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DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER

I, Melissa A. Huether, declare as follows:

1. | am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California. | 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; | have personal knowledge of the matters stated
herein and if called and sworn as a witness, | would and could competently testify under oath thereto.
| am a member in good standing of all State and Federal District Courts of California. 1 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. | graduated from Loyola Law School, Los Angeles in 2017. | 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. | 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. | was also recently named a Southern California Super Lawyer Rising Star for
2022.

5. | 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
| 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 | 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 | 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;

3
DECLARATION OF MELISSA A. HUETHER IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

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. CVV08-06691 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;

0. Alcantar v. Amerimax Building Products, Inc., United States District Court,
Central District of California, Case No. CV 10-8916 DDP (CWXx);

p. Arancivias v. Clougherty Packaging, LLC dba Farmer John, Los Angeles
Superior Court Case No. BC432406;

g 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.

R1C10020183;

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 (FMOXx)

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.
BC4514809;

ff. Martinez v. J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc., United States District Court
Case No. CV 10-0968-PSG-FMOX;

gg.  Martinez v. Administaff Companies I1, L.P., Los Angeles Superior Court Case
No. BC425799;

hh. Martinez v. Morgans Hotel Group Management, LLC, Los Angeles Superior
Court Case No. BC446744;

il 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;

Il. 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;

00.  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;

qg.  Negrete v. Cenveo, Inc., United States District Court, Central District of
California, Case No. CV 11-09543 DSF (MRWX);

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

I

9
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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)].

10
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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.!

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

! 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.

11
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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 88 203, 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

12
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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
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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 Ill, 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:
(2) 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 11, 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. | 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, | believe that our rates are fully consistent with the market rate
for attorneys with comparable expertise, experience and qualifications. Based on the information |
have, | further believe that our rates are reasonable and appropriate fees for Los Angeles attorneys
with comparable expertise, experience, and qualifications.

45. | 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). | 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 | 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://lwww.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 11, 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, | 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. | 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. | 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. | 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. | 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. | 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.

I
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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 111, 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.4"
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. | 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(1)(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/.

| 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.

/7 e,

Melissa A. Huether
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Joseph Lavi, Esq. (SBN 209776)

Vincent C. Granberry, Esq. (SBN 276483)

Melissa A. Huether, Esq. (SBN 316604)

LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP

8889 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 200

Beverly Hills, California 90211

Telephone: (310) 432-0000

Facsimile: (310) 432-0001

Email: jlavi@lelawfirm.com
vgranberry@lelawfirm.com
mhuether@lelawfirm.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff KATHERINE HARRIS

on behalf of herself and current and former aggrieved employees

Jonathan Fraser Light (State Bar #101049)

Michael H. Brody (State Bar #238757)

Jaclyn M. Joyce (State Bar #285124)

LIGHTGABLER

760 Paseo Camarillo

Suite 300

Camarillo, CA 93010

Phone: (805) 248-7377

Fax: (805) 248-7377

Email: Jlight@lightgablerlaw.com
Mbrody@lightgablerlaw.com
jjoyce@lightgablerlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant, Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis, LLC.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES - CENTRAL DISTRICT

KATHERINE HARRIS, on behalf of
herself and other aggrieved employees,

Plaintiff,
Vs.
PLATINUM CLEANING OF
INDIANAPOLIS, LLC; and DOES 1 to 100,

inclusive,

Defendants.

CASE NO. 21STCV32089
[Unlimited Jurisdiction - PAGA]

[ASSIGNED FOR ALL PURPOSES TO THE
Theresa M. Traber, Dept. 47]

JOINT STIPULATION OF SETTLEMENT
OF PAGA ACTION

Complaint:  August 30, 2021
Trial Date: ~ None Set

| VAN

JOINT STIPULATION OF SETTLEMENT OF PAGA ACTION

FP 39706170.4
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This Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action is made by and between the
Plaintiff, Katherine Harris (“Plaintiff”’), on her own behalf and on behalf of all members of the
PAGA Group, as defined below, on the one hand, and Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis, LLC
(“Defendant”) on the other hand (collectively the “Parties”), in the lawsuit entitled Katherine
Harris, on behalf of herself and others similarly situated v. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis,
LLC, and Does 1 to 100, filed in Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 21STCV32089.
This Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action resolves all claims that were asserted or
could have been asserted against Defendants arising out of the facts alleged in the Action.

| DEFINITIONS

A. Action. The term “Action” as used herein means the action entitled Katherine
Harris, on behalf of herself and others similarly situated v. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis,
LLC, and Does 1 to 100, filed in Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. 21STCV32089.

B. Administrative Costs means all administrative costs of settlement, including
cost of notice to the PAGA Group, administration, and any fees and costs incurred or charged
by the Settlement Administrator in connection with the execution of its duties under this Joint
Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action.

C. Agreement. The terms “Agreement” or “Settlement Agreement” are used
synonymously herein to mean this Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action for purposes
of resolution.

D. Court. The term “Court” as used herein means the Superior Court of the State
of California for the County of Los Angeles.

E. Date of Approval. The terms “Date of Approval” or “Approval” as used herein
mean the date the Court enters an order granting approval of this Settlement Agreement.

F. Defendant. The term “Defendant” as used herein means: Platinum Cleaning of
Indianapolis, LLC.

G. Defense Counsel. The term “Defense Counsel” as used herein means:
LIGHTGABLER who are counsel for and acting on behalf of Defendant.

H. Enhancement Award. The term “Enhancement Award” means an award in the

2 I,
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amount of Two Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500.00) as a payment to Plaintiff for her
time and effort in bringing this litigation to which Defendant will not object.

L LWDA. The term “LWDA” means the Labor Workforce Development Agency.

J. LWDA Payment. The term “LWDA Payment” as used herein means seventy-
five percent (75%) of the Net Settlement Amount which will be distributed to the LWDA in
accordance with California Labor Code section 2699(i).

K. Net Settlement Amount. The term “Net Settlement Amount” as used herein
means the Gross Settlement Amount minus any award of attorneys’ fees and litigation costs,
Plaintiff’s Enhancement Award, and Administrative Costs.

L. Net Settlement Payments. The term “Net Settlement Payment(s)” means
payments made to the PAGA Group.

M.  Notice of Resolution. The Notice of PAGA Resolution is the document attached
hereto as Exhibit “A.”

N. PAGA Group or Aggrieved Employee(s). The PAGA Group is defined as: all
non-exempt current and former employees of Defendant within the State of California at any
time during the time period from June 23, 2020 to April 26, 2022.

0. PAGA Group Portion. The PAGA Group Portion shall mean the remaining
twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Settlement Amount designated to the PAGA Group. The
PAGA Group Portion will be distributed to the PAGA Group on a pro rata basis based on his
or her number of pay periods during the PAGA Period.

P. PAGA List. A list of the Aggrieved Employees including: (1) name; (2) last
known home address; (3) number of pay periods as a PAGA Group member during the PAGA
period (and any other employment information that may be necessary to calculate each PAGA
Group Members’ Net Settlement Payment); and (4) social security number.

Q. PAGA Period. The term “PAGA Period” or “Settlement Period” shall refer to the
time period from June 23, 2020 to April 26, 2022.

R. Plaintiff. The term “Plaintiff” as used herein means Katherine Harris. The term

Plaintiff shall be used synonymously with the term “PAGA Representative”.
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S. Plaintiff’s Counsel. The term “Plaintiff’s Counsel” as used herein means: LAVI
& EBRAHIMIAN, LLP who are counsel for and acting on behalf of Plaintiff.

T. Settlement Administrator. The term “Settlement Administrator” as used herein
means Phoenix Class Action Settlement Administration Solutions, which will be responsible for
the administration of the Settlement Payment, as defined below, and all related matters.

U Settlement Agreement. The terms “Settlement Agreement” or “Agreement” are
used synonymously herein to means this Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action.

