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CASE NUMBER:

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number, and address):

TELEPHONE NO.: FAX NO. (Optional):

E-MAIL ADDRESS (Optional):

      ATTORNEY FOR (Name):

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF

STREET ADDRESS:

MAILING ADDRESS:

CITY AND ZIP CODE:

BRANCH NAME:

       PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER:

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT:

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT
OR ORDER

(Check one): UNLIMITED CASE 
(Amount demanded 
exceeded $25,000)

LIMITED CASE 
(Amount demanded was 
$25,000 or less)

TO ALL PARTIES :

1. A judgment, decree, or order was entered in this action on (date):

2. A copy of the judgment, decree, or order is attached to this notice. 

Date:

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF ATTORNEY PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY) (SIGNATURE)
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CGC-22-597850

JAMES HAWKINS APLC, James R. Hawkins (#192925); Gregory Mauro (#222239);
Michael Calvo (#314986); Lauren Falk (#316893); Ava Issary (#342252)
9880 Research Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92618

949-387-7200

Plaintiff, BENITO III UY

 SAN FRANCISCO

400 McAllister St

San Francisco

Benito III Uy

SFC Markets, Inc., et al.

February 4, 2026

2/5/2026

Gregory Mauro

Alma Chavarin
Greg's Signature
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         PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER:

  DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT:

CASE NUMBER:

PROOF OF SERVICE BY FIRST-CLASS MAIL

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER 

(NOTE: You cannot serve the Notice of Entry of Judgment or Order if you are a party in the action.  The person who served 
the notice must complete this proof of service.)

1. I am at least 18 years old and not a party to this action. I am a resident of or employed in the county where the mailing took
place, and my residence or business address is (specify):

2. I served a copy of the Notice of Entry of Judgment or Order by enclosing it in a sealed envelope with postage
fully prepaid and (check one):

a. deposited the sealed envelope with the United States Postal Service.

b. placed the sealed envelope for collection and processing for mailing, following this business's usual practices,
with which I am readily familiar. On the same day correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is
deposited in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service.

3. The Notice of Entry of Judgment or Order was mailed:

a. on (date):

b. from (city and state):

4. The envelope was addressed and mailed as follows:

a. Name of person served:

Street address:

City:

State and zip code:

b. Name of person served:

Street address:

City:

State and zip code:

c. Name of person served:

Street address:

City:

State and zip code:

d. Name of person served:

Street address:

City:

State and zip code:

Names and addresses of additional persons served are attached. (You may use form POS-030(P).)

5. Number of pages attached

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date:

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF DECLARANT) (SIGNATURE OF DECLARANT)
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SFC Markets, Inc., et al. CGC-22-597850
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PROOF OF SERVICE, COUNTY OF ORANGE 
I am a resident of the State of California, County of Orange.  I am over the age of eighteen 
years and not a party to the within action.  My business address is 9880 Research Drive., 
Suite 200, Irvine, California 92618. 
 
On February 5, 2026, I served on the interested parties in this action the following 
document(s) entitled:  
 

   NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER 
 
[XX]  BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE: Based on a court Order or an agreement by the parties to accept  
service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the document(s) to be sent from the email address  
Alma@jameshawkinsaplc.com to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed in the Service List below. I did  
not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication that  
the transmission was unsuccessful. 

SERVICE LIST 
 

FISHER & PHILLIPS, LLP 
Alden J. Parker, Esq, 
Chris Alvarez, Esq. 
Corey Watkins, Esq. 
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1400 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
aparker@fisherphillips.com 
calvarez@fisherphillips.com 
amalerbi@fisherphillips.com 
skerner@fisherphillips.com 
cwatkins@fisherphillips.com 
Attorneys for Defendants 
SFC MARKETS INCORPORATED and 
FORTUNE MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC. 
 
Via LWDA Website Only 
Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
Attn: PAGA Administrator 
1515 Clay Street, Ste 801 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 http://www.dir.ca.gov/Private-Attorneys-General-Act 
 

 
[ XX] STATE: I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of 
California, that the above is true and correct. 
 
