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DECLARATION OF EVE HOWE IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF 
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Joseph Lavi, Esq. (SBN 209776) 
Vincent C. Granberry, Esq. (SBN 276483) 
Eve Howe, Esq. (SBN 350007) 
LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP  
8889 W. Olympic Boulevard, Suite 200 
Beverly Hills, California 90211 
Telephone: (310) 432-0000 
Facsimile: (310) 432-0001  
Emails: jlavi@lelawfirm.com 
 vgranberry@lelawfirm.com 
 ehowe@lelawfirm.com 
    whts@lelawfirm.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff KEVEN REYES,  
on behalf of himself and current and former aggrieved employees 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN   

KEVEN REYES, on behalf of himself and other 
aggrieved employees,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
PRISM LOGISTICS, INC.; FOR LEGENDARY 
STAFFING; LEGENDARY STAFFING, INC.; 
and DOES 1 to 100, inclusive, 
 
  Defendants. 

 Case No.: STK-CV-UOE-2022-0009951 

 
[Assigned for all purposes to the Hon. Robert T. 
Waters, Dept. 11B] 
 
DECLARATION OF EVE HOWE IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION 
FOR APPROVAL OF PRIVATE 
ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT 
SETTLEMENT AND FOR AWARD OF 
ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 
 
[Filed concurrently with: Plaintiff’s Notice of 
Motion and Motion; Memorandum of Points 
and Authorities; and [Proposed] Order] 
 
Proposed Hearing Dates: 
May 27, 2025   
May 28, 2025 
May 29, 2025 

May 30, 2025 
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DECLARATION OF EVE HOWE 

I, Eve Howe, declare: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the state of California and have been 

admitted to practice before this Court. I am an attorney with the law firm Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, 

Counsel for Plaintiff Keven Reyes (“Plaintiff”) in this action, and I am an attorney assigned to work 

on this case. I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and if called and sworn as a 

witness, I would and could competently testify under oath thereto. I am a member in good standing 

of the bar of the State of California and all Federal district courts of California. 

2. This Declaration is submitted in support of Plaintiff’s Motion for Approval of Private 

Attorneys General Act Settlement and for Award of Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.   

CLASS COUNSEL'S INVESTIGATION 

3. Defendant is authorized to do business within the State of California and do business 

in the State of California, including but not limited to Los Angeles County.  Plaintiff worked as an 

hourly, non-exempt employee for Defendant from approximately May 2021 to August 2021.  Based 

on information from Defendant, there were approximately 783 hourly, non-exempt employees who 

worked for Defendant during the PAGA Period.  

4. On September 27, 2021, Plaintiff submitted a letter to the LWDA to notify the LWDA 

pursuant to PAGA of Plaintiff’s intent to seek civil penalties under PAGA for violations of the Labor 

Code. 

5. On October 21, 2022, Plaintiff filed his initial Complaint in this Action alleging a 

single cause of action for Civil Penalties 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 overtime hours worked at the overtime rate of pay; (3) failure to pay wages to hourly 

non-exempt employees for workdays that Defendants failed to provide legally required and compliant 

meal periods; (4) failure to timely pay earned wages during employment; (5) failure to provide 

complete and accurate wage statements; and (6) failure to pay employees all wages due at the time of 

termination/resignation; (the “Action”). 
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6. At all times, Defendant denied the allegations and contended that: they properly paid 

minimum and overtime wages, they properly provided all necessary meal breaks and/or paid 

appropriate meal period premiums, employees were provided itemized statements in compliance with 

the Labor Code, and that they promptly paid all wages due and owing upon separation of employment. 

7. After filing the lawsuit, the Parties engaged in significant informal written discovery. 

The Parties engaged in extensive discussions in an attempt to reach a global settlement of Plaintiff's 

PAGA claims at issue in this Action. Following mediation with David Phillips, a well-respected 

mediator of wage and hour class actions, the Parties were able to reach a settlement on July 23, 2024. 

In preparation for these negotiations, the Parties exchanged various documents and information that 

allowed both sides to evaluate the potential exposure and potential risk, as well as information about 

the number of pay periods and the number of individuals in the PAGA group. 

8. The Parties have undertaken reasonable investigation of the facts and law during the 

pendency of this action. Plaintiff’s Counsel diligently conducted and pursued an investigation of the 

PAGA claims against Defendant, including research of the applicable law and the potential defenses 

and review of relevant documents. Plaintiff obtained directly relevant data including Defendant’s 

written policies related to the claims at issue in Plaintiff’s Complaint and Plaintiff’s personnel file. 

9. Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel have concluded—after considering the sharply 

disputed factual and legal issues involved on the PAGA claims, the risks attending further 

prosecution, and the benefits to be received pursuant to the compromise and settlement of the action 

as set forth in the agreement—that settlement was in the best interest of the representative Plaintiff, 

the LWDA, and the aggrieved employees and is fair and reasonable and furthers the purpose of the 

PAGA to enforce the Labor Code. 

THE SETTLEMENT IS FAIR, JUST AND REASONABLE 

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

September 27, 2020, through September 13, 2023, Defendant employed approximately 783 

Aggrieved Employees over the course of approximately 19,100 PAGA Pay Periods.  Based on the 

data, the realistic exposure for the PAGA claims amounted to approximately $955,000.00, assuming 

that the Court assessed a maximum penalty of $50 per pay period with a proven violation as in 
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Amaral (19,100 pay periods X $50 per pay period = $955,000.00). 

11. With regard to Plaintiff’s wage claims, Defendant contended that they properly paid 

minimum and overtime wages and properly paid Aggrieved Employees for all hours which they 

worked. Defendant would likely contend that Plaintiff or Aggrieved Employees were compensated 

in compliance with all Federal, State, and local laws. Regarding Plaintiff’s meal break claims, 

Defendant contended that they had proper meal period policies in place, that Plaintiff and Aggrieved 

Employees were informed of these policies, that Defendant provided Plaintiff and Aggrieved 

Employees with uninterrupted and duty-free 30 minute meal breaks when required by statute, and 

that any failure to take required meal periods was a result of the voluntary, individual actions of 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees. Defendant would likely further contend that they properly paid 

all required meal break premiums due to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees. Regarding Plaintiff’s 

timely payment, 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. 

12. Importantly however, a number of courts have found that the “subsequent” penalty 

under PAGA applies only after a court or the Labor Commissioner determines that the employer has 

violated the Labor Code. See 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 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”); Bernstein v. Virgin 

Am., Inc., 990 F.3d 1157, 1173 (9th Cir. 2021) (reversing judgment as to “heightened civil penalties” 

because the defendant was not given notice by the Labor Commissioner when the “subsequent” 

violations occurred); Chen v. Morgan Stanley Smith Barney, LLC, No. 8:14-CV-01077 ODW 

(FFMx), 2014 WL 4961182 (C.D. Cal., October 2, 2014) (“Under the Labor Code, if an employer 

does not have notice that they are committing a violation, they are not subject to the heightened 

penalties.”); Trang v. Turbine Engine Components Technologies Corp., No. CV 12–07658 DDP 

(RZx),2012 WL 6618854 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 19, 2012) (“courts have held that employers are not subject 

to heightened penalties for subsequent violations unless and until a court or commissioner notifies the 
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employer that it is in violation of the Labor Code”), citing Amaral v. Cintas Corp. No. 2, 163 Cal. 