V. Gross Settlement Amount. The terms “Gross Settlement Amount” and “Gross
Settlement Fund” as used herein mean a fund in the sum of Two Hundred Sixty-Nine Thousand
Dollars and Zero Cents ($269,000.00) which shall be paid by Defendant, and from which all
Net Settlement Payments, Court approved attorneys’ fees and litigation costs pursuant to Section
X, Administrative Costs pursuant to Section VI, Enhancement Award pursuant to Section XI,
and distribution to the LWDA pursuant to Section VIII(C) shall be paid, except as provided
herein. The Gross Settlement Amount is for approximately 14,099 pay periods during the PAGA
period and 557 Aggrieved Employees. In the event the actual number of the pay periods during
the PAGA period increase by more than 10% from the 14,099 pay periods, the Gross Settlement
Amount shall increase pro rata each percent above 10%.

II. BACKGROUND

A. On June 23, 2021, Plaintiff submitted a letter to the LWDA 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. On August 30, 2021,
Plaintiff filed the Action alleging a single cause of action for penalties pursuant to Labor Code
§ 2699(f) for alleged violations and penalties under Labor Code §§2699(f), 201, 202, 203, 204,
212, 226, 226.7, 510, 512, 1194, and 1197, as well as the IWC Wage Order. In the Action,
Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to provide meal breaks and failed to authorize and permit

legally compliant rest breaks each day and failed to provide premium pay for the alleged meal
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and rest break violations. Plaintiff further alleges that minimum, overtime and double time
wages were not properly paid. Plaintiff also alleges that Defendant failed to pay Plaintiff in a
legally permissible manner. Moreover, Plaintiff alleges that the employees received inaccurate
wage statements and were not paid all wages owed upon termination and/or resignation or
during employment.

B. Following the filing of the Action, 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 substantial sampling of the timekeeping and payroll
records of the PAGA Group; information and documentation concerning the claims set forth in
the Action, such as Defendants’ employee handbooks and policies and procedures regarding the
payment of wages, meal and rest breaks, meal period waiver, and time keeping; information
regarding the number of putative PAGA Group members and the number of current versus
former employees; and the total workweeks and pay periods worked by the PAGA Group.

C. Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel have engaged in good faith, arms-length
negotiations. On October 28, 2021, the Parties participated in a mediation before mediator Todd
A. Smith, Esq. 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 have now entered into a more detailed, formalized Settlement Agreement
for submission to the Court for Approval.

D. Plaintiff’s Counsel has conducted an investigation of the law and facts relating
to the claims asserted in the Action and has concluded, taking into account the sharply contested
issues involved, the expense and time necessary to pursue the Action through trial and any
appeals, the risks and costs of further prosecution of the Action, the risk of an adverse outcome,
the uncertainties of complex litigation, and the substantial benefits to be received by the Plaintiff
and the members of the PAGA Group pursuant to this Agreement, that a settlement with
Defendant on the terms and conditions set forth herein is fair, reasonable, adequate, and in the

best interests of the PAGA Group. Plaintiff, on her own behalf and as a representative pursuant
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to PAGA, has agreed to settle the Action with Defendant on the terms set forth herein.

E. Defendant has concluded that, because of the substantial expense of defending
against the Action, the length of time necessary to resolve the issues presented herein, the
inconvenience involved, and the concomitant disruption to their business operations, it is in its
best interests to accept the terms of this Agreement. Defendant denies each of the allegations
and claims asserted against it in the Action. However, Defendant nevertheless desires to settle
the Action for the purpose of avoiding the burden, expense and uncertainty of continuing
litigation and for the purpose of putting to rest the controversies engendered by the Action.

F. This Agreement is intended to and does effectuate the full, final and complete
resolution of all allegations and claims that were asserted, or could have been asserted, in the
Action by Plaintiff.

III. JURISDICTION

The Court has jurisdiction over the Parties and the subject matter of this Action. The
Action includes claims that, while Defendant denies them in their entirety, would, if proven,
authorize the Court to grant relief pursuant to the applicable statutes. After the Court has granted
Approval of the resolution, pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 664.6, the
Court shall retain jurisdiction of this action solely for the purpose of interpreting, implementing,
and enforcing this Joint Stipulation of Settlement of PAGA Action consistent with the terms set
forth herein, and the Parties and their counsel submit to the jurisdiction of the Court for purposes

of interpreting, implementing and enforcing this Agreement and all orders and judgments

entered in connection therewith.

IV. STATEMENT OF NO ADMISSION

A. Defendant denies liability to Plaintiff and to the PAGA Group upon any claim or
cause of action. This Agreement does not constitute, and is not intended to constitute, an
admission by Defendant as to the merits, validity, or accuracy of any of the allegations or claims
made against it in the Action.

B. Nothing in this Agreement, nor any action taken in implementation thereof, nor

any statements, discussions or communications, nor any materials prepared, exchanged, issued
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or used during the course of the negotiations leading to this Agreement, is intended by the Parties
to constitute, nor will any of the foregoing constitute, be introduced, be used or be admissible
in any way in this case or any other judicial, arbitral, administrative, investigative or other forum
or proceeding as evidence of any violation of any federal, state, or local law, statute, ordinance,
regulation, rule or executive order, or any obligation or duty at law or in equity. The Parties
themselves agree not to introduce, use, or admit this Agreement, directly or indirectly, in this
case or any other judicial, arbitral, administrative, investigative or other forum or proceeding,
as purported evidence of any violation of any federal, state, or local law, statute, ordinance,
regulation, rule or executive order, or any obligation or duty at law or in equity, or for any other
purpose. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this Agreement may be used in any proceeding before
the Court that has as its purpose the interpretation, implementation, or enforcement of this
Agreement or any orders or judgments of the Court entered in connection with the resolution.

C. None of the documents produced or created by Plaintiff or the PAGA Group in
connection with the claims procedures or claims resolution procedures constitute, and they are
not intended to constitute, an admission by Defendant of any violation of any federal, state, or
local law, statute, ordinance, regulation, rule or executive order, or any obligation or duty at law
or in equity.

D. Nothing in this Agreement will be construed as an admission or
acknowledgement of any kind that any group should or would be given collective treatment in
the Action or in any other action or proceeding. Further, neither this Agreement nor the Court’s
actions with regard to this Agreement will be admissible in any court or other tribunal regarding
the propriety of collective treatment. In the event that this Agreement is not approved by the
Court or any appellate court, is terminated, or otherwise fails to be enforceable, Plaintiff will
not be deemed to have waived, limited or affected in any way any claims, rights or remedies in
the Action, and Defendant will not be deemed to have waived, limited, or affected in any way

any of their objections or defenses in the Action.
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V. RELEASE, DISMISSAL, AND CONFIDENTIALITY

A. Release as to PAGA Claims.

Upon Approval by the Court of this Settlement and Defendant’s full funding of the
Settlement Amount, Plaintiff and the PAGA Employee Group shall release all PAGA claims
against Defendant, including Defendant’s joint employers, staffing companies, respective
officers, directors, shareholders, agents, assigns, attorneys, insurers, agents, independent
contractors, employees, predecessor, successors, parents, subsidiaries, affiliated, related entities
or other representatives of any kind, and related parties that have been asserted in the operative
Complaint (hereinafter collectively the “Released Parties™), which includes the California
Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (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 operative Complaint and PAGA Notice to the LWDA,
from June 26, 2020 through April 26, 2022.

B. Publicity.

The Plaintiff agrees that she has not and will not publish the Settlement. By way of this
settlement, Plaintiff directs her counsel not to issue any press releases or press statements
regarding the Settlement, identify Defendant or Defense Counsel by name in any media
including Plaintiff’s Counsel’s website, or have any communications with the press or media
about the Action or the Settlement. However, nothing in the provision shall be construed from
preventing the Parties from taking following actions: (a) Plaintiff’s counsel shall be allowed to
refer to the Action and Settlement in other litigations to support their adequacy as attorneys for
a putative class or PAGA group or to justify an award of attorneys’ fees; (b) the Parties shall
have the right to disclose the Settlement Agreement as may be required under federal or state
tax and/or securities laws or under Generally Accepted Accounting Principles; (c) the Parties

shall have the right to disclose the Settlement to third parties without identifying the case name,
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case number, facts that would reasonably identify the Defendant, or names of any of the Parties
or Released Parties; (d) the Parties may refer to the Settlement Agreement, describe its terms,
and file the Settlement Agreement with the Court, the LWDA, and the Settlement Administrator
in connection with any proceedings which are reasonably necessary to obtain Approval of the
Settlement; and (e) the Parties or their representatives may communicate with accountants or
legal advisors regarding the Settlement. Except for the previously listed exceptions, in response
to any inquiries about the Action, the Parties may state that “the matter has been resolved.”

