number of cases. See, e.g., McDowell v. Distlict of Columbia, Civ. A. No. 00-
594 (RCL), LEXSEE 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8114 (D.D.C. June 4, 2001); Salazarv. Dist. 
of Col., 123 F.Supp.2d 8 (D.D.C. 2000). 

*"Years Out of Law School" is calculated from June 1 of each year, when most law 
students graduate. "1-3" includes an attomey in his 1st, 2nd and 3rd years of practice, 
measured from date of graduation (June 1 ). "4-7" applies to attorneys in their 4th, 5th, 6th 
and 7th years of practice. An attorney who graduated in May 1996 would be in tier "1-3" 
from June 1, 1996 until May 31, 1999, would move into tier "4-7" on June 1, 1999, and tier 
"8-1011 on June 1, 2003. 

**The Adjustment Factor refers to the nation-wide Legal Services Component of the 
Consumer Price Index produced by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States 
Depa1tment of Labor. 
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Grade 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

SALARY TABLE 2020-DCB 

INCORPORATING THE 2.6% GENERAL SCHEDULE INCREASE AND A LOCALITY PAYMENT OF 30.48%. 
FOR THE LOCALITYPAY AREA OF WASHINGTON-BALTIMORE-ARLINGTON, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA 

TOTAL INCREASE: 3.52% 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 2020 

Annual Rates by Grade and Step 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 
$ 25,500 $ 26,354 $ 27,202 $ 28,045 $ 28,893 $ 29,389 $ 30,227 $ 31,073 $ 31,106 

28,672 29,354 30,304 31,106 31,456 32,381 33,306 34,231 35,157 
31,284 32,326 33,369 34,411 35,454 36,497 37,539 38,582 39,624 
35,119 36,289 37,460 38,630 39,800 40,971 42,141 43,312 44,482 
39,291 40,601 41,911 43,222 44,532 45,842 47,152 48,462 49,772 
43,798 45,258 46,718 48,178 49,639 51,099 52,559 54,019 55,479 
48,670 50,292 51,914 53,536 55,158 56,780 58,402 60,023 61,645 
53,901 55,698 57,495 59,291 61,088 62,885 64,682 66,478 68,275 
59,534 61,519 63,503 65,488 67,473 69,457 71,442 73,426 75,411 
65,561 67,747 69,932 72,118 74,303 76,489 78,674 80,860 83,045 
72,030 74,431 76,832 79,233 81,634 84,034 86,435 88,836 91,237 
86,335 89,213 92,091 94,970 97,848 100,727 103,605 106,483 109,362 
102,663 106,085 109,508 112,930 116,353 119,775 123,198 126,620 130,043 
121,316 125,360 129,404 133,447 137,491 141,534 145,578 149,621 153,665 
142,701 147,458 152,215 156,973 161,730 166,487 170,800 * 170,800 * 170,800. 

*Rate limited to the rate for level IV of the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C. 5304 (g)(l)). 

Step 10 
$ 31,900 

36,082 
40,667 
45,652 
51,082 
56,939 
63,267 
70,072 
77,396 
85,231 
93,638 
112,240 
133,465 
157,709 
170,800. 

Applicable locations are shown on the 2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions page: http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight!pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area­
definitions/ 
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Grade 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

SALARY TABLE 2020-LA 

INCORPORATING THE 2.6% GENERAL SCHEDULE INCREASE AND A LOCALITY PAYMENT OF32.41% 

FOR THE LOCALITY PAY AREA OF LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA 

TOTAL INCREASE: 3.33% 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 2020 

Annual Rates by Grade and Step 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step4 Steg5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 
$ 25,877 $ 26,744 $ 27,605 $ 28,460 $ 29,321 $ 29,824 $ 30,674 $ 31,532 $ 31,567 