App. 4th 1157 (2008). When evaluating Defendant’s exposure here, Plaintiff’s counsel was forced to 

consider this line of cases. Additionally, Defendant asserted that Plaintiff’s claims were not subject 

to common proof, but instead required individualized inquiries into what each employee was doing 

during each pay period at issue in the PAGA period.  Defendant asserted that Plaintiff is still required, 

however, to prove each and every instance of a PAGA violation.  Defendant contended that this lack 

of common proof would significantly limit the number of PAGA violations that Plaintiff could prove 

at trial, and as such significantly reduces the valuation of these claims. See, e.g., Estrada v. Royalty 

Carpet Mills, Inc., 76 Cal. App. 5th 685, 713 (2022) (“in cases with individualized circumstances and 

vast numbers of alleged aggrieved employees, PAGA plaintiffs may have difficulty proving purported 

violations suffered by other employees,” and therefore run the “risk being awarded a paltry sum of 

penalties.”) 

13. Applying further significant discounts for the risks associated with the action 

(including but not limited to, the risk that the Court exercises its discretion to lower the penalties 

awarded and the risk of losing at trial), this settlement for $240,000.00 is well within a reasonable 

range, especially considering the defenses Defendant raised regarding properly paying wages for all 

time worked, issuing legally compliant policies during the PAGA period and that certain types of 

violations potentially do not give rise to penalties pursuant to Labor Code sections 226 or 203. 

14. 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 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). 

15. Defendant would likely argue that PAGA penalties would be limited. Defendant 
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could argue that even if Plaintiff prevailed, the recoverable penalties under PAGA are minimal. 

Indeed, as assumed above, courts considering 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 would likely argue that Plaintiff is 

not entitled to recover PAGA penalties at the subsequent violation rate of $100 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 $50 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 

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 could argue that even if Plaintiff was able to establish any violation of the Labor 

Code, the PAGA penalties assessed for these violations will be computed at the $50 per pay period 

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

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

Defendant’s alleged compliance with the Labor Code as discussed above. 

16. Plaintiff understood Defendant’s position to be, using the most recent court of appeal 

decision on the topic of evaluating the value of a PAGA claim (Carrington v. Starbucks, supra) 

(i.e. at $5.00 per pay period X 19,100 pay periods at issue), that it is likely Defendant’s maximum 

exposure on the minimum and overtime wage claims could not exceed $95,500. Defendant could 

argue that this Court would use the Carrington valuation as a ceiling for assessing PAGA penalties 

on the remaining primary and derivative claims as well and that this amount (i.e., $95,500) was its 

true “worst case scenario” exposure for all claims. As such, the settlement amount of $240,000 is 

approximately 25.1% of the realistic exposure scenario of $955,000 (assuming $50 per pay period) 
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and exceeds the “worst case scenario” exposure by over a factor of 2.5. 

17. 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.  

18. Practically speaking, if Plaintiff continued litigating this matter, the Plaintiff, LWDA, 

and employees potentially could have received nothing if the Court had agreed with Defendant’s 

position especially in light of the volatility of this area of law and the aforementioned defenses. The 

settlement is reasonable in light of the risks involved in this case—including the prospect of a 

potential adverse summary adjudication ruling, defenses to the case, potential appeal, and potential 

costs which could be forced on our client if Plaintiff was not successful. 

19. Plaintiff’s Counsel is convinced that the proposed settlement is fair based on the 

negotiations and a detailed knowledge of the issues present in this action. The length and risks 

associated with a motion for summary adjudication, trial, and other normal perils of litigation have 

impacted the value of the claims and were all weighed in reaching the proposed settlement. In light 

of the above, the proposed Settlement is well within the range of reasonableness and should be granted 

approval. Plaintiff believes that in providing employees with relief and obtaining penalties for the 

LWDA, this settlement furthers the purpose of PAGA to enforce compliance with the Labor Code 

and should be approved. 

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

risks and uncertainties associated with the PAGA claims in this case. Additionally, the length and 

risks associated with a motion for summary adjudication, trial, and other normal perils of litigation 

have impacted the value of the claims and were all weighed in reaching the proposed settlement. 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 and should be granted approval. 

/ / / 
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EXPERIENCE OF COUNSEL 

21. Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP is experienced and qualified to evaluate the claims in this 

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

defenses.  

22. Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, almost exclusively practices in the area of employment law 

with some consumer class action cases. 

23. I graduated from Harvard Law School in 2021. I have been in practice since 2023 and 

with the law firm of Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP since July 2023, focusing almost exclusively in the 

area of employment law, specifically wage and hour class action litigation. 

24. I am also familiar with the practice of attorney Vincent Granberry, who is a senior 

associate with the firm. 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 ten 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 2025 and as a Super Lawyers 

Rising Star Up-And-Coming 100 in his field in 2018, and again from 2020 through 2024. 

25. Finally, I am also familiar with the practice of Lead Counsel Joseph Lavi having 

worked as an associate with Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP since July 2023, which has often included 

reviewing Mr. Lavi’s declarations in support of motions for attorneys’ fees and/or to seek 

appointment as Class Counsel. Mr. Lavi graduated from law school in 2000 and has 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. Lavi has tried 

employment cases in State and Federal court, and has argued before various Courts of Appeals, on 

employment issues such as validity of Arbitration Agreements, Application of Res Judicata in class 

action cases, and other employment issues. Mr. Lavi has been a panelist and/or speaker for various 

Employment Law Continuing Legal Education Panels on issues of employment law trials, how to 
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proceed and conduct trials, and proving and winning punitive damages. Mr. Lavi has been named a 

Southern California Super Lawyer in the area of Plaintiff’s employment litigation for Class Actions 

from 2011-2025. Mr. Lavi has settled dozens of wage and hour class and representative actions and 

is currently Plaintiff’s counsel in many other cases. Some of the class actions that Mr. Lavi has 

handled against employers on wage and hour issues and on which Mr. Lavi has been approved as 

class counsel include cases against the following: 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. Mr. Lavi has been approved as class counsel by both Federal and California 

Courts. Mr. Lavi and the other attorneys at Lavi & Ebrahimian who are available to assist me in this 

case if needed are fully capable of adequately and fairly representing Plaintiffs and the proposed class 

in this matter. 

26. Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP, and 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; 

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

Case No. BC383266; 

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

No. RG 0265835; 

g. Seng Savang v. Club One Casino; Fresno Superior Court Case No. 05CECG02189; 

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

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

i. Shand v. G.A.L.A., Inc. dba Giorgio Armani, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC342588; 

j. Solis v. Plycraft Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC374816; 

k. Campos v. HWB Carwash, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC378990; 

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

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

m. Arevalo v. Gruma Corporation, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC410322; 

n. Burrola v. American Promotional Events, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC412315; 

o. Cortez v. Trader Distribution Services, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC397208; 

p. Cueva v. Allied Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC399431; 

q. Del Toro v. Petco Animal Supplies, Inc., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2009-

00103626-CU-OE-CTL; 

r. Garcia v. Home Cooking, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC451148; 

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

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

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

Court Case No. BC432406; 

u. Barajas v. Menzies Aviation, Inc., United States District Court, Central District of 
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California, Case No CV-10-02315-JEM; 

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

Case No. BC462603; 

w. Camacho v. American Textile Maintenance Co., Los Angeles Superior Court Case 

No. BC452570; 

x. Cortes v. Monsanto Company, Ventura Superior Court Case No. 56-2010-00366952-

CU-OE-VTA; 

y. Escobar v. Aero-Electric Connector, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC421009; 

z. Gomez v. Bacara Resort & Spa, Santa Barbara Superior Court Case No. 1341987; 

aa. Gonzalez v. Ashley Furniture Industries, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC425708 

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

BC436879; 

cc. Gutierrez v. Visterra Credit Union, Riverside Superior Court Case No. RIC10020183; 

dd. Hernandez v. Kruse & Son, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC411849; 

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

BC411134; 

ff. Lowanga v. Continental Currency Services, Inc., Orange County Superior Court Case 

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

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

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

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

BC443792; 

ii. Madrid v. OPI Products, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC451489; 

jj. Martinez v. J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc., United States District Court Case No. 