VI. SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATOR

Plaintiff and Defendant, through their respective counsel, have selected Phoenix Class
Action Administration Solutions as the Settlement Administrator to administer the Settlement,
which includes but is not limited to distributing and responding to inquiries about the Notice of
PAGA Resolution and calculating all amounts to be paid from the Net Settlement Fund. Charges
and expenses of the Settlement Administrator, estimated to be Eight Thousand Dollars
(88,000.00), will be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount. Any charges and expenses of the
Settlement Administrator greater than the allocated Eight Thousand Dollars ($8,000.00) will
come from the Gross Settlement Amount. If the actual Settlement Administrator fees are less
than the Parties’ estimation, the difference between the actual and estimated Settlement
Administrator fees will be included in the Net Settlement Amount.

VII. NOTICE

A. Plaintiff and Defendant, through their respective attorneys, have jointly prepared
a Notice of PAGA Resolution, in the form attached hereto as “Exhibit A” which in substance
will be provided to the members of the PAGA Group as follows:

(1) As soon as practicable following Approval of the Settlement, but no later
than fifteen (15) court days after the Court’s Approval, Defendant will provide to the Settlement
Administrator the PAGA List.

(2) The Settlement Administrator shall run all the addresses provided through
the United States Postal Service NCOA database (which provides updated addresses for any

individual who has moved in the previous four years who has notified the U.S. Postal Service of
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a forwarding address) to obtain current address information.

| 3) Within twénty—one (21) calendar days after the Settlement Administrator’s
receipt of the PAGA List, the Settlement Administrator will mail the Notice of PAGA Resolution
together with a settlement payment to all PAGA Group members by first-class United States
mail, postage prepaid, with directions to the Postmaster to forward the Notice and return all
undeliverable Notices to the Settlement Administrator. For each Notice of PAGA Resolution and
settlement payment that is returned as undeliverable, the Settlement Administrator shall promptly
attempt to locate the Aggrieved Employee by performing an additional skip trace and shall re-
mail the Notice of PAGA Resolution and settlement check no later than fen (10) calendar days
following receipt of the undeliverable Notice of PAGA Resolution.

4) The Notice of PAGA Resolution will be provided in English and Spanish.

VIII. COMPUTATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF PAYMENTS

A. Distribution Formula.

(D) Members of the PAGA Group will receive a lump sum payment in an
amount determined by the Settlement Administrator in accordance with the provisions of this
Agreement.

2) The lump sum payment to each member of the PAGA Group will be
determined by dividing the PAGA Group Portion by the total number of pay periods worked by
all members of the PAGA Group during the Settlement Period (the “Pay Period Amount”) and
then multiplying the Pay Period Amount by the number of pay periods worked by the individual
PAGA member.

B. Funding of Resolution.

(1) The funding of the Gross Settlement Amount will be completed at one
time with funds provided to and escrowed by the Settlement Administrator. The funds used for
the Gross Settlement Amount shall be paid to the Settlement Administrator by Defendant within
twenty (20) calendar days of its receipt of a notice of entry of the Court’s Approval order.

2) If a PAGA Group member is deceased at the time of distribution, the

Settlement Administrator shall distribute the deceased PAGA Group member’s Net Settlement
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Payment to the deceased PAGA Group member’s legal heir(s). In the event of a dispute as to
the legal heir(s), the Settlement Administrator shall notify the executor of the deceased PAGA
Group member’s estate and attempt to place the deceased PAGA Group member’s payment in
escrow or similar disposition such that any competing heirs may take whatever action they wish
to resolve ultimate disposition of such money and the Settlement Administrator and the Parties
hereto may disclaim any further interest in or obligation in relation to such money.

3) If a check is returned to the Settlement Administrator as undeliverable,
the Settlement Administrator shall promptly attempt to obtain a valid mailing address by
performing a skip trace search and, if another address is identified, shall mail the check to the
newly identified address. If the Settlement Administrator is unable to obtain a valid mailing
address through this process, the monies represented by the check shall be turned over according
to the below procedures.

4) Settlement checks will specifically indicate that they are void if not
negotiated within one hundred eighty 180 days of their issuance. Any settlement checks that
remain uncashed one hundred eighty (180) or more calendar days after issuance by the
Settlement Administrator shall be voided. The Settlement Administrator will remit the entire
amount of each PAGA Group member’s uncashed Net Settlement Payment to the California
State Controller for deposit in the Unclaimed Property Fund in the name of the PAGA Group
member to whom the uncashed Net Settlement Payment was drafted.

C. Time for Distribution of the Attorneys’ Fees, Costs, Enhancement Award,
and LWDA Payment.
The Settlement Administrator shall cause the Court approved attorneys’ fees, litigation
costs, Enhancement Award and LWDA Payment to be paid at the same time and manner as the
Settlement Payfnents to the PAGA Group.

IX. NO CONTRIBUTIONS TO EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN

The amounts paid under this Agreement do not represent a modification of any
previously credited hours of service under any employee benefit plan, policy or bonus program

sponsored by Defendant. Such amounts will not form the basis for additional contributions to,
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benefits under, or any other monetary entitlement under, benefit plans (self-insured or not)
sponsored by Defendant, policies or bonus programs. Any payments made under the terms of
this Settlement shall not be applied retroactively, currently or on a going forward basis as salary,
earnings, wages, or any other form of compensation for the purposes of Defendant’s benefit
plan, policy or bonus program. Defendant retains the right to modify the language of its benefit
plans, policies and bonus programs to effect this intent and to make clear that any amounts paid
pursuant to this Settlement are not for “hours worked,” “hours paid,” “hours of service,” or any
similar measuring term as defined by applicable plans, policies and bonus programs for purpose
of eligibility, vesting, benefit accrual or any other purpose, and that additional contributions or
benefits are not required by this Settlement.

X. PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND LITIGATION COSTS

Defendant shall not oppose an application by Plaintiff’'s Counsel to receive, and
Plaintiff’s Counsel shall not seek or receive, an amount in excess of Ninety-Four Thousand One
Hundred Fifty Dollars and Zero Cents ($94,150.00) which represents 35% of the Gross
Settlement Amount for all past and future attorneys’ fees necessary to prosecute, settle, and
administer the Action and this Settlement. In the event that the escalator clause in section I.V.
herein is triggered and the Gross Settlement Amount is increased, Plaintiff’s Counsel has, at
their discretion, the option to increase their attorneys’ fees in order to remain at 35% of the
Gross Settlement Amount. Additionally, Defendants shall not oppose an application by
Plaintiff’s Counsel to receive, and Plaintiff’s Counsel shall not seek or receive, an amount in
excess of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000.00), which represents all past and future
litigation costs and expenses necessary to prosecute, settle and administer the Action and this
Settlement. Any attorneys’ fees or litigation costs awarded to Plaintiff’s Counsel by the Court
shall be deducted from the Gross Settlement Amount for the purpose of determining the Net
Settlement Amount. This amount shall include all attorneys’ fees and litigation costs and
expenses for which Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel could claim under any legal theory

whatsoever. Should the Court approve a lesser percentage or amount of fees and/or litigation
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costs than the amount that Plaintiff’s Counsel ultimately seeks, then the unapproved portion or
portions shall revert to the Net Settlement Amount.

XI. PLAINTIFEF’S ENHANCEMENT AWARD

Plaintiff will apply for an Enhancement Award in the amount of Two Thousand Five
Hundred Dollars and Zero Cents ($2,500.00) for her work in prosecuting the Action and securing
this Settlement. The Court will determine the amount of Enhancement Award to award. This
Settlement is not contingent upon the Court awarding any particular amount for Enhancement
Award. If the Court awards less than the full amount of the Enhancement Award requested by
Plaintiff, the unawarded amount shall become part of the Net Settlement Amount.

XII. TAXATION AND ALLOCATION

A. For withholding tax characterization purposes and payment of taxes, the Net
Settlement Amount shall be deemed and is allocated by the Parties as follows: 100% as
penalties.

B. All PAGA Group members who cash their settlement check may receive an IRS
Form 1099 for their portion of the settlement, if deemed required by the Settlement
Administrator (in compliance with IRS guidelines).