Executed on February 5, 2026, at Irvine, California 
 
           ______________________  
             Alma Chavarin 
 
 



78395969
Feb 04 2026 

04:10PM



1 On the basis of the "Third Amended Representative Private Attorneys General Act Settlement

2 Agreement and Release" ("Settlement Agreement")¹, all filings related to the present motion, all other

3 papers filed in this action, and the arguments of counsel,

4 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

5 1. Except as otherwise specified here, the court hereby adopts and incorporates by reference

6 the terms and definitions of the Settlement Agreement. A copy of  the Settlement Agreement is hereto

7 attached as Exhibit A.

8

9

10

2. For settlement purposes only, the court confirms approval of the Settlement Agreement as

to the following group of individuals, collectively referred to as the "Aggrieved Employees": All current

and former hourly-paid or non-exempt employees who worked for Defendants in the State of California

11 during the PAGA Period of January 26, 2021 through March 12, 2025. (SA, § 3(a)(6).)

12 3. The court hereby approves the Settlement Agreement pursuant to section 2699, subdivision

13

14

15

16

(1) under the Labor Code's Private Attorneys General Act of 2004. The court finds the terms of the

Settlement Agreement as a whole are fundamentally fair, adequate, and reasonable in light of the PAGA's

policies and purposes. The parties are directed to effectuate the Settlement Agreement according to its

terms and this order.

17 4. The notice attached to the settlement agreement as exhibit A fairly and adequately

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

describes the action and the approved Settlement Agreement, and is the best notice practicable under the

circumstances. The notice is approved as to form and content. The court also approves the proposed

procedure for distribution of the notice and the distribution of settlement proceeds to aggrieved employees

as set forth in the Settlement Agreement. The court directs the notice to be distributed to the aggrieved

employees pursuant to the terms of the Settlement Agreement.

5. Pursuant to California Labor Code §§ 2699(1)(2), (1)(4), plaintiffs provided a copy of the

Settlement Agreement to the Labor Workforce and Development Agency ("LWDA"). The LWDA has

25 not asserted any objection to the parties' Settlement Agreement, and the court finds that this factor weighs

26 in favor of approving the settlement agreement.

27

28 1 This Order hereby incorporates by reference the definitions of the Settlement Agreement as though fully
set forth herein, and all terms used herein shall have the same meaning as set forth in the Settlement.

2
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1

2

3

4

5

6

6. No party or individual has objected to the settlement.

7. The court appoints ILYM Group, Inc. as the third-party Settlement Administrator and

approves an award up to of $5,550.00 in anticipated costs to ILYM Group, Inc. for its settlement

administration services. The Court directs ILYM Group, Inc. to carry out all of the duties and

responsibilities as set forth in the Settlement Agreement.

9. Plaintiffs' counsel requested $63,750.00 in attorneys' fees, or 25% of the Gross Settlement

Amount, to be paid from the Gross Settlement Amount. The court awards attorney's fees to plaintiffs'7

8

9

counsel in the amount of $63,750.00 upon consideration of: (1) the results obtained by Class Counsel in

this case; (2) the risks and legal issues involved in this case; (3) the fee's contingency upon success; (4)

10 the range of awards made in similar cases; (5) the time spent and work performed; and (6) a lodestar

11 cross-check.

12 8. The court reviewed the costs advanced and finds that they were reasonably incurred in the

13

14

prosecution of the action and the court approves reimbursement of $41,584.81 in actual litigation costs to

be paid to plaintiffs' counsel from the Gross Settlement Amount.

15 9. After deducting the amounts above, and the $5,000.00 to be paid to plaintiff Uy and

16

17

18

19

$5,000.00 to plaintiff Yousufpoor for their general releases of all claims against defendants², the Net

Settlement Amount is $134,115.19. The court approves the payment of $100,586.39 from the Net

Settlement Amount to the California Labor & Workforce Development Agency for its 75% share of

PAGA civil penalties. The remaining 25% (or $33,528.80) shall be distributed to the aggrieved

20

21

22 be negotiable for 180 days after they are mailed.

23

24

employees in accordance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement.