CV 10-0968-PSG-FMOX; 
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kk. Martinez v. Administaff Companies II, L.P., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 

BC425799; 

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

Case No. BC446744; 

mm. Sanchez v. La Brea Bakery, Inc., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC456420; 
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BC357987.  

ATTORNEY'S FEES 

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

$80,000.00 in attorney’s fees. This amount is equal to one-third of the $240,000.00 agreed upon by 

the parties as the Gross Settlement Amount. 

28. 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 and opposing Defendant’s Motion to Compel Arbitration; 

d. Reviewing data and documents produced in informal discovery by Defendant; 

e. Communicating with Plaintiff, Defense Counsel, and proposed settlement 

administrators; 

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

g. Negotiating and corresponding with Defendant’s counsel in reaching the settlement at 

issue before the Court; preparing and appearing for approval. 

29. 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 $1,000 per hour. Mr. Granberry’s hourly rate would be 

$750 per hour. My hourly rate would be $675 per hour.  The hourly rate for Danielle Montero would 

also be $675 per hour. These rates are the firm’s current billing rates and are warranted by the 

extensive and specialized experience in these types of cases and recognized expertise described and 

are in line with the Laffey Matrix. (See Exhibit 6 available at http://www.laffeymatrix.com/see.html.) 

California Courts have applied the Laffey Matrix with adjustments to the specific California locality 
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where the Counsel’s office is located based on “Locality Pay Tables.” (Syers Properties III, Inc. v. 

Rankin (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 691, 695-696 [affirming fee award based on Laffey Matrix with 

upward 9 percent rate adjustment from D.C. area compared to San Francisco Bay Area based on 

Locality Pay Tables]; In re HPL Techs., Inc., Secs. Litig. (N.D. Cal. April 22, 2005, No. C-02-3510 

VRW) 365 F.Supp.2d 912, 921-922 [using Laffey Matrix with upward adjustment of 9 percent for 

San Francisco based on difference between D.C. Area ‘s +15.98 locality pay compared to San 

Francisco’s +26.39 percent locality pay differential from the federal courts’ “Judiciary Salary Plan 

Pay Tables.”].) Here, Plaintiff’s Counsel’s offices are located in Los Angeles County. For 2025, the 

Locality Pay Tables (and Judiciary Salary Plan Pay Tables referred to in In re HPL Techs., Inc.), state 

a 36.47% locality payment for the Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA area, and a 33.95% locality payment 

for the Washington-Baltimore-Arlington area, resulting in an increase of 2.52% for Los Angeles 

County. (Exhibits 7-8) [2025 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/2025/general-schedule/]; (Exhibits 9-10)  [Judiciary Salary Plan Pay Tables 

available at http://www.uscourts.gov/careers/compensation/judiciary-salary-plan-pay-rates]; 

(Exhibit 11) [2025 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/2025/locality-pay-area-definitions/].) In applying the 2.52% locality increase for attorneys 

working in Los Angeles County over the Washington-Baltimore area stated in the Laffey Matrix, the 

2024/2025 Laffey Matrix states the following relevant rates: $485 for attorneys 1 to 3 years out of 

law school, $595 for attorneys 4 to 7 years out of school, $860 for attorneys 8 to 10 years out of 

school, $972 for attorneys 11 to 19 years out of law school and $1,170 for attorneys 20 plus years out 

of law school. 

30. I have personal knowledge of the hourly rates charged by other attorneys with 

comparable experience.  Based on that information, I believe that our rates are fully consistent with 

the market rate for attorneys with comparable expertise, experience and qualifications.  Based on the 
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information I have, I further believe that our rates are reasonable and appropriate fees for Los Angeles 

attorneys with comparable expertise, experience, and qualifications.  

31. I have spent at least 15 hours on this matter for a lodestar amount to date of at least 

$10,125 (15 x $675 = $10,125).  

32. Throughout the course of this litigation, Joseph Lavi estimates that he has spent at least 

14 hours litigating this matter. Accordingly, Mr. Lavi’s unadjusted lodestar in this matter is $14,000 

(14 x $1,000 = $14,000). 

33. Throughout the course of this litigation, Vincent Granberry estimates that he has spent 

at least 20 hours litigating this matter. Accordingly, Mr. Granberry’s unadjusted lodestar in this matter 

is $15,000 (20 x $750 = $15,000). 

34. Based on a review of records, I have estimated that Danielle Montero spent at least 15 

hours working on this matter and at her rate of $675 an hour, her total lodestar is $10,125 (15 x $675 

= $10,125). 

35. Therefore, Lavi & Ebrahimian’s lodestar amounts to $49,250 with more lodestar to be 

incurred through approval and distribution of the settlement funds, which is warranted and reasonable 

under settled precedent and the results obtained. Applying a very modest 1.63 multiplier brings Class 

Counsel’s total adjusted lodestar to $80,277.50. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

the novelty and complexity of the issues, and exceptional results obtained. Ketchum, 24 Cal.4th at 

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

37. 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.  
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California courts consider the risks counsel takes in litigating a case where they may not prevail on 

the merits in granting attorneys’ fees awards. See Graham v. Daimler Chrysler Corp., 34 Cal.4th 553, 

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

attorneys’ fees requested are also fair and reasonable. 

ATTORNEY'S COSTS 

38. The settlement allows for a request of up to $20,000 in litigation costs. Class Counsel 

has actually expended $13,532.73 in costs in this case. All costs were reasonably incurred in 

prosecution of the lawsuit and paid on a contingency basis. A large portion of these costs were 

associated with filing fees for this case; the remainder was reasonably incurred in prosecution of the 

lawsuit. The amount of $6,467.27, which is the difference between the allocated costs and the actual 

costs incurred, will remain a part of the Net Settlement Fund and distributed to Aggrieved Employees. 

Therefore, Class Counsel seeks the costs in the amount of $13,532.73 as reimbursement of such costs 

is appropriate and reasonable. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct record of the costs incurred 

to date by Lavi & Ebrahimian, LLP. 

EXHIBITS 

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

agreement. 

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

Ebrahimian’s costs to date in this matter. 

41. Attached as Exhibit 3 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the Declaration 

of Keven Reyes. 

42. 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. 

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

Law Journal sampling of billing rates. 

44. 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. 
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45. Attached as Exhibit 7 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 2025 Locality 

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

oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/salary-tables/pdf/2025/DCB.pdf. 

46. Attached as Exhibit 8 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 2025 Locality 

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

oversight/pay-leave/salaries-wages/salary-tables/pdf/2025/LA.pdf. 

47. 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 

https://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/jsp_washington_2025.pdf. 

48. 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 

https://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/jsp_los_angeles_2025.pdf. 

49. Attached as Exhibit 11 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of 2025 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/2025/locality-pay-area-

definitions/#LosAngeles-LongBeachCA. 

50. Attached as Exhibit 12 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the LWDA 

confirmation of submission of the Settlement in this matter. 

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

true and correct. 

 

Dated: May 1, 2025   /s/ Eve Howe               

Eve Howe  
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PAGA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Plaintiff Keven Reyes
, as a representative of the LWDA and behalf of himself and other Aggrieved 

Employees (as defined below), and Defendant Prism Logistics LLC

1. DEFINITIONS.
1.1. Acti

Defendant captioned Keven Reyes v. Prism Logistics, Inc. et al., Case No. STK-CV-
UOE-2022-9951 initiated on October 21, 2022, and pending in the San Joaquin 
County Superior Court of the State of California.

 

1.2. Simpluris, the neutral entity the Parties have agreed to 
appoint to administer the Settlement.

 

1.3. dministration Expenses Payment means the amount the Administrator will be
paid from the Gross Settlement Amount to reimburse its reasonable fees and
expenses in accordance with the Administrato s not to excee bid submitted to
the Court in connection with this Settlement.