C. Nothing in this Settlement is intended to constitute legal advice regarding
federal, state, and/or local tax obligations. The Parties, Defense Counsel and Plaintiff’s Counsel
make no representations as to the tax treatment or legal effect of the payments called for
hereunder, and Aggrieved Employees are not relying on any statement or representation by the
Parties, Plaintiff’s Counsel or Defense Counsel in this regard. Aggrieved Employees understand
and agree that they will be responsible for the payment of any employee taxes and penalties
assessed on the payment described herein and will hold the Parties, Plaintiff’s Counsel and
Defense Counsel free and harmless from and against any claims, liabilities, costs and expenses,
including attorney’s fees, resulting in any way from personal tax treatment of the payments
made pursuant to this Agreement. To the extent that this Settlement or any of its attachments is
interpreted to contain or constitute advice regarding any state or federal tax issue, such advice

is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, by any person for the purpose of
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avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code. Neither the Parties, Plaintiff’s Counsel nor
Defense Counsel are responsible for any Aggrieved Employee’s tax obligations regarding the
allocation of the settlement payments.

XIII. COURT APPROVAL

This Agreement is contingent upon Approval by the Court. Plaintiff and Defendant agree
to take all steps as may be reasonably necessary to secure Approval of the Settlement
Agreement, to the extent not inconsistent with the terms of this Agreement, and will not take
any action adverse to each other in obtaining Court Approval of the Settlement Agreement in

all respects.

XIV. APPRISAL AND CERTIFICATION BY THE SETTLEMENT

ADMINISTRATOR.

The Settlement Administrator shall keep Plaintiff’s Counsel and Defense Counsel
apprised of all distributions from the Gross Settlement Amount. Upon completion of
administration of the Settlement, the Settlement Administrator shall provide written certification
of such completion to Plaintiff’s Counsel and Defense Counsel. The Settlement Administrator
shall also provide Defense Counsel with a final accounting, including the names of payees and
Net Settlement Payments.

XV. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A. Stay of Action.

Plaintiff and Defendant agree to the stay of all discovery in the Action, pending Approval
of the Settlement Agreement by the Court.

B. Interpretation of This Agreement.

(D This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between Plaintiff and

Defendant. Except as expressly provided herein, this Agreement has not been executed in
reliance upon any other written or oral representations or terms, and no such extrinsic oral or
written representations or terms shall modify, vary or contradict its terms. In entering into this

Agreement, the Parties agree that this Agreement is to be construed according to its terms and
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may not be varied or contradicted by extrinsic evidence. The Agreement will be interpreted and
enforced under the laws of the State of California, both in its procedural and substantive aspects,
without regard to its conflict of laws provisions. Any claim arising out of or relating to this
Agreement, or the subject matter hereof, will be resolved solely and exclusively in the Superior
Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles, and Plaintiff and Defendant
hereby consent to the personal jurisdiction of the Court over them solely in connection
therewith. The foregoing is only limited to disputes concerning this Agreement and in no way
limits or negates the enforceability and effect of the underlying arbitration agreements signed
by employees of Defendant, specifically including but not limited to Plaintiff, obligating them
to arbitrate any and all claims on an individual (and not on a class, collective, or representative)
basis.

2) Plaintiff, on her own behalf and on behalf of the PAGA Group, and
Defendant participated in the negotiation and drafting of this Agreement and had available to
them the advice and assistance of independent counsel. As such, neither Plaintiff nor Defendant
may claim that any ambiguity in this Agreement should be construed against the other.

3) The terms and conditions of this Agreement constitute the exclusive and
final understanding and expression of all agreements between Plaintiff and Defendant with
respect to the settlement of the Action. This Agreement may be modified only by a writing
signed by counsel for all Parties or their successors-in-interest.

C. Further Cooperation.

Plaintiff and Defendant and their respective counsel shall proceed diligently to prepare
and execute all documents, to seek Approval from the Court, and to do all things reasonably
necessary or convenient to consummate this Agreement as expeditiously as possible.

D. Confidentiality of Documents.

Plaintiff, and the Settlement Administrator, shall maintain the confidentiality of all
documents, deposition transcripts, declarations and other information obtained in the lawsuit,

unless necessary for appeal or such documents are ordered to be disclosed by the Judge or by a

subpoena.
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E. Counterparts.

This Agreement may be executed in one or more actual or non-original counterparté, all
of which will be considered one and the same instrument and all of which will be considered
duplicate originals. This Agreement may be signed electronically or by facsimile, and an
electronic or facsimile signature is deemed valid and binding, and triggers all rights and
obligations under this Agreement.

F. Authority.

Each individual signing below warrants that he or she has or they have the authority to
execute this Agreement on behalf of the party for whom or which that individual signs.

G. No Third-Party Beneficiaries.

Plaintiff, members of the PAGA Group, Defendant and Released Parties are direct
beneficiaries of this Agreement, but there are no third-party beneficiaries.

H. Force Majeure.

The failure of any party to perform any of its obligations hereunder shall not subject such
party to any liability or remedy for damages, or otherwise, where such failure is occasioned in
whole or in part by acts of God, fires, accidents, earthquakes, other natural disasters, explosions,
floods, wars, interruptions or delays in transportation, power outages, labor disputes or
shortages, shortages of material or supplies, governmental laws, restrictions, rules or
regulations, sabotage, terrorist acts, acts or failures to act of any third parties, or any other similar
or different circumstances or causes beyond the reasonable control of such party.

L Deadlines Falling on Weekends or Holidays.

To the extent that any deadline set forth in this Agreement falls on a Saturday, Sunday,
or legal/court holiday, that deadline shall be continued until the following business day.

J. Severability.

In the event that any one or more of the provisions contained in this Agreement shall for
any reason be held invalid, illegal, or unenforceable in any respect, such invalidity, illegality, or
unenforceability shall in no way effect any other provision if Defense Counsel and Plaintiff’s

Counsel, on behalf of the Parties and the PAGA Group, mutually elect in writing to proceed as
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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 Y ‘
DATE: f’?i 242023 AQ& A\\g Qﬂwﬂ

KATHERINE HARRIS

DATE: , 2023

By:
For: PLATINUM CLEANING OF
INDIANAPOLIS, LLC

APPROVED AS TO FORM

DATE: Q 7% , 2023 LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP

]

N AR s
Joseph Lavi U
Vincent C. Granberry
Melissa A. Huether
Attorneys for Plaintiff Katherine Harris

DATE: ,2023 LIGHTGABLER

By:

Jonathan Fraser Light
Michael H. Brody
Attorneys for Defendant
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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: _Mar. 30 , 2023 — Y
~—) Jd
By: Gary Tuch
For: PLATINUM CLEANING OF

INDIANAPOLIS, LLC

APPROVED AS TO FORM

DATE: , 2023 LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP

Joseph Lavi

Vincent C. Granberry

Melissa A. Huether

Attorneys for Plaintiff Katherine Harris

DATE: March 31,2023 LIGHTGABLER

By: L LN

N\

Jonathan Fraser Light
Michael H. Brody
Attorneys for Defendant
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

NOTICE OF PAGA SETTLEMENT AND
RELEASE

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



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 | $158.90
Indianapolis LLC (Class)

08/12/2021 | Filing of POS of Summons for Def. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis $34.95
LLC (Class)

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 | $158.90
Indianapolis LLC (PAGA)

09/21/2021 | Filing Of Unilateral Initial Status Conference Class Action Response $34.15
Statement (Class)

09/22/2021 | Filing of POS of Summons for Def. Platinum Cleaning of Indianapolis $34.15
LLC (PAGA)

09/23/2021 | Filing Of Plaintiff Harris’ Notice Regarding Continued Initial Statue $34.15
Conference (Class)

09/23/2021 | Filing Of Joint Initial Status Conference Class Action Response $34.15
Statement (Class)

10/29/2021 | Courtesy Copy Delivery of 1. Declaration Of Kevin Joseph Farnan, 2. $59.95
Joint Stipulation, 3. Proposed Order, 4. Request For Dismissal (Class)

10/29/2021 | Filing of 1. Declaration Of Kevin Joseph Farnan, 2. Joint Stipulation, 3. $54.75
Proposed Order, 4. Request For Dismissal (Class)

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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A nationwide sampling of law firm billing rates
Decarnbier 08, 2008 ‘

The Hatlonal Law Joumnal ssked the respondents to its 2608 stirvey of the natlon’s 250 fargest law Hrms to

arovide a range of hourly bﬂiing rates for pariners and assoclales, Fims thet suppited this inforrmation -
Including some frvis that 8re not In the NLY 280 — are lisked below in alphabetical order. We also asked firms
to provide aversge and median bilfing rates, and several complied. The numbsc after a fliny's name Indicates
the total number of attomeys at the firm. The city listed after-the name of & i Is the Jocation of its principal
or faryest office.