29,096 29,788 30,752 31,567 31,921 32,860 33,799 34,738 35,677 
31,747 32,805 33,863 34,920 35,978 37,036 38,094 39,152 40,210 
35,638 36,826 38,014 39,201 40,389 41,577 42,764 43,952 45,140 
39,873 41,202 42,531 43,861 45,190 46,520 47,849 49,178 50,508 
44,446 45,928 47,409 48,891 50,373 51,854 53,336 54,818 56,299 
49,390 51,036 52,682 54,328 55,974 57,620 59,265 60,911 62,557 
54,699 56,522 58,345 60,168 61,992 63,815 65,638 67,462 69,285 
60,415 62,429 64,443 66,457 68,471 70,484 72,498 74,512 76,526 
66,531 68,749 70,966 73,184 75,402 77,620 79,838 82,056 84,274 
73,096 75,532 77,968 80,405 82,841 85,277 87,714 90,150 92,586 
87,612 90,533 93,454 96,375 99,296 102,217 105,138 108,058 110,979 
104,182 107,655 111,128 114,601 118,074 121,547 125,020 128,493 131,966 
123,111 127,214 131,318 135,421 139,524 143,628 147,731 151,835 155,938 
144,812 149,639 154,467 159,295 164,122 168,950 170,800 * 170,800 * 170,800 * 

*Rate limited to the rate for level IV of the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C. 5304 (g)(l)). 

Step 10 
$ 32,372 

36,615 
41,268 
46,328 
51,837 
57,781 
64,203 
71,108 
78,540 
86,492 
95,023 
113,900 
135,440 
160,041 
170,800 * 

Applicable locations are shown on the 2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions page: http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area­
definitions/ 
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JUDICIARY SALARY PLAN 
Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA·WV~PA- Table DCB 

30.48% Locality Payment Included 
Effective January 6, 2020 

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 $25,500 $26,354 $27,202 $28,045 $28,893 $29,389 $30,227 $31,073 $31,106 $31,900 
2 $28,672 $29,354 $30,304 $31,106 $31,456 $32,381 $33,306 $34,231 $35,157 $36,082 
3 $31,284 $32,326 $33,369 $34,411 $35,454 $36,497 $37,539 $38,582 $39,624 $40,667 
4 $35,119 $36,289 $37,460 $38,630 $39,800 $40,971 $42,141 $43,312 $44,482 $45,652 
5 $39,291 $40,601 $41,911 $43,222 $44,532 $45,842 $47,152 $48,462 $49,772 $51,082 
6 $43,798 $45,258 $46,718 $48,178 $49,639 $51,099 $52,559 $54,019 $55,479 $56,939 
7 $48,670 $50,292 $51,914 $53,536 $55,158 $56,780 $58,402 $60,023 $61,645 $63,267 
8 $53,901 $55,698 $57,495 $59,291 $61,088 $62,885 $64,682 $66,478 $68,275 $70,072 
9 $59,534 $61,519 $63,503 $65,488 $67,473 $69,457 $71,442 $73,426 $75,411 $77,396 

10 $65,561 $67,747 $69,932 $72,118 $74,303 $76,489 $78,674 $80,860 $83,045 $85,231 
11 $72,030 $74,431 $76,832 $79,233 $81,634 $84,034 $86,435 $88,836 $91,237 $93,638 
12 $86,335 $89,213 $92,091 $94,970 $97,848 $100,727 $103,605 $106,483 $109,362 $112,240 
13 $102,663 $106,085 $109,508 $112,930 $116,353 $119,775 $123,198 $126,620 $130,043 $133,465 
14 $121,316 $125,360 $129,404 $133,447 $137,491 $141,534 $145,578 $149,621 $153,665 $157,709 
15 $142,701 $147,458 $152,215 $156,973 $161,730 $166,487 $170,800 ** $170,800 ** $170,800 ** $170,800 ** 
16 $167,361 $172,941 $178,520 $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * 
17 $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * 
18 $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * 

*Rate limited to the rate for Level Ill of the Executive Schedule. 
** Rate limited to the rate for Level IV of the Executive Schedule. 
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JUDICIARY SALARY PLAN 
Los Angeles-Long Beach,CA- Table LA 