 

1.4. Aggrieved Employee means a person employed by Defendant in California and 
classified as an hourly, non-exempt employee who worked for Defendant during the 
PAGA Period.

 

1.5.
search for current Aggrieved Employee mailing addresses using all reasonably 
available sources, methods and means including, but not limited to, the National 
Change of Address database, skip traces, and direct contact by the Administrator 
with Aggrieved Employees.

 

1.6. Aggrieved Employee identifying information in 
-known 

mailing address, Social Security number, and number of PAGA Pay Periods.
 

1.7. Aggrieved Employee PAGA Penalties
Amount paid to Aggrieved Employees.

 

1.8. Court means the Superior Court of California, County of San Joaquin.
 

1.9. Defendant means named Defendant Prism Logistics LLC.
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1.10. Defense Counsel means Vasquez Benisek & Lindgren LLP.
 

1.11. Effective Date means the date by when both of the following have occurred: (a) 
the Court enters a Judgment on its Order Approving the PAGA Settlement and (b) 
the Judgment is final. The Judgment is final as of the day that the Court enters 
Judgment.

1.12. oss Settlement A means $240,000.00, which is the total amount Defendant
agrees to pay under the Settlement except as provided in Paragraph 8 below. The Gross 
Settlement Amount will be used to pay Individual PAGA Payments, the LWDA PAGA 
Payment, PAGA Counsel Fees, PAGA Counsel Expenses, PAGA Representative 
Service Payment, and the Administration Expenses Payment.

 

1.13. Individual PAGA Payment means the Aggrieved Employ s pro rata share of the 
Aggrieved Employee PAGA Penalties calculated according to the number of PAGA 
Pay Periods worked during the PAGA Period.

 

1.14. Judgment means the judgment entered by the Court based upon the final approval 
of the Settlement reflected in this Agreement.

 

1.15. LWDA means the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency, the 
agency entitled, under Labor Code section 2699, subd. (i).

 

1.16. LWDA PAGA Payment means the 75% of the Net Settlement Amount paid to the
LWDA under Labor Code section 2699, subd. (i).

 

1.17. t Settlement A means the Gross Settlement Amount, less the following
payments in the amounts approved by the Court: The PAGA Representative Service
Payment, PAGA Counsel Fees Payment, PAGA Counsel Litigation Expenses
Payment, and the Administration Expenses Payment. The remainder is to be paid to
the LDWA (75%) and Aggrieved Employees (25%) as Individual PAGA Payments.

1.18. PAGA means the Private Attorneys General Act (Labor Code §§ 2698. et seq.).

1.19.
Granberry, and all lawyers affiliated with this firm.

1.20. AGA AGA Counsel Litigation Expenses 
PAGA Counsel for reimbursement of 

Action.
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1.21. PAGA Notice means September 27, 2021, letter to Defendant and the 
LWDA providing notice pursuant to Labor Code section 2699.3, subd.(a).

 

1.22.
worked for Defendant for at least one day during the PAGA Period.

 

1.23. September 27, 2020, through September 13, 
2023, unless otherwise modified per Paragraph 8 below.

 

1.24. PAGA Representative means the named Plaintiff in the operative complaint in the
Action seeking Court approval to serve as a PAGA Representative.

 

1.25. PAGA Representative Service Payment means the payment to the PAGA
Representative for initiating the Action and providing services in support of the
Action.

 

1.26. Keven Reyes, the named Plaintiff in the Action.
 

1.27. Released PAGA Claim means the claims being released as described in
Paragraph 5.1 below.

 

1.28. Released Partie means: Defendant and all of its current and former officers, 
directors, employees and agents and personnel staffing agency vendors (solely with 
respect to the staffing agency employees leased or otherwise provided to the 
Defendant during the PAGA Period). 

 

1.29. Settlement means the disposition of the Action effected by this Agreement and the
Judgment.

 

2. RECITALS.

2.1. On October 21, 2022, Plaintiff commenced this Action by filing a Complaint (the 
alleging causes of action against Defendant for Civil 

Code Section 2698, et seq. Defendant denies the allegations in the Operative 
Complaint, denies any failure to comply with the laws identified in the Operative 
Complaint and denies any and all liability for the causes of action alleged. 

2.2. Pursuant to Labor Code section 2699.3, subd.(a), Plaintiff gave timely written notice
to Defendant and the LWDA by sending the PAGA Notice.
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2.3. On September 13, 2023, Plaintiff and Defendant participated in an all-day 
mediation presided over by David Phillips, Esq., which led to this Agreement to 
settle the Action.

2.4. Prior to mediation, Plaintiff obtained, through informal discovery, time records, pay 
records, and information relating to the size and scope of Aggrieved Employees, as 
well as data permitting Plaintiff to fully understand the nature and scope of the 
allegations in the Operative Complaint, including approximately 29% of time and 

was sufficient to satisfy the criteria for court approval set forth in Dunk v. Foot 
Locker Retail, Inc. (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 1794, 1801 and Kullar v. Foot Locker 
Retail, Inc. (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 116, 129-130 Dunk/Kullar .

2.5. The Parties represent that they are not aware of any other pending matter or action
asserting claims that will be extinguished or affected by the Settlement.

3. MONETARY TERMS.

3.1. Gross Settlement Amount. Except as otherwise provided by Paragraph 8 below, 
Defendant promises to pay $240,000.00 (Two Hundred and Forty Thousand Dollars 
and No Cents) and no more as the Gross Settlement Amount. Defendant has no 
obligation to pay the Gross Settlement Amount prior to the deadline stated in 
Paragraph 4.3 of this Agreement. The Administrator will disburse the entire Gross 
Settlement Amount without asking or requiring Aggrieved Employees to submit any 
claim as a condition of payment. None of the Gross Settlement Amount will revert 
to Defendant.

3.2. Payments from the Gross Settlement Amount. The Administrator will make and
deduct the following payments from the Gross Settlement Amount, in the amounts
specified by the Court:

3.2.1 To Plaintiff: PAGA Representative Service Payment to the PAGA
Representative of not more than $1,000.00 (in addition to any Individual 
PAGA Payment that the PAGA Representative is entitled to receive as an
Aggrieved Employee
PAGA Representative Service Payment that does not exceed this amount. 
If the Court approves a PAGA Representative Service Payment less than 
the amount requested, the Administrator will retain the remainder in the 
Net Settlement Amount. The Administrator will pay the PAGA 
Representative Service Payment using IRS Form 1099. Plaintiff assumes 
full responsibility and liability for employee taxes owed on the PAGA 
Representative Service Payment.

3.2.2 To PAGA Counsel: A PAGA Counsel Fees Payment of not more than
One-Third of the Gross Settlement Amount, which is currently estimated 
to be $80,000.00, and a PAGA Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment of 
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not more than $20,000.00. In the event that the escalator clause described 
in Paragraph 8 herein is triggered and the Gross Settlement Amount is 
increased, PAGA Counsel may, at their discretion, increase the PAGA 
Counsel Fees Payment in order to remain One-Third of the Gross 
Settlement Amount. Defendant will not oppose requests for these 
payments provided that they do not exceed these amounts. Plaintiff will 
file a motion for PAGA Counsel Fees Payment and Litigation 
Expenses Payment. If the Court approves a PAGA Counsel Fees Payment 
and/or a PAGA Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment less than the 
amounts requested, the Administrator will allocate the remainder to the 
Net Settlement Amount. The Administrator will pay the PAGA Counsel
Fees Payment and PAGA Counsel Expenses Payment using one or more 
IRS 1099 Forms. PAGA Counsel assumes full responsibility and liability 
for taxes owed on the PAGA Counsel Fees Payment and the PAGA 
Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment.