The 2008 NL? Bliiing Survey Is avallsh

Adamts and Roese [253), New Orisans

Paftners $240-5425 (average $318, median $310)
o fasodates $175-§300 (average $209, median $235}
Firmwide (ayarage $257, median $265)

Arent Fox (356), Washington
Partnecs $410-5710
Associates 32604465

Armstiong Teasdale (252), St. Lovls
Partners $295-3450
- Associates $175-4300

Bainer, bomkom Bearman, Caldwell & mmowim {549), Memphis, Tenn.
-Partners $230-4525 average 3339, medisn $33¢) .

Assotiates $120-$300 {(average 218, median $22t3}=

Firmwide {average $295, median $250}

Batch & Bingham tzdé}, Birmingharm, Ata.
Partners $295-5600
Assad;tes $200-5280

Bags, Berry % Sims (341}, Hashville, Tenn,
Partners $240-5575 (avemge $410, median $420)
Asgpdates $175-4365 (average $245, median 5248}
Fumwide: average $307, médian &300}

at from ALM Research,

Ffamwl e‘(wma 1534_0', e
&iank fowna fBon, Pm}aaniptﬂa
fartners $425-$765 (average $525)
Associates $245-4485 (average $332)
Flomwidsa {avecage 3400}

. Bond, Schoeneck & King {(189), Syracuse, MLY.
Partrers $210-$450 (average $308, median $310}



Associates $150-$250 (average $187, median $185)
Firmwide (average $268 median $2?5)

Bmﬂey Argnt Rose & White. (255), Birmingham, Ala,
Partners $260-§550:
Associates $170-4310

Briggs and Hargan {175}, Minnaapoiis

Partners $300-$580 (average $420, medlan $425)
Assoclates $195-3280 {average $229; medlan $225)
ﬁmwld& [average $368, median $3530)

Brinks Hofer Gilson & Lione (171), Chicago
Partners $320-5700 (average %495, median $500)
Associates $180-4435 (average 4281, median $275)
Firmwide {average $392, median $39ﬁ}

Broad and Cassel (176), Orlando, fla..

Partners $290-§475 (average $378, medlan $375)
Assotiates $175-5320 {average $245, median $248)
Firmwide (average $314, median $310) |

Brownstain Hyatt Farber Schirack (235), Branver
Partners $275-5750 (Average 5424, medifan $450)
Assodistes $160-4285 (average $234, median £240)
Firmwiche {average $340, median $325)

Bryan Cave (852), St Louls

Partners $340-§750 (average $525, median 5510)

Associates $170-$510 (average $314, median $310)
- Firtowlde {average $424, median $405) -

Suc.hanan Ingarsoll & Rnanev (519}, Pitesburgh
Partners $300-%$1,020
.- hsespciates $100-4520

Bullivant Houser Balley (153}, Porﬂand Cre.
Partners $275-$525
Associates $190-4325

Bwir & Forman (208), Birnlngham, Ala. |
Partriers $210-$495 (average $352, median $350)
Associdbes $165-$305 {average $235, median $230}
Firmwide {average $271, medlan $295)

Butrel Long (243), Detroit
Partners $300-$650
Assoclates $180-$290

Carlton Fislds (281), Tampa, Fla.

Partners $305-$650 (average $435, median £435) -
Assaciates $195-6335 {average $267, median $365)
_Firmwide (average $334, miedlan 5325)

P §1.83, Paln Alto, cait,
: assndabs $2&5-$5?

Cozen ©'Conpor {#?ﬂs}, Frlladelphia.

Partners $240-$840 {average $457, median $455)
Asgoclates $205-$650 (average $342, medlan §325)
Firmwide (average $397, median $385)

 Ktipeliowww Jaw comijsp/nl)/PubArticlePrintetFriendlyNLI jsptid=12.



Curtis, Mallet-Prevost; Colt & Mosle (235), New York

Partners $675-4785 (average $730, median $730)
associates $250-4575 (average $434, median $435)
Firmwide (average $520, madian $515)

Davis Wright Tremaine {467), Seattle .
Partsiers $300-$710 (average $455, median $450)
Assodates $190-4405 (average $280, median $280}1
Firmwidsa (average $355, median £385)

Day Pitney (44:5), Flarham Park, N.).
Partners $295-$710
Assaciates. $220-$450

Dicidnson Wright (228), Detrolt
Partners $275-$550
Assodibes $180-$300

Dicksteln Shaplre (403}, Washington

Partners $475-$895 (average $607, median $605)
Assoclates $250-$475 (averaga 378, median $395)
Firmwide (average $493) (medlan $485) :

Dinsmore & Shohl (347}, Cincinnatt

Partmers $220-%485 (average $347, median §338)
Assooiates $160-$305 (average £202, medlan $19&}
Flnnwtde {average $284, median $275)

Dorsey & Whitney (670), Minneapalis.
Partriers $235-%1,180 {averags $505, median $510)

Assodates $170-5820 (average $301, median $335)

Firmwide (average $407, median $430)

Duane Hcm“ll (594} (Phiiade!phia) ’

Partners $340-$755 (average $490, median $SGS)
Associates $230-5510 (average $326, median $350)
Firmwide {average $449, median §450)

Dykema Gossett (374), Detroit
Partners $265-$650 (average $415)
Assoclates $170-$435 (average $277)

Edwards Angelt Pulmer % Dodge (376, Boston
Partners $325-$755 -

Associates $170-$480

Firrawlde (medlan $450)

Epstam Backer & Green (3?2), New York

Partners $350-$850 {average $501, median $495)
Associates $175-3450 (average $312, median $300)
Firmwida {average $406, madian swm

Fisher & Phiilips. (208}, Atlanta
Partners $330-$505
Assotiates $195-4380

Foley & Lardner (1,032), Milwaukee

Partners (average $596, median $585)

Assodates {average $405, median $395)

Firmwide $185- sgss {avemge 4508, medlan 5521))

Fard & Harvigon (1?91 , Attanta
Partners $325-3585"
Associates $245-5405

Fowler White Boggs Banker (201%), Tampy, Fla.

SR W WW AW, COTY TSP MRl A FIGICPRIE P ISOAIYINL LISP D=1,

&

N LT



Partners $175-6525 (average $360, median $350)

Assorfates $160-5325 (average $222, median §220) -

Firrnwide {average $314, median $325)
(*Total prior to subsequent firm split.)

Fox Rothschild {449). Philadeiphia

" partniers $250-$590 (average $443, median $450)

Asgocistes $215-£395 {average 4275, madian $260)
Firmwide (average §378, median $375) |

Fm&ri!tsu;l % 8yron {233); Minneapolis :
Partners $250-$590 (average $402, median 5395)

Assnciates $150-$315 (average $237, median $225)

Firmwide {average $340, medlan $340)°

Frost Brown Todd (342}, Cincinnatl
Partners $225-$490 (sverage $317, median $310)

Assuciates $145-$260 (average $188, median $180) -

Firmwide (average $272, medlan $270)

Gardere Wynne Sewelt (281), Dallas

Partners $380-$750 (average $502, median $500)
Assoclates $216-$450 (average $308, median $£300)
Firmwide (avarages:iﬂ median $390)

aibbnns (230}, Newark, N.J.
Partnars $375-4700
Agsodiates $220-4415

GrayRobinson (213), Oranda, Fla,

Partners $200-$650 (average $310, median $285)
Associates $125-4275 (average $164, median ($167)
Firmwide (average $239 median $252}

Greanbery Trautdg (1,840), New York

Parthers $335-$850 (average $520, median 5535)
Associates $175-3525 {aveérage $323, median $325)
Firmwide {(average $426, median $425)

Harvis feach. {178}, Rochester, K.Y,
Partners $250-$475.
Assoclates $140-§275

Hiscock & Barclay (187), Syracuse, N.Y.