32.41% Locality Paymentlncluded 
Effective January 6, 2020 

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 $25,877 $26,744 $27,605 $28,460 $29,321 $29,824 $30,674 $31,532 $31,567 $32,372 
2 $29,096 $29,788 $30,752 $31,567 $31,921 $32,860 $33,799 $34,738 $35,677 $36,615 
3 $31,747 $32,805 $33,863 $34,920 $35,978 $37,036 $38,094 $39,152 $40,210 $41,268 
4 $35,638 $36,826 $38,014 $39,201 $40,389 $41,577 $42,764 $43,952 $45,140 $46,328 
5 $39,873 $41,202 $42,531 $43,861 $45,190 $46,520 $47,849 $49,178 $50,508 $51,837 
6 $44,446 $45,928 $47,409 $48,891 $50,373 $51,854 $53,336 $54,818 $56,299 $57,781 
7 $49,390 $51,036 $52,682 $54,328 $55,974 $57,620 $59,265 $60,911 $62,557 $64,203 
8 $54,699 $56,522 $58,345 $60,168 $61,992 $63,815 $65,638 $67,462 $69,285 $71,108 
9 $60,415 $62,429 $64,443 $66,457 $68,471 $70,484 $72,498 $74,512 $76,526 $78,540 

10 $66,531 $68,749 $70,966 $73,184 $75,402 $77,620 $79,838 $82,056 $84,274 $86,492 
11 $73,096 $75,532 $77,968 $80,405 $82,841 $85,277 $87,714 $90,150 $92,586 $95,023 
12 $87,612 $90,533 $93,454 $96,375 $99,296 $102,217 $105,138 $108,058 $110,979 $113,900 
13 $104,182 $107,655 $111,128 $114,601 $118,074 $121,547 $125,020 $128,493 $131,966 $135,440 
14 $123,111 $127,214 $131,318 $135,421 $139,524 $143,628 $147,731 $151,835 $155,938 $160,041 
15 $144,812 $149,639 $154,467 $159,295 $164,122 $168,950 $170,800 ** $170,800 ** $170,800 ** $170,800 ** 
16 $169,837 $175,499 $181,161 $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * 
17 $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * 
18 $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * 

*Rate limited to the rate for Level ill of the Executive Schedule. 
** Rate limited to the rate for Level IV of the Executive Schedule. 
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8/5/2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions 

U.S. OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

PAY & LE.A:VE SAL'ffiiES & WAGES 

2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions 

Below is a list of the GS locality pay areas applicable in Jan nary 2020 and the locations 
composing them. Most of the locations listed are counties. The Federal Information 
Processing Standards (FIPS) geographic codes consist of a two-digit State and three-digit 
county identifier. These geographic codes are derived from the Worldwide GeograiJhic 
Location Codes, 1993. The only exceptions to the use of State/county codes in the locations 
listed below are -

State codes are used for the Alaska and Hawaii locality pay areas, and 
• State, city, and county codes are listed for -

o Sullivan City, MO, in the St. Louis-St. Charles-Farmington, MO-IL, locality pay 
area, and 

o Three duty stations representing Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst in the New 
York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT-PA, locality pay area. 

Note: Section 1911 of P.L. 111-84, the Non-Foreign Area Retirement Equity Assurance Act of 
2009, phased in locality pay for employees in the non-foreign areas as identified in 5 C.F.R. 
591.205. Alaska and Hawaii are separate locality pay areas with separate pay tables. Other 
non-foreign areas are included as part of the Rest of U.S.locality pay area. 

• Alaska 
• Albanx-Schenectady, NY-MA 
• Albuguergue-Santa Fe-Las Vegas, NM 
• Atlanta--Athens-Clarke CountY---Sandy SIJring§, GA-AL 
• Austin-Round Rock, TX 
• Birmingham-Hoover-Talladeg11, AL 
• Boston-Worcester-Providence, MA-RI-NH-ME 
• Buffalo-Chee!rtowag11, NY 
• Burlington-South Burlington, VT 
• Charlotte-Concord, NC-SC 
• Chicago-NaP-erville, IL-IN-WI 
• Cincinnati-Wilmington-Maxsville, OH-KY-IN 
• Cleveland-Akron-Canton, OH 
• Colorado SIJring§, CO 
• Columbus-Msrion-Zanesville, OH 
• Comus Christj-Kjngsville-Alice, TX 
• Dallas-Fort Worth, TX-OK 

https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area-definitions/ 1/59 
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• Davennort-Moline, IA-IL 
• Dayj;on-Snringfield-Sidney, OH 
• Denver-Aurora, CO 
• Detroit-Warren-Ann Arbor, MI 
• Harrisburg-Lebanon, PA 
• Hartford-West Hartford, CT-MA 
• Hawaii 
• Houston-The Woodlands, TX 
• Huntsville-Decatur-Albertville, AL 
• Indiananolis-Carmel-Muncie, IN 