3.2.3 To the Administrator: An Administration Expenses Payment not to 
exceed $10,000.00 except for a showing of good cause and as approved 
by the Court. To the extent that the Administrat expenses are less, or
the Court approves payment less than $10,000.00, the Administrator will 
retain the remainder in the Net Settlement Amount.

3.2.4 To the LWDA and Aggrieved Employees: The LWDA PAGA Payment 
in the amount of 75% of the Net Settlement Amount, a share currently 
estimated to be $96,750.00, shall be paid to the LWDA under Labor 
Code section 2699, subd. (i). The Aggrieved Employee PAGA Penalties 
in the amount of 25% of the Net Settlement Amount shall be allocated 
for the Individual PAGA Payments.

3.2.4.1. The Administrator will calculate each Individual PAGA 
Payment by (a) dividing the amount of the Aggrieved 
Employees PAGA Penalties, representing 25% of the Net 
Settlement Amount, a share currently estimated to be 
$32,250.00, by the total number of PAGA Pay Periods worked 
by all Aggrieved Employees during the PAGA Period and (b) 

Pay Periods. Defendant will not deduct any taxes or other 
withholdings from the Gross Settlement Amount described in 
Section 3.1 above and Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees 
are fully responsible for all taxes, if any, to the Internal 
Revenue Service, California Franchise Tax Board, or other 
taxing authorities, pertaining to any payments received under 
this Agreement. Aggrieved Employees assume full 
responsibility and liability for any taxes owed on their 
Individual PAGA Payment.

3.2.4.2. The Administrator will report the Individual PAGA Payments
on IRS 1099 Forms.
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3.2.5 In the event that the Court reduces or does not approve the requested 
PAGA Counsel Fees Payment and/or PAGA Counsel Litigation Expenses
Payment, PAGA Counsel reserves their right to appeal such order, 
however, Plaintiff and/or PAGA Counsel will not request or demand an 
increase to the Gross Settlement Amount on that basis.

4. SETTLEMENT FUNDING AND PAYMENTS.

4.1. Aggrieved Employee Pay Periods. Based on a review of its records to date, 
Defendant estimates there are 783 Aggrieved Employees who worked a total of 
19,100 PAGA Pay Periods.

4.2. Aggrieved Employee Data. No later than 30 days of order granting 
approval of the Settlement, Defendant will deliver the Aggrieved Employee Data to
the Administrator, in the form of a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. To protect
Aggrieved Employee rivacy rights, the Administrator must maintain the
Aggrieved Employee Data in confidence, use the Aggrieved Employee Data only
for purposes of this Settlement and for no other purpose, and restrict access to the
Aggrieved Employee Data to Administrator employees who need access to the
Aggrieved Employee Data to effect and perform under this Agreement. Defendant
has a continuing duty to immediately notify PAGA Counsel if it discovers that the
Aggrieved Employee Data omitted Aggrieved Employee identifying information
and to provide corrected or updated Aggrieved Employee Data as soon as
reasonably feasible. Without any extension of the deadline by which Defendant
must send the Aggrieved Employee Data to the Administrator, the Parties and their
counsel will expeditiously use best efforts, in good faith, to reconstruct or otherwise
resolve any issues related to missing or omitted Aggrieved Employee Data.

4.3. Funding of Gross Settlement Amount. Defendant shall fully fund the Gross
Settlement Amount by transmitting the funds to the Administrator no later than 30
days after the Effective Date.

4.4. Payments from the Gross Settlement Amount. Within 14 days after Defendant
funds the Gross Settlement Amount, the Administrator will mail checks for all
Individual PAGA Payments, the LWDA PAGA Payment, the Administration
Expenses Payment, the PAGA Counsel Fees Payment, the PAGA Counsel
Litigation Expenses Payment, the PAGA Representative Service Payment.
Disbursement of the PAGA Counsel Fees Payment, the PAGA Counsel Litigation 
Expenses Payment, and the PAGA Representative Service Payment shall not
precede disbursement of Individual PAGA Payments.

4.4.1 The Administrator will issue checks for the Individual PAGA Payments
and send them to the Aggrieved Employees via First Class U.S. Mail,
postage prepaid. The face of each check shall prominently state the date
(not less than 180 days after the date of mailing) when the check will be 
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voided. The Administrator will cancel all checks not cashed by the void
date. Before mailing any checks, the Administrator must update the 
recipient mailing addresses using the National Change of Address
Database.

4.4.2 The Administrator must conduct an Aggrieved Employee Address Search
for all other Aggrieved Employee whose checks are returned undelivered
without USPS forwarding address. Within 7 days of receiving a returned
check the Administrator must re-mail checks to the USPS forwarding
address provided or to an address ascertained through the Aggrieved 
Employee Address Search. The Administrator need not take further steps
to deliver checks to Aggrieved Employee whose re-mailed checks are
returned as undelivered. The Administrator shall promptly send a
replacement check to any Aggrieved Employee whose original check was
lost or misplaced, requested by the Aggrieved Employee prior to the void
date.

4.4.3 For any Aggrieved Employee whose Individual PAGA Payment check is
uncashed and cancelled after the void date, the Administrator shall transmit
the funds represented by such checks to the California Controller's
Unclaimed Property Fund in the name of the Aggrieved Employee.

4.4.4 The payment of Individual PAGA Payments shall not obligate Defendant
to confer any additional benefits or make any additional payments to
Aggrieved Employee (such as 401(k) contributions or bonuses) beyond
those specified in this Agreement.

4.4.5 The mailing from the Administrator to the Aggrieved Employees with the 
checks for the Individual PAGA Payments shall also include a statement 
from Defendant that the Individual PAGA Payments are based on a 
compromise and settlement of highly disputed claims, that Defendant 
contends that all of its employees were compensated in compliance with 
all Federal, State, and local laws, and that the Individual PAGA Payments
are not intended or should not be construed as an admission by Defendant 
that any of the allegations in the Operative Complaint have merit or that 
Defendant has any liability for any claims asserted. Defendant shall 
provide this statement to the Administrator at the same time that it delivers 
the Aggrieved Employee Data.

5. RELEASES OF CLAIMS. Effective on the date when Defendant fully funds the entire Gross
Settlement Amount, Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees will release claims against all Released
Parties as follows:

5.1. Release by Aggrieved Employees: All Aggrieved Employees, including Plaintiff as 
a representative of the LWDA and on behalf of himself as an Aggrieved Employee,
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are deemed to release, on behalf of themselves and their respective former and
present representatives, agents, attorneys, heirs, administrators, successors, and
assigns, the Released Parties from all claims for PAGA penalties that were alleged,
or reasonably could have been alleged, based on the PAGA Period facts stated in the
Operative Complaint, and the PAGA Notice. The express purpose of this 
Agreement and the Judgment to be entered by the Court following approval of this 
Agreement is to forever bar Plaintiff, the LWDA, and any other individual or entity 
acting on behalf of or purporting to act on behalf of the LWDA (including all 
Aggrieved Employees) from asserting any of the Released Claims in a future 
litigation. It is the intent of the Parties that, to the greatest extent provided by law, 
including under the holding of Arias v. Superior Court (2009) 46 Cal. 4th 969, 986, 
the ability of Plaintiff, the State of California or any Aggrieved Employee to bring 
the Released Claims on behalf of the LWDA is completely and forever foreclosed. 
Any Party to this Agreement or any one of the Released Parties may use the 
Agreement to assert that this settlement and the judgment to be entered by the Court 
following approval by this settlement bars any later-filed action asserting any of the 
Released Claims against any of the Released Parties for any period falling within 
the PAGA Period.