Partners $190-$650 (average $361, median $359)
Asspciates $145-3430 (average $235, median $224)
Firmwide (avemge 5319, median $322)

Hoﬂgwn Russ {227), Buffaio, N.Y.’

Partrrers $240-$665 (average $355, median sasa)
Associates $165-$450 (average $230, median $235)
Firmwide. (avemge $303, medlan $300)

Hogan & Harkson (1,175), Washington

Partners $375-4500 {average $560, medlan $650)

Assodiates $150-6550 (average $410, median $400)
Firmwide (nvemge 4525, medlan $525)

Halland & Hart {4u8},,Denver _ )
Partners $295-4615 (average $414, median §405)
Assudates $175-$355 (average $269, medlan $275)
Firmwide (average $350, median $345) °

Holme Roberts & Owen {228y, Danver:
Partners $285-$635 (average $415, median $410)

" Associates $160-6525 {average $294, median $265)

Firmwide {avérage $355, med;an $345)
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Hughes Hubbard & Réed (334), New York
Partners $625-$875
Associates $270-$600

Husch Blackwel] Sanders (629}, St Louls
Partneyy $205-4740 (average $352, median $340)
Associates $150-$380 (average $218, median $215)
Firtmwide (average $302; median $300)

:ag_igan_i(glly (i&?), Chaﬁatan, W,

Partners $200-$435 (average $238; medlan $247)
Associates $135-$335 (average $155, median $151)
Firmwide {average $214, median §212)

Jackson Lewls {517), White Plalns, N.Y.
Partniers $250-$595
Associates $180-$405

Jennar & Blodk (482), Chicago
Partriers $525-$1,000 (aversge $616, median $575)-
Assotiates §325-$495 (average $393, median $3?5)

Jones, Watker, ‘Waechier, Poitevent, Carrdre & imn%gm § 264), New Orieans

Pariners $225-$620 (average $332, median $328)
Assoclates $140-$250 (average $186, median §180)
ﬂmwlde {average $277, median $275)

Klipatrick Stockton (456), Atlanta

Partners $310-4695 {average $465, median $475)
Associates $225-5400 (average $299; madian $275)
Flemwide (average $400, median $395)

Kellay Drye & Warren (378), New York
Pariners $430-3850
Assodatfs £255-4520.

m b rtnwg, olsnu a m(u&), stne i-caur,-

Lane Powell {170}, Seaitla

Partners $325-5550 (avernge $408, median $450) -
Associates $195-$325 (average $270, medlan $275).
Firmwide {average $327, median $350) -

Lathrop & Gage (281), Kansas City, Mo.
Pariners 42558450
Asszaciates £180-4265

Leonard, Strast and bainanﬂ {189), Minneapalis
Partners $310-$530
Associptes $200-%315

Lewis, fice & Mingersh (1643, St. Louls
Partners $225-$440
RSSﬂdat% £140-4205

Lindguist & Vennum (185), inneapolis .
Partners $280-%450 (average $£367, median §375)

" Assoclates $180-%295 (average $218, median $210)

Firmwlde (average $309, median $330)

dnveravski Canady Falk & Rabiin (102), Sah Fran
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Locke Lord Bissell & Liddell (707}, Dailag
Partners $375-$975 (average $527, median $525)
Assodates $225-5450 (average $313, median 3003
ﬁnnwide .(average $433, median $450)

Lozb & Loeb {210}, New York

Partners $450-3925 {average $651, median- $ﬁSﬁ)
Assoclates $260-$500 (average $422, medlan $425)
F‘!rmwlde (avarage $534, median $500)

Luwenstein Sandler (278), Roseland, N, 1.
Pattners $400-$765
Assoclates $220-$405

Luce, Forwiard, Hamilton & Scripps {187}, San Dlego
Partniers $350-5$650 (average $483; madian $483)
Asspciates $235-§460 (average $253, medlan $280)
Firmwide (average §397, median $400) - -

L e {meu'uan 4550)

Marghall, Deanchey, Wamer; Coleman &Gaggin {40R), Philadelphia
Partners $1355400
Associates $120-$300

McCarter & English (3993, Newark, N.1.

Partners $325-$635. (average $435, median $440)
Assoclates $215-§395 (average $280, median $285)
Fim‘twlda (average $3353, mﬁ:llan $345)

- McElray, Deutsch, Mulvaney & Carpenter {2312), Morristown, .1,
Partners $295~$450 {avarage $250, madian $235)
Assodates $135-4$225 (average $180, median $165}
Firmwide (average $195, median $215)

Mekee Nelson (202); New York
Partners $665-4955
Assotiates 4£395-£630

McKenna Long & Aldridge (435), Atlanta
" Pannefs $370-$750 {average $454)
Associstes $720-5450 (average $274)

" Bicheel Best & Friedrich (229), Milwaukes
Partners $235-5620 (average $391, median $375)
Assodates $190-43340 (average §252, nmiedlan $245)
Finnwide {average $3340, median $305)

Miller, Csm'ielﬁ, Paddack and Stone {38’7}, Detroft -
Partners $275-$620 {average $435, madian $425)
Assoclates ¥165-$375 {average $240, median $240)
Flrrwide (average $347, median %355)

Miller 8 Martin {1883}, c:hattanoega, ‘an.

Paitners $210-§610 (average $354, median $360)
Asseclates $180-§305 {avernge $210, median $265)
F’Ermwlde {average $318, median £330}

Montgomery, McCracken, Walker & Rhoady (151); Phi!adzlphia
Fartners $360-$585 {aversge $440)

- Assuclates $195-$365 {average $270)
Fln'nwide {average $360)
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Moore B Van M&m {200), Charlotte, N.C
partners $280-4770 (average $425, median $410)
Assoclates $180-$365 (average $2586, median £250)
Firmwide (average $283, median $273)

Nexsan Pruet (174), Cslurnbia, LT o }
Partners $250-8450 s
Associates $170-3250

Nixon Peabsody (6993, Boston |

Puriners $565-§845 (average $570, median $590)
Assoclates $230-4350 (average $370, medisn $365)
Firmwide (average $468, median $430)

Ogletres, Doakins, Nash, Smoak B Stewart (428), Greenvifie] S.C.
Partriers $275%-3600 (average $367)

Associates $185-5380 [average §256)

Firmwide (average $325)

Patton Boggs [529), Washington _
Partners $360-5950 {average $586, median $570}
Associates $244-$535 (average 3372, median $385)
Flrmwide {average $440, median $455)

- Pepper Hamilton (514), Philadelphia .
partners $385-§795
Assqdates 5246-3_;395

faridns Cola (632), Seattle
Partners $260-$785 (slerage $498)
&ssedatrs $185ﬁ$515 ("avemge £329)

Fhelps mmbar {258}, New Orleans

Partriers $170:4450 {average $256, medtan $250)
pasnciates $130-4260 (average 171, median $165)
Firrmwide {average $213, median $205) .

Phillips Lytle (379), Buffalo, N.Y.

Partners $250-$475 (averaue $334, medion £330)

Asgodates $155-4355 (average $230; median $?.20)
_ Firmwide {average $288, median $300)

Poisinelli Shalton Flanigan Suelthaus {304), Kansas City, Mo.
Partners $250-$600
Associates §175-4275

Quaries & Brady (450), Milwaukee
Partners-$280-$625 (average $419, medlan $420)
Assoclates $200-$375 (average $252, median $245)
Firmwide {(average $347, median $342)

Reed Smith (1,558*), Pittshumn
Partners $375-§900 (average $626, medlan $SBS)
Associates $235-$580 (average 3473, median $350)
_ Firmimwide {average $441, miedian $425) . . o _
(*National Assodation for Law Placement figtire, The firm recently reported an attorniy count of 1,505,

Robinson % Cole (215), Hartford, Conn.