10. The settlement will be distributed to aggrieved employees by mailing checks. Checks will

11. Within fourteen (14) calendar days of the entry of this order, defendants must provide

ILYM Group, Inc. with the aggrieved employees list.

25 12. Within fourteen (14) calendar days of receiving the aggrieved employees list, ILYM

26

27

28

2 There are typographical errors in section 3(a)(3)-(4) of the settlement agreement: "Five Thousand Five

Hundred ($5,000)." The parties' proposed order states $5,000.00, which is consistent with the court's

representation at hearing of what the court would approve.
3
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1 Group, Inc. shall mail notice and checks to the aggrieved employees.

2

3

13. Upon the entry of this Order, plaintiffs, and aggrieved employees shall have released the

claims set forth in the Settlement Agreement.

4 14. The court retains jurisdiction over the subject matter of this litigation, plaintiffs, aggrieved

5

6

employees as defined in the Settlement Agreement, and defendants, for purposes of supervising the

implementation, enforcement, construction, administration, and interpretation of the Settlement

7 Agreement and this order.

8

9

15. Plaintiffs are directed to submit a copy of this order, and the judgment, filed concurrently

herewith, to the LWDA within seven days of this order.

10 16. Excеpt as otherwise provided in the Settlement Agreement and this order, the parties shall

11 bear their own attorneys' fees, costs, and expenses incurred by them in connection with this action.

12 17. The court sets a compliance hearing for July 16, 2026, at 2:00 p.m. in Department 613.

13 No later than July 9, 2026, plaintiffs' counsel and the settlement administrator shall submit a summary

14

15

accounting, identifying distributions made as ordered herein, the number and value of any uncashed

settlement checks, the status of unresolved issues, if any, and any other matters appropriate to bring to the

16 court's attention.

17

18 Dated: February 4, 2026

19

Jam SRam
JEFFREY S. ROSS

Judge of the Superior Court

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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THIRD AMENDED REPRESENTATIVE PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACТ

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE

This Private Attorneys General Act Settlement Agreement and Release ("Settlement
Agreement" or "Settlement") is made between Plaintiff BENITO III UY ("Plaintiff Uy") and

Plaintiff SHOHRA YOUSUFPOOR ("Plaintiff Yousufpoor") (collectively, "Plaintiffs"), on
behalf  of  themselves, all others similarly situated, and as representatives of the State of California

as to the Aggrieved Employees (as defined in Section 3(a)(5) on the one hand, and SFC
MARKETS INCORPORATED ("SFC Markets") and FORTUNE MANAGEMENT COMPANY,

INC ("Fortune") (collectively, "Defendants"), on the other hand, subject to approval by the Court.

Plaintiffs and Defendants will at times be referred to collectively as the "Parties" and may

individually be referred to as a "Party."

1. Recitals. This Settlement Agreement is made with reference to the

following facts:

(a) Plaintiff Uy is a former non-exempt employee of Defendant SFC

Markets. Plaintiff Uy was employed by SFC Markets from approximately November 2020 through

March 2021. Plaintiff Yousufpoor is a former non-exempt employee of Defendant SFC Markets.

Plaintiff Yousufpoor was employed by SFC Markets from approximately July 2022 through
November 2022.

(b) On January 26, 2022, Plaintiff Uy filed a Class Action Complaint in
San Francisco County Superior Court, Case No. CGC-22-597850, entitled Benito III Uy v. SFC

Markets Incorporated, et al., (the "Class Action") asserting the following causes of action on a

class or representative basis against Defendants: (1) Failure to Pay Wages Including Overtime, (2)
Failure to Provide Meal Periods, (3) Failure to Provide Rest Periods, (4) Failure to Pay Timely

Wages, (5) Failure to Provide Accurate Itemized Wage Statements, and (6) Violation of Unfair

Competition Law.