6. MOTION FOR APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT. The Parties agree
to jointly prepare and file an application or motion for approval of this Settlement.

6.1. Plainti s Responsibilities. Plaintiff will prepare and deliver to Defense Counsel 
all documents necessary for obtaining approval of this Settlement under Labor 
Code Section 2699, subd. (f)(2)) including (i) a draft proposed Order Granting 
Approval of PAGA Settlement; (ii) a signed declaration from PAGA Counsel firm 
attesting to its timely transmission to the LWDA of all necessary PAGA documents 
(initial notice of violations (Labor Code section 2699.3, subd. (a)), Operative 
Complaint (Labor Code section 2699, subd. (l)(1)), this Agreement (Labor Code 
section 2699, subd. (l)(2)); (iii) a redli
showing all modifications made to the Model Agreement ready for filing with the 
Court; and (iv) all facts relevant to any actual or potential conflict of interest with 
Aggrieved Employees and/or the Administrator. In their Declarations, Plaintiff and 
PAGA Counsel shall aver that they are not aware of any other pending matter or 
action asserting claims that will be extinguished or adversely affected by the 
Settlement.

6.2. Responsibilities of Counsel. The Parties are jointly responsible for expeditiously
finalizing and filing the application or motion for approval of this Settlement no
later than 30 days after the full execution of this Agreement and, if necessary, 
obtaining a prompt hearing date for the motion and appearing in Court to advocate 
in favor of the motion. Plaintiff is responsible for delivering the Court s Approval 
Order to the Administrator.
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6.3. Duty to Cooperate. If the Parties disagree on any aspect of the proposed application 
or motion for approval of this Settlement and/or the supporting declarations and
documents, the Parties will expeditiously work together, by and through their 
respective Counsel, by meeting in person or by telephone, and in good faith, to
resolve the disagreement. If the Court does not grant motion for approval of this 
Settlement, the Parties, by and through their respective Counsel, will expeditiously
work together by meeting in person or by telephone, and in good faith, to modify the
Agreement and otherwise satisfy the Court s concerns. Invalidation of any material 
portion of this Agreement shall invalidate this Agreement in its entirety unless the 
Parties shall subsequently agree in writing that the remaining provisions shall 
remain in full force and effect. Material terms of this Agreement include: the 
definition of Aggrieved Employees (Section 1.4); the definition of the Effective 
Date (Section 1.10); the definition of the PAGA Period (Section 1.21); the 
definition of Released Parties (Section 1.27); the definition of the Gross Settlement
Amount (Section 1.12); the requirement for entry of the Approval Order and 
entering Judgment as contemplated in this Agreement. The following terms are not 
material to this Agreement: the allocation of fees to PAGA Counsel under Section 
3.2.2; the not-to-exceed amount of the Administrator Expense Payment under 
Section 3.2.3; the PAGA Representative Service Payment under Section 3.2.1.

7. SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION.

7.1. Selection of Administrator. The Parties have jointly selected Simpluris to serve as 
the Administrator and verified that, as a condition of appointment, Simpluris agrees 
to be bound by this Agreement and to perform, as a fiduciary, all duties specified in 
this Agreement in exchange for the Administration Expenses Payment. The Parties
represent that they have no interest or relationship, financial or otherwise, either 
directly or through their respective Counsel, with the Administrator other than a 
professional relationship arising out of prior experiences administering settlements.

7.2. Employer Identification Number. The Administrator shall have and use its own
Employer Identification Number for purposes of calculating payroll tax
withholdings and providing reports to state and federal tax authorities.

7.3. Qualified Settlement Fund.  The Administrator shall establish a settlement fund that
meets the requirements of a Qualified Settlement Fund ( QS ) under US Treasury
Regulation section 468B-1.

7.4. Administrator Duties. The Administrator has a duty to perform or observe all tasks 
to be performed or observed by the Administrator contained in this Agreement or 
otherwise.
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8. AGGRIEVED EMPLOYEE SIZE ESTIMATES AND ESCALATOR CLAUSE. Based on
its records, Defendant estimates that, as of the date of this Settlement Agreement, there were 
783 Aggrieved Employees who worked 19,100 PAGA Pay Periods during the PAGA Period. If 
the total number of PAGA Pay Periods as of the end of the PAGA Period exceeds the above 
figure by greater than 10%, then the Gross Settlement Amount shall increase pro rata based on 
the number of additional PAGA Pay Periods above 10% (i.e., if the number of PAGA Pay 
Periods is 11% greater than the above figure, then the Gross Settlement Amount shall increase 
by 1%). As an alternative to paying an increased Gross Settlement Amount, Defendant may 
elect to shorten the PAGA Period so that it ends at the time the number of pay periods exceeds 
19,100 pay periods by more than 10% (i.e., 21,010).

9. CONTINUING JURISDICTION OF THE COURT. The Parties agree that, after entry of 
Judgment, the Court will retain jurisdiction over the Parties, Action, and the Settlement solely 
for purposes of (i) enforcing this Agreement and/or Judgment, (ii) addressing settlement 
administration matters, and (iii) addressing such post-Judgment matters as are permitted by 
law.

9.1. Waiver of Right to Appeal. Provided the Judgment is consistent with the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement, specifically including the PAGA Counsel Fees 
Payment and PAGA Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment, the Parties waive all 
rights to appeal from the Judgment, including all rights to post-judgment and 
appellate proceedings, the right to file motions to vacate judgment, motions for new 
trial, extraordinary writs, and appeals. The waiver of appeal does not include any 
waiver of the right to oppose such motions, writs or appeals. If another party 

be suspended until such time as the appeal is finally resolved and the Judgment 
becomes final, except as to matters that do not affect the amount of the Net 
Settlement Amount.

10. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS.

10.1. No Admission of Liability or Representative Manageability for Other Purposes.
This Agreement represents a compromise and settlement of highly disputed claims.
Defendant contends that each of the Aggrieved Employees was compensated in 
compliance with all Federal, State, and local laws. Nothing in this Agreement is
intended or should be construed as an admission by Defendant that any of the
allegations in the Operative Complaint have merit or that Defendant has any liability
for any claims asserted; nor should it be intended or construed as an admission by
Plaintiff that Defendant defenses in the Action have merit. The Parties agree that
representative treatment and the
employers in the PAGA Notice is for purposes of this Settlement only. If, for any
reason the Court does not approve this Settlement, Defendant reserves all available
defenses to the claims in the Action, and Plaintiff reserves the right to contest
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Defendant defenses. The Settlement, this Agreement and Parties' willingness to
settle the Action will have no bearing on, and will not be admissible in connection
with, any litigation (except for proceedings to enforce or effectuate the Settlement
and this Agreement).

10.2. Integrated Agreement. Upon execution by all Parties, this Agreement together with
its attached exhibits shall constitute the entire agreement between the Parties relating
to the Settlement, superseding any and all written or oral negotiations, 
representations, warranties, covenants, inducements, or agreements made to or by
any Party.

10.3. Attorney Authorization. The Parties separately warrant and represent that they have 
authorized their respective Counsel to take all appropriate action required or
permitted to be taken pursuant to this Agreement to effectuate its terms, and to
execute any other documents reasonably required to effectuate the terms of this
Agreement including any amendments to this Agreement.

10.4. Cooperation. The Parties and their counsel will cooperate with each other and use 
their best efforts, in good faith, to implement the Settlement by, among other things,
modifying the Settlement Agreement, submitting supplemental evidence and
supplementing points and authorities as requested by the Court. In the event the
Parties are unable to agree upon the form or content of any document necessary to
implement the Settlement, or on any modification of the Agreement that may
become necessary to implement the Settlement, the Parties will seek the assistance
of a mediator and/or the Court for resolution.