. Partners $320-5650 (average $436, median $440)
Assotlates $210-5350 {average $276, madlan'$275) -
. Firmwide (avernge $348, rnedlan $350)

Roetzel & Andress (227}, Akmn, Chlg
Partners $225-5500 (average $333, median $325).
Associates $170-5295 (averate $219, metian §215) -

' Firrnwide {average $292, miedian $300)
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Saul Ewing {231}, Philadeiphia

Partners $295-$800 (average $441, median 5439)
Associates $205-3535 {average 285, median $255)
Firmwide {average $372, median $380)

Schnader Harrison Segal & Lewls (189), Philadeiphia
Partniers $275-4625
Assoriates $160-$375

Schulte Roth & Zabel (481), New York

Partmers $695-4895 (average $770, median $755)
Associates $255-$650 [average $495, medisn §510)
Firmwlde {average $550, median $530)

1 & Amold (380), San Francisco’
; 398, median $38{3)
verage $262, median $260).
Han $300) -

suepparﬁ. ;ﬁumg,smmur S Hamipton {453), ms Anggles
17547

$275-%455 (up'to $SBQ Ty Hew York)

Shwghart Thamson & Kiroy {179), Kensas City, Mo,

Partnery $240-5500
Associates $185-5245

Shumaker, Loop & Kendrick (180), Toledo, Dhio
Partriers $225-§500 (average $329, median $325)
Associates $185-4380 (average $227, median $225)
Flrmwide (average 529? medlan $315)

Shutls & Bowen (2&3), Mizrni
Partners $180-4540
Assoctates $190-$240

slils Cummis & Gross (165), Newark, N1,
Parmers $395-4725
Assoclates $215-6425

Smith, Gambrell & Rusself {181), Atlanta
Partners $260-$595
Assoclates $155-4335

Snall & Wilmey {440}, Phoenix
Partners $300-4725 (averape $444)
Asgociates §120-$420 (average 52?1)
Firmwide (average $354) .

Steptos & Johngon LLP (5115}, Washington
Partnens $350-$895 (average $591, medlan $580)
Associates $210-$685 (average $384, median $395)
Firmwide {average 54?7, riedian $470)

Steptde & Johnson PLLC {182}, Clarksburg, W.Va,
Partners $200-3325
Associates $170-4250

Stingon Morrisen Heclier {324), Xansas Clity, Mo.
Partners. $275-4680 (average §363, medlan $373)
Associates $190-$290 (average 4224, medlan §228)
Firrmwide (average $293, median $275) :

bitps/vweww Javk.com/jep/nliPubAticlePrintsiFriendiyNLY jsp?id=12..



LET.E Y

Sim&! Rives {35“]; Nfﬁaﬂd; Ores,
Partriers $290-§550
Assaciates $170-5265

Strasburger & Price (194), Dallas
Partriers $300-4580

Associates $185-3395

Firmwide {average §334)

Sullivan 8 Worcester {182}, Boston :
Partners $450~$775 {average $603, medlan $600)
Assoclates $270-4490 {average $343, madian $330)
Firmwide (average %485, median $495%)

Sutherland Asbill & Brennan {429), Atlants
Partners $395-$750 (average $543, median $530)
Associates $240-$450 (average $316, median $300)
Firnwide (average §379, median $380)

‘Taft Stettinius & Hollister {337), Cincinnati
Partners $200-3475 {average $354, median $355)
Associates $165-4325 (average $217, median $195)
Firmwide [average $294, medlan $295)

Thomgson Cobum {3‘!4), st. Lﬁuls
Partners $295-4555
ﬁﬁﬁodatﬁ $170-$400

Thompson Hine {396), Cleveland

Partners $275-3740 (average $425, median $420}
Assodates §185-$510 (average $240, median $235)
Firfmwide {average $330, median $325)

Thompson B Knight (458), Dallas

Partners $410-3785 {average $545, median $530)
Associates $250-4500 (average 4334, median $345)
Firmwide (average $453, median $450)

Ulmer & Bame {176}, Cleveland
Partners $230-54595 (average $319)
Assaciates $175-4310 (avermage $205)
Firmwide (average $§262)

Vedder Price {265}, Chicagn

Partners $310-5685 (average 453, median $445)
Assoclates $235-$350 (average $290, median $290)
Flrmwide {average $385, median £390)

Venable {569), Washington
Partners $380-3950 (average $530, median $525) .

Assuclates $250-3425 (average $329, median $320}

Flrmwide {average 3440, madian $440)

White & Casa (2,205}, New York
Partners $550-%1,260 {average $747)
Associates $160-$920 (average $456)
Firmwide {average $513)

Wiggin and Bana (182), New-Haven, Conn:
Partners $360-$600°
Associates $215-4375

Witlams Mullen {326}, Richmond, Va,

Partners $300-4625 {average $401, median $380)
Assoctates $170-$355 (average $260, median $255)
Fnmwide (average $344, median $350)
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Winstead (281}, Dallas

10 6£10

Partners $365-§$655 (average $465)
Associates $215-4385 (average $282)
Firmwide {average $350)

Winston & Strawn (1,004), Chicago .
Partners $400-$875 (averoge §622)

- Assbciotes $210-§$625 (average $376) -

Firrnwide (average $448)

Wombla Carlyle Sandridga & Rice (805), Winston-Salam, B.C
Partners $285-4750 (average $448, median $450)

Associates $140-4370 [average $275, median $275)

Firmwide (avarage £248, median $200} ‘

Wyatt Tamaint & Combs {198), Louisiifle, Ky
parthers $225-4450 {average $340, imedian %345}
Associates $1B0-$255 (average $210, median $210]
th’:wide {average $300, median $310}
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www.laffeymatrix.com/see.htm|

<fr>

matrix

L

;5 LYears Out of Law School *

Paralegal/
Adjustint | |{Law
Year Factor** || Clerk 13| 47| 810]] 1119 20+
[si0119-531020] [ 10049 |[ s203 |[s372 |[s4s8_ |[se61 |[5747 |[s899 |
[6f01/18-531719] [ 10350 |[ 202 |[s37¢ [sass |[sess |[s742 |[s894 |
|6/01/17-531/18] | 1.0463 || $196 |[$359 [s440 |{se36 |[$717 |[s864 |
[6/01/16-531/17] | 1.0369 || s187 |[$343 |[s421 |[s60s |[s68s |[s826 |
|6i01/15-531/16]| 1.0089 || $180 |[3331  |[s406 |[s586 ||s661 ||$79 |
|6/01/14- 531015 )| 10235 || 8179 |[s328 |[s402 |[s581 |[8655 |i$789 |
[s/01/13- 531/14] 10244 | 8175 (ls320 |[s303 1[s567 |[s620 |[$771 ]
6/01/12-531/13|| 1.0258 || s170 |[s312  |[$383 |[sss4 ||s62s ||$753 |
l6ro1/11-531/12] | 10352 || s166 [[s305 |[s374  |[s540 [[s609 |[$734 |

[sr01710-5i31/11 ][ 1.0337 |[ s161 |[s204

18361 |[8522 |[s589 |[s700 |

|sr01/09- 531710 1.0220 || s155 |[s285

|[s349 |[s505 }[ss69 | s686 |

l6i01/08- 5/31/09|] 1.0399 || $152 }[$279

[[5342 | [s494 |[3557 |[s671

6/01/07-5/31/08 || 1.0516 || $146 || $268 || $320 |[$475 |[ $536 || 5645 |

|6/01/06-5/31/07 || 10256 || $139 | s255 || $313 || 8452 |] 8509 | 5614 |

[o/105-5/31/06 |1 10427  s136][ $249|[ $305|] s441|[ $497|| 3598]
6/1/04-531/05 || 10ass]|  s130|[ s230]| $093|[ 3423]] $476|| $574]
l6/103-6/1/04 |1 10507} s124]| 228! $280|| 8405|| $a56}| $549]
6/1/02-531/03 || 10727)|  sus|| s217)| $267|[ $385|[ $434]| s522]
|6/1/01-531/02 || Lod07i(  su10][ $203]]  $249|[ $359|| $404]| $487]
lo/1/00-531/01 || 1.0529)} s106 || s195|[ s239][ 8345, [ $3ss]| s4es|
[6/190-51/00 || 1.0491][  sto1][ siss||  $227|[ $328]] s369][ $444]
16198-5/31/09 1| 1.0439]|  s96|[ s$176][ s216][ $312]] $352]] $404]
[e/07-53198 1] voaro][  so2{[ s169][ $207|[ $209][ $337][ sdoe]
|6/196-531/97 || 1.0396]|  s3ss|[ sie2|] s108|[ s287|[ $323]| $389)
(61195-53196 || 1.032f|  sss|| siss|| si191}] 276 ] $3n]] $375)