(c) On March 29, 2022, Plaintiff Uy filed a PAGA Complaint in San

Francisco County Superior Court, Case No. CGC-22-598941, entitled Benito III Uy v. SFC

Markets Incorporated, et al., asserting the following cause of action on an individual and
representative basis against Defendants: (1) Violation of Private Attorneys General Act. The
PAGA Complaint alleged the following PAGA Violations against Defendants: (1) Failure to Pay
Wages Including Overtime, (2) Failure to Provide Meal Periods, (3) Failure to Provide Rest
Periods, (4) Failure to Pay Timely Wages, and (5) Failure to Provide Accurate Itemized Wage
Statements (the "PAGA Action".) Prior to filing the PAGA Action, Plaintiff Uy submitted a letter

to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency ("LWDA"), pursuant to PAGA, to

provide notice of his intent to seek civil penalties under PAGA for Defendants' alleged violations

of California Labor Code sections as outlined in his PAGA Complaint, thereby initiating LWDA
Case Number LWDA-CM-864849-22 (the "PAGA Notice"). On September 27, 2022, the Class

Action and Plaintiff Uy's PAGA Action were consolidated into a single lawsuit, Lead Case No.
CGC-22-597850.

(d) On June 23, 2023, Plaintiff Yousufpoor filed a PAGA Complaint in

San Francisco County Superior Court Case No. CGC-23-607372, entitled Shohra Yousufpoor v.

SFC Markets Incorporated, et al., asserting the following cause of action on an individual and

PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE

Page 1
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representative basis against Defendants: (1) Violation of Private Attorneys General Act. Within

her PAGA Complaint, Plaintiff Yousufpoor alleged the following PAGA Violations against
Defendants: (1) Failure to Pay Overtime Wages; (2) Failure to Provide Meal Periods; (3) Failure

to Provide Rest Periods; (4) Failure to Pay Timely Wages; (5) Failure to Provide Accurate Itemized

Wage Statements; and (6) Failure to Provide Suitable Seating. Prior to filing the Yousufpoor
PAGA Complaint, Plaintiffs Uy and Yousufpoor submitted an Amended PAGA Notice to the
LWDA pursuant to PAGA, to provide notice of their intent to seek civil penalties under PAGA for

Defendants' alleged violations of California Labor Code sections as outlined in Yousufpoor's
PAGA Complaint, under existing LWDA Case Number LWDA-CM-864849-22 (the "Amended
PAGA Notice").

(e) On October 18, 2023, the Court granted the Joint Stipulation to

Consolidate Actions for All Purposes, thereby consolidating Shohra Yousufpoor v. SFC Markets

Incorporated et al. (Case No. CGC-23-607372) and Benito III Uy v. SFC Markets Incorporated et

al. (Case No. CGC-22-597850), with CGC-22-597850 designated as the lead case.

(f) On or about May 16, 2024, Shohra Yousufpoor initiated her
individual arbitration agreement related to her wage and hour claims with JAMS, Case No.
5220006129.

(g) For purposes of this agreement, the "Action" shall mean the PAGA
Claims-both their respective non-individual PAGA claims and individual PAGA claims-

asserted by Uy and Yousufpoor as the Class Action claims brought by Plaintiff Uy will be
dismissed without prejudice.

(h) Defendants deny all allegations in the Action, deny any failure to

comply with the laws identified in the Action, deny any failure to comply with the laws identified

in Plaintiffs Uy's and Yousufpoor's respective actions/arbitration, and deny any and all liability
for the causes of action alleged.

(i) On December 4, 2024, the Parties participated in the third all-day

mediation presided over by Gig Kyriacou, Esq., a well-respected and experienced wage and hour

mediator, which led to this Agreement to settle the Action.

(e) There has been no determination on the merits of the Action or the

PAGA Notice but, in order to avoid additional cost and the uncertainty of litigation, the Parties
desire to resolve the Action and Released Claims (as defined in Section 8(a) below).

2. No Admission of Wrongdoing. The Parties agree that neither this

Settlement Agreement nor the furnishing of the consideration for this Settlement Agreement shall

be deemed or construed at any time for any purpose as an admission by the Released Parties of

wrongdoing or evidence of any liability or unlawful conduct of any kind.

3. Consideration.

(a) In consideration for Plaintiffs signing this Settlement Agreement
and complying with its terms, Defendants shall pay the maximum gross sum of $255,000 (the
"Total Settlement Amount") to resolve the PAGA Action and Released Claims (as defined in

PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE

FP 53010763.1

Page 2

FP 55490184.2




