10.5. No Prior Assignments. The Parties separately represent and warrant that they have 
not directly or indirectly assigned, transferred, encumbered, or purported to assign,
transfer, or encumber to any person or entity and portion of any liability, claim,
demand, action, cause of action, or right released and discharged by the Party in this
Settlement.

10.6. No Tax Advice. The Parties are not providing any advice regarding taxes or
taxability, nor shall anything in this Settlement be relied upon as such within the
meaning of United States Treasury Department Circular 230 (31 CFR Part 10, as
amended) or otherwise.

10.7. Modification of Agreement. This Agreement, and all parts of it, may be amended,
modified, changed, or waived only by an express written instrument signed by all
Parties or their representatives, and approved by the Court.

10.8. Agreement Binding on Successors. This Agreement will be binding upon, and inure
to the benefit of, the successors of each of the Parties.

10.9. Applicable Law. All terms and conditions of this Agreement and its exhibits will be
governed by and interpreted according to the internal laws of the state of California,
without regard to conflict of law principles.
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10.10. Cooperation in Drafting. The Parties have cooperated in the drafting and
preparation of this Agreement. This Agreement will not be construed against any
Party on the basis that the Party was the drafter or participated in the drafting.

10.11. Confidentiality. To the extent permitted by law, all agreements made, and orders
entered during Action and in this Agreement relating to the confidentiality of
information shall survive the execution of this Agreement.

10.12. Use and Return of Aggrieved Employee Data. Information provided to PAGA 
Counsel pursuant to Cal. Evid. Code §1152, and all copies and summaries of the
Aggrieved Employee Data provided to PAGA Counsel by Defendant in connection
with the mediation, other settlement negotiations, or in connection with the
Settlement, may be used only with respect to this Settlement, and no other purpose,
and may not be used in any way that violates any existing contractual agreement,
statute, or rule of court. Not later than 90 days after the date when the Court
discharges the Administrato s obligation to provide a Declaration confirming the
final pay out of all Settlement funds, Plaintiff shall destroy, all paper and electronic
versions of Aggrieved Employee Data received from Defendant unless, prior to the
Court s discharge of the Administrato s obligation, Defendant makes a written
request to PAGA Counsel for the return, rather than the destructions, of Aggrieved 
Employee Data.

10.13. No Publicity. Except as required to obtain approval in this case and/or in 

PAGA Counsel shall not publicize the amount or other terms of this settlement to 
any person. Nothing in this provision shall preclude the Parties from making any 
required disclosure (including, but not limited to, tax professionals, attorneys, or 
spouses). It shall not be a violation of this paragraph for PAGA Counsel to 
reference this case or settlement in other court filings to establish adequacy or 
experience.

10.14. Headings. The descriptive heading of any section or paragraph of this Agreement is
inserted for convenience of reference only and does not constitute a part of this
Agreement.

10.15. Calendar Days. Unless otherwise noted, all reference to days in this Agreement
shall be to calendar days. In the event any date or deadline set forth in this
Agreement falls on a weekend or federal legal holiday, such date or deadline shall be
on the first business day thereafter.

10.16. Notice. All notices, demands or other communications between the Parties in
connection with this Agreement will be in writing and deemed to have been duly
given as of the third business day after mailing by United States mail, or the day sent
by email or messenger,
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To Plaintiff Keven Reyes:

Joseph Lavi, Esq. 
Vincent C. Granberry, Esq. 
LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP
8889 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 200
Beverly Hills, CA 90211

To Defendant Prism Logistics LLC:

Jeffrey T. Lindgren, Esq.
Richard C. Vasquez, Esq.
VASQUEZ BENISEK & LINDGREN LLP
1550 Parkside Drive, Suite 130
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

10.17. Execution in Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more
counterparts by facsimile, electronically (i.e. DocuSign), or email which for
purposes of this Agreement shall be accepted as an original. All executed
counterparts and each of them will be deemed to be one and the same instrument if
counsel for the Parties will exchange between themselves signed counterparts. Any
executed counterpart will be admissible in evidence to prove the existence and
contents of this Agreement.

10.18. Stay of Litigation. The Parties agree that upon the execution of this Agreement the
litigation shall be stayed, except to effectuate the terms of this Agreement. The 
Parties further agree that upon the signing of this Agreement that pursuant to CCP
section 583.330 to extend the date to bring a case to trial under CCP section 583.310
for the entire period of this settlement process.

10.19. Bankruptcy. In the event that Defendant files for bankruptcy prior to the final 
disbursement of the Gross Settlement Amount, Plaintiff shall be permitted to file the 
claims asserted in the Action in the bankruptcy proceedings, and such claims are not 
limited by the amount of the Gross Settlement Amount as set forth in this 
Settlement Agreement. If any settlement funds have been disbursed as provided in 
this agreement as of the date Defendant files for bankruptcy, Defendant shall not be 
entitled to a return of such funds from the recipients. However, Defendant will be 
entitled to claim a credit for any previously disbursed funds in the bankruptcy 
proceedings.

10.20. Enforcement Action. In the event that one or more of the Parties institutes any legal 
action or other proceeding against any other Party or Parties to enforce the 
provisions of this Settlement or to declare rights and/or obligations under this 
Settlement, the successful Party or Parties will be entitled to recover from the 

witness fees in connection with any enforcement actions.
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Dated: ____________________ KEVEN REYES

Dated: ____________________ PRISM LOGISTICS LLC

Name: 

Title: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY:

Dated: ____________________ LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP 

Joseph Lavi, Esq. 
Vincent Granberry, Esq. 
Attorneys for KEVEN REYES, on behalf of 
himself and current and former aggrieved 
employees

Dated: _____________________ VASQUEZ BENISEK & LINDGREN LLP

Jeffrey T. Lindgren
Attorneys for Defendant PRISM LOGISTICS 
LLC

01/16/202501/16/2025

01/20/202501/20/2025
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Dated: ____________________   KEVEN REYES 

  

 

Dated: ____________________   PRISM LOGISTICS LLC 

   

 Name:   

 Title:   

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY:  

Dated: ____________________   LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP  

  

Joseph Lavi, Esq.  

Vincent Granberry, Esq.  

Attorneys for KEVEN REYES, on behalf of 

himself and current and former aggrieved 

employees  

 

 

Dated: _____________________   VASQUEZ BENISEK & LINDGREN LLP  

    

Jeffrey T. Lindgren 

Attorneys for Defendant PRISM LOGISTICS 

LLC 

Docusign Envelope ID: 72D35084-DB42-4F16-89E1-033A9C3D47E5

1/22/2025

Jeremy Van Puffelen

President

1/22/2025





COSTS AND FEES ADVANCED BY LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP 

 

DATE ITEM  COST 

 SETTLEMENT AMOUNT  $ 

N/A Copying $6.50 

N/A Scanning $6.50 

N/A Mail  $15.47 

   

 STOCKTON SUPERIOR COURT  

09/27/2021 Summons and Complaint Filing Fee (Class) $1,435.00 

10/21/2022 Summons and Complaint Filing Fee (PAGA) $435.00 

   

 DDS LEGAL SERVICES   

09/27/2021 Filing of Summons and Complaint Filing Fee (Class) $248.45 

10/15/2021 Filing of Amended to Complaint (Class) $29.95 

10/18/2021 Process of Summons and Complaint on Defendant Prism Logistics, 

Inc (Class) 

$58.90 

10/18/2021 Process of Service of Summons and Complaint on Defendant for 

Legendary Staffing (Class) 

$87.77 

10/18/2021 Process of Service of Summons and Complaint on Defendant for 

Legendary Staffing, Inc (Class) 

$108.90 

10/27/2021 Process of Service of Summons and Complaint on Defendant for 

Prism Logistics, Inc (Class) 