] I i

il

I
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8/4/2020 matrix

LL6.’I/94—5/31!95 || 10237} $82i| sisi}| s18s|| $267|| $301] $363|]

The methodology of calculation and benclunarking for this Updated Laffey Matrix has been
approved in a number of cases. See, e.g., McDowell v, District of Columbia, Civ. A. No. §0-
594 (RCL), LEXSEE 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8114 {D.D.C. June 4, 2001); Saltazar v. 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 attorney 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
angd Tth 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
“8-10" 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
Department of Labor.

www laffeymatrix.com/see.himl 202



EXHIBIT 7



SALARY TABLE 2020-DCB

INCORPORATING THE 2.6% GENERAL SCHEDULE INCREASE AND A LOCALITY PAYMENT OF 30.48%

TOTAL INCREASE: 3.52%

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 2020
Annual Rates by Grade and Step
Grade Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 Step 10

1 $ 25,500 | $ 26,354 | $27202 | $ 28045 | § 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 55,668 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 *

* Rate limited to the rate for level IV of the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C. 5304 (g)(1)).

Applicable locations are shown on the 2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions page: http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/1ocality-pay-area-

definitions/
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SALARY TABLE 2020-LA

INCORPORATING THE 2.6% GENERAL SCHEDULE INCREASE AND A LOCALITY PAYMENT OF3241%

FOR THE LOCALITY PAY AREA OFLOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA!

TOTAL INCREASE: 3.33%
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 2020

Annual Rates by Grade and Step

Grade Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8§ Step 9 Step 10
1 $ 25877 | 8 26,744 | $ 27,605 | $ 28460 | § 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 38014 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 99,206 102,217 105,138 108,058 110,979 113,900
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 *

* Rate limited to the rate for level TV of the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C. 5304 (g)(1)).

Applicable locations are shown on the 2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions page: hitp://www.opim.gov/policy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area-

definitions/
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JUDICIARY SALARY PLAN
Washmgton»Ba.ltlmore

more-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA - Table DCB
130.48% 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| $28672 $29,354 $30,304 $31,106 $31,456 $32,381 $33,306 $34,231 $35,157 $36,082
3f  $31,284 $32,326 $33,369 $34,411 $35,454 $36,497 $37,539 $38,582 $39,624 $40,667
4] $35119 $36,289 $37,460 $38,630 $39,800 $40,971 $42,141 $43,312 $44,482 $45,652
5{ $39201 $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 $52,550 $54,019 $55,479 $56,939
7| $48.670 $50,292 $51,914 $53,536 $55,158 $56,780 $58,402 $60,023 561,645 $63,267
8| $53,901 $55,608 $57,495 $59,291 $61,088 $62,885 $64,682 $66,478 $68,275 $70,072
o| $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 $76,489 578,674 $30,860 $83,045 $85,231
11|  $72,030 $74,431 $76,832 879,233 $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  $103605  $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  $125360  $120.404  $133447  $137.491  $141,534  $145578  $149,621  $153665  $157,700
15 $142,701  $147,458  $152215  $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 I of the Executive Schedule.
** Rate limited to the rate for Level IV of the Executfive Schedule.
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JUDICIARY SALARY PLAN

Los Angeles

_ -Lq_ng _Bea_ch CA Table LA
32 41% Locallty Payment Included
Effective January 6, 2020

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 $25,877 $26,744 327,605 $28.,460 $29,321 $29,824 $30,674 $31,532 $31,567 $32,372
2] $29,096 $20,788 $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 $38,004 $39,152 $40.210 541,268
4] $35638 $36,826 $38,014 $39,201 $40,389 $41,577 342,764 $43,952 $45,140 346,328
5] 338,873 $41,202 $42,531 $43,861 $45,180 $46,520 $47,849 $49,178 $50,508 $51,837
6] 344446 $45,928 $47 409 $45,891 $50,373 $51,854 $53,336 $54,818 $56,299 $57,781
7] $49,380 $51,036 $52,682 $54,328 555,974 $57,620 $59,265 $60,911 $62,557 $64,203
8] $54,689 $56,522 $58,345 $60,168 $61,992 $63,815 $65,638 $67 462 $69,285 371,108
9} $60.415 $62,429 $64,443 $66,467 $68.471 $70,484 $72,498 574,512 576,526 $78,540
10} $66,531 $68,749 $70,966 $73,184 $75.402 $77.620 $79,838 $82,086 $84,274 $86,4902
11} $73,008 $75,532 $77,968 $80,405 $82,841 $85,277 $87,714 $90,150 $92,586 $95,023
12 $87.812 $90,5633 $93,454 $986,375 $90,206 $102,217 $105,138 $108,058 $110,979 $113,900
13] 5104,182 $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 $1561,835 $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 $175,489 $181,161 $181,600 *  $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 *  $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 *
17} $181,600* 181,500 *  $181,500* $181,500* $181,500* $181,500* $181500* §181,500* $181500*  $181,500 *
18] $181,500 *  $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500* $181,500 * $181,500 * $181,500* $181,500 *  $181,500 *

* Rate [imited 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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1,8, OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

PAY & LEAVE SALARIES & WAGES

2020 Locality Pay Area Definitions

Below is a list of the GS locality pay areas applicable in January 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 Geographic
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

+ Albany-Schenectady, NY-MA

« Albuquerque-Santa Fe-Las Vegas, NM

+ Atlanta--Athens-Clarke Couniy--Sandy Springs, GA-AL
« Austin~-Round Rock, TX

« Birmingham-Hgover-Talladega, AT,

« Boston-Worcester-Providence, MA-RI-NH-ME
« Buffalo-Cheektowaga, NY

» Burlington-South Burlington, VT

« Charlotte-Concord, NC-SC

s Chicago-Naperville, IL-IN-WI

+ Cincinnati-Wilmington-Maysville, OH-KY-IN
« Cleveland-Akron-Canton, OH

« Colorado Springs, CO

» Columbus-Marion-Zanesville, OH

- Corpus Christi-Kingsville-Alice, TX

» Dallas-Fort Worth, TX-OK

https:/www.opm._govipolicy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/locality-pay-area-dafinitions/ 1/59
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Davenport-Moline, TA-1L,

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
Indianapolis-Carmel-Muncie, IN

Kansas City-Overland Park-Kansas City, MO-KS
Laredo, TX

Las Vegas-Tlenderson, NV-AZ

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Port St. Lucie, FL
Milwaukee-Racine-Waukesha, W1
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI

New York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT-PA
Omaha-Council Bluffs-Fremont, NE-IA

Palm Bay-Melbhourne-Titusville, FL,
Philadelphia-Reading-Camden, PA-NJ-DE-MD
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ

Pittsburgh-New Castle-Weirton, PA-QOH-WV
Portland-Vancouver-Salem, OR-WA
Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill, NC
Richmond, VA

Sacramento-Roseville, CA-NV

San Antonio-New Braunfels-Pearsall, TX

San Diego-Carlsbad, CA

San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland, CA
Seaitle-Tacoma, WA

St. Louis-St. Charles-Farmington, MO-T1,
Tucson-Nogales, AZ

Virginia Beach-Norfolk, VA-NC
Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA
Rest of U.S.

Alaska

PLACE NAME FIPS

hitps:/www.opm.govipalicy-data-oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/2020/ocalily-pay-area-definitions/
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PLACE NAME FIP'S

Mgchave County, AZ 04015

Kern County; CA' 06029

Veritura County, CA obtit

Back to Top
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Port St. Lucie, FL

PLACE NAME FIPS

Broward County, FL 12011

https:ffwrarw.opm.govipolicy-data-oversight/pay-eavelsalares-wages/2020/locality-pay-araa-definitons/ 33/59
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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. | 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, 1 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

XI  (BY MAIL) As follows:

| placed such envelope, with postage thereon prepaid, in the United States mail at Los
Angeles, California. 1 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. | 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) | caused such envelope to be delivered by hand to the
attorney at the offices of the addressee.

X (STATE) | 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

24

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