• Kansas City-Overland Park-Kansas City, MO-I<S 
• Laredo, TX 
• Las Vegas-Henderson, NV-AZ 
• Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA 
• Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Port St. Lucie, FL 
• Milwaukee-Racine-Waukesha, WI 
• Minneanolis-St. Paul, MN-WI 
• New York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT-PA 
• Omaha-Council Bluffs-Fremont, NE-IA 
• Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
• Philadelphia-Reading-Camden, PA-NJ-DE-MD 
• Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ 
• Pittsburgh-New Castle-Weirton, PA-OH-WV 
• Portland-Vancouyer-Salem, OR-WA 
• Raleigh-Durham-Chanel Hill, NC 
• llichmond, VA 
• Sacramento-Roseville, CA-NV 
• San Antonio-New Braunfels-Pearsall, TX 
• San Diego-Carlsbad, CA 
• San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland, CA 
• Seattle-Tacoma, WA 
• St. Louis-St. Charles-Farmington, MO-IL 
• Tucson-Nogales, AZ 
• Virginia Beach-Norfolk, VA-NC 
• Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA 
• Rest of U.S. 

Alaska 

PlACE NAME FIPS 

https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversightlpay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area-definitions/ 2/59 
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PLA.CENAME 

Mohave County, AZ 

Back to Ton 

fii~l\iiiei~~fiiitiieB.C:h, CA 
PLA.cENAME 

Kern County, CA 

L<:l~..W.geles County, CA 

Orange County, CA 

RiversideCounty, CA 

San Bernardino.Co\lnty, .CA: 

San I..Ui.s Obispo County, CA. 

SantaBarbara County, CA. 

VenturaCounty, CA 

BacktoTQn 

locality Pay Area Definitions 

FIPS 

04015 

FIPS 

06029 

o6os9 

o6o6s 

()6071 

o6079 

o6o83 

o6111 

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Port St. Lucie, FL 

PLACE NAME FIPS 

Broward County, FL 12011 

hltps://www.opm.gov/policycdata-overslghUpay~eavelsalaries-wageo/2020/locallty"pay-araa-deflnlllonsl 33/59 
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DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 
 

 
Harris, K. v. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis, LLC.               Case No. 21STCV32089 

 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
 
 I am an employee in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18 
and not a party to the within action; my business address is 8889 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 200, 
Beverly Hills, California 90211.  
 

On April 28, 2023, I served the foregoing document, described as:  
  

“DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER IN SUPPORT OF JOINT 
STIPULATION REQUESTING APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT PURSUANT TO THE 

PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT OF 2004 (“PAGA”)” 
 
on all interested parties in this action as follows: 
Attorneys for Defendant PLATINUM 
CLEANING OF INDIANAPOLIS, LLC.: 
 
Jonathan Fraser Light (SBN 101049) 
Jlight@lightgablerlaw.com 
Michael H. Brody (SBN 238757) 
Mbrody@lightgablerlaw.com 
LIGHTGABLER 
760 Paseo Camarillo 
Suite 300 
Camarillo, CA 93010 
Phone: (805) 248-7377 
Fax: (805) 248-7377 
 

 

 (BY MAIL) As follows: 

 I placed such envelope, with postage thereon prepaid, in the United States mail at Los 
Angeles, California. I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collecting and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, it would be deposited with the 
U.S. Postal Service on that same day, with postage thereon fully prepaid, at Los Angeles, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that, on motion of the party served, 
service is presumed invalid if the postal cancellation or postage meter date is more than one 
day after the date of deposit for mailing in this affidavit. 

 (BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused such envelope to be delivered by hand to the 
attorney at the offices of the addressee. 

 (STATE) I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that 
the above is true and correct.  Executed on April 28, 2023, at Beverly Hills, California. 

 

      ___________________________________ 

        Rubi Martinez

mailto:Jlight@lightgablerlaw.com
mailto:Mbrody@lightgablerlaw.com