$138.90 

01/04/2022 Filing of Process of Service of Summons and Complaint for 

Defendant Legendary Staffing, Legendary Staffing, Inc and, Prism 

Logistics, Inc (Class) 

$104.95 

03/02/2022 Filing of Proof of Service of Defendant Emtek (Class) $34.15 

03/15/2022 Filing of Plaintiff’s Request for Dismissal, Declaration, Joint 

Stipulation and, Proposed Order all in Support of Request for 

Dismissal without Prejudice and Stay Individual Claims (Class) 

$29.95 

03/16/2022 Filing of Case Management Statement (Class) $29.95 

03/18/2022 Filing of Plaintiff’s Request for Dismissal, Declaration, Joint 

Stipulation and, Proposed Order all in Support of Request for 

Dismissal without Prejudice and Stay Individual Claims (Claims) 

$104.90 

03/22/2022 Refiling of Plaintiff’s Request for Dismissal, Declaration, Joint 

Stipulation and, Proposed Order all in Support of Request for 

Dismissal without Prejudice and Stay Individual Claims (Claims) 

$176.95 

10/21/2022 Filing of Summons and Complaint (PAGA) $51.70 

12/12/2022 Process of Service of Summons and Complaint on Defendant Prism 

Logistics, Inc (PAGA) 

$110.79 

12/19/2022 Filing of Process of Service on Defendant Prism Logistics, Inc 

(PAGA) 

$29.95 

01/25/2023 Filing of Amendment to Complaint (PAGA) $29.95 

02/15/2023 Filing of Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendants Motion to Dismiss 

Plaintiff Representative PAGA Claim and Non-Opposition to 

$134.90 



 

 

Compel Arbitration with Courtesy Copies (PAGA) 

03/06/2023 Filing of Proposed Order and Proof of Service (PAGA) $29.95 

03/15/2023 Filing of Summons and Complaint in San Bernardino (PAGA) $43.50 

05/03/2023 Filing of Case Management Statement (Class)  $104.95 

05/04/2023 Filing of Plaintiff’s Notice of Proceedings (Class) $104.95 

03/22/2024 Filing of Joint Status Hearing Statement (PAGA)  $29.95 

06/11/2024 Filing of Plaintiff’s Notice of Minute Order Re: Status Conference 

(PAGA) 

$29.95 

09/24/2024 Filing of Joint Status Hearing Statement (PAGA) $29.95 

   

 SIGNATURE RESOLUTION  

09/13/2023 Mediation Fee (Class) $7,540.00 

   

 DEPARMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATION   

 Initial PAGA Filing Fee (PAGA) $75.00 

   

 BERGER CONSULTING GROUP   

09/20/2023 Economic Data Analysis (Class) $2,240.00 

   

 Total Costs, fees and expenses $13,532.73 
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Joseph Lavi, Esq. (SBN 209776) 
Vincent C. Granberry, Esq. (SBN 276483) 
Eve Howe, Esq. (SBN 350007) 
LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP  
8889 W. Olympic Boulevard, Suite 200 
Beverly Hills, California 90211 
Telephone: (310) 432-0000 
Facsimile: (310) 432-0001  
Emails: jlavi@lelawfirm.com 
 vgranberry@lelawfirm.com 
 ehowe@lelawfirm.com 
    whts@lelawfirm.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff KEVEN REYES,  
on behalf of himself and current and former aggrieved employees 
    

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA  

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN  

 
KEVEN REYES, on behalf of himself and other 
aggrieved employees,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
PRISM LOGISTICS, INC.; FOR LEGENDARY 
STAFFING; LEGENDARY STAFFING, INC.; 
and DOES 1 to 100, inclusive, 
 
  Defendants. 
 

 Case No.:  STK-CV-UOE-2022-0009951 
 
[Assigned for all purposes to the Hon. Robert 
T. Waters, Dept. 11B] 
 
DECLARATION OF KEVEN REYES IN 
SUPPORT OF APPROVAL OF PRIVATE 
ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT 
SETTLEMENT 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vinesign Document ID: 3DE5E8AB-B91F-453F-BF19-12F74664AABD

The signed document can be validated at https://app.vinesign.com/Verify
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I, Keven Reyes, declare: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and am the named Plaintiff and PAGA representative in this 

matter. I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and if called and sworn as a 

witness, I would and could competently testify under oath thereto.  

2. This declaration is submitted in support of Approval of the Private Attorneys 

General Act (“PAGA”) settlement in this matter.  

3. I worked for Defendant Prism Logistics LLC (“Defendant”) as an hourly, non-

exempt employee from approximately May 2021 to on or about approximately August 2021.   

4. From the time of the filing of the lawsuit, I have understood that this is a PAGA 

lawsuit where I represent the interests of all current and former hourly, non-exempt employees 

who worked for Defendant in California during the time period from and including September 27, 

2020 to September 13, 2023 (“Aggrieved Employees”). 

5. I believe while working for Defendant, I and all Aggrieved Employees were subject 

to the same policies and procedures regarding payment of wages, meal and rest breaks, meal and 

rest break premiums, wages statements, and final payment of wages. I believe that the claims of 

Aggrieved Employees are identical to mine because Defendant’s policies and procedures applied 

to all of us.  

6. I understand that I must continue to consider and protect the interests of all 

Aggrieved Employees.  I have been protecting the rights of myself and all Aggrieved Employees 

since approximately August 2021 when first I started looking for an attorney before this lawsuit 

was filed.  I have been and continue to place the interests of all Aggrieved Employees before my 

own.  

7. I provided information and been available to my attorneys since approximately 

August 2021 when I was searching for my attorney. I have helped and been willing to support the 

lawsuit in any way I can for the last approximately 44 months since August 2021 when I began 

searching for an attorney for the claims in this lawsuit.  I have searched for an attorney, met with 

my attorneys to see if they would represent me, met with my attorneys to discuss the Defendant’s 

policies, procedures, and practices for clocking in and out, paying wages for the hours that we 
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worked, providing meal and rest breaks, payment of premium wages, wage statements, and final 

payment of wages.  I spent time searching for policies and procedures that were given to me during 

my employment, any timecards I had, any pay stubs I had, handbooks and other documents related 

to my employment. I produced all the documents to my attorneys. I responded to almost all of my 

attorneys’ telephone calls and interviews and I met with them in person and/or telephonically to 

discuss any questions they had about my employment, Defendant’s policies and procedures, and 

Defendant’s payment of wages, providing of meal and rest breaks, paying premium wages, 

providing wage statements, termination of employees, or the documents I had provided to them.  I 

was available during full day mediation in this case.  Once the settlement agreement was finalized, 

I conferred with my attorneys on multiple occasions to review and discuss the settlement 

agreement before signing. 

8. I also understand that in the event this matter proceeds to trial, I must come to court 

to participate in the trial. I will come to court if I am needed and have been ready to perform any 

responsibility that is necessary for this lawsuit.  I know that I took a risk by filing this lawsuit 

because if I lost, I would have to pay for all the costs incurred by Defendants in the lawsuit. I also 

have the risk of losing income for any time that I would have to spend fulfilling my responsibilities 

including having to attend the trial. I also believe I have taken a risk by filing this lawsuit because 

my employers in the future may find out that I sued my employer, and they may not like it. The 

other employees will be receiving money from this lawsuit and they have not had to file a lawsuit, 

look for an attorney, or take the risks that I have had to take. 

9. I understand that the settlement we have reached in this case must be approved by 

the Court and I must continue to protect the interests of Aggrieved Employees.  

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

true and correct.  

 Executed this ___________ day of May 2025, at _____________________, California. 

           
                          Keven Reyes 

 

1 Stockton1 Stockton
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