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LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

PAGA ACTION 

PLAINTIFF BERTHA FIGUEROA
COMPLAINT FOR:

1. CIVIL PENALTIES PURSUANT 
TO THE PRIVATE ATTORNEYS 
GENERAL ACT OF 2004 

SECTIONS 2698, ET SEQ.

COMES NOW

I. INTRODUCTION

et seq
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II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

III. PARTIES
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.

1 for Defendants as direct employees as well as temporary employees employed through temp 

2 agencies as hourly non-exempt employees in California. At all times mentioned herein, the currently 

3 named Plaintiff is and was domiciled and a resident and citizen of California and was employed by 

4 Defendants in an hourly position at Defendants' location in San Diego County from in or around 

5 August I, 2024, until on or about October 30, 2024. 

6 4. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Defendant UNITED 

7 PROTECTIVE SERVICES, INC. is authorized to do business within the State of California and is 

8 doing business in the State of California and/or that Defendants DOES 1-50 are, and at all times 

9 relevant hereto were persons acting on behalf of Defendant UNITED PROTECTIVE SERVICES, 

10 INC. in the establishment of, or ratification of, the aforementioned illegal wage and hour practices 

11 or policies. Defendant UNITED PROTECTIVE SERVICES, INC.'s principal address is 206 West 

12 6th Street, Suite 305, Los Angeles, California 90014. Defendant employed Plaintiff and aggrieved 

13 employees throughout California, including but not limited to, at 9530 Winter Garden Blvd, 

14 Lakeside, CA 92040 

15 5. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Defendants DOES I 

16 through 50 are corporations, or are other business entities or organizations of a nature unknown to 

17 Plaintiff that employed Plaintiff and aggrieved California non-exempt employees, permitted 

18 Plaintiff and aggrieved employees to work, and exercised control over the wages, hours and working 

19 conditions of employment of Plaintiff and aggrieved employees. 

20 6. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Defendants DOES 51 

21 through 100 are individuals unknown to Plaintiff. Each of the individual defendants is sued 

22 individually and in his or her capacity as an agent, shareholder, owner, representative, manager, 

23 supervisor, independent contractor and/or employee of each defendant who violated or caused to be 

24 violated the minimum wage and overtime provisions of the Labor Code and/or any provision of the 

25 Industrial Welfare Commission's wage orders regulating hours and days of work. 

26 7. Plaintiff is unaware of the true names of Defendants DOES 1 through 100. Plaintiff 

27 sues said defendants by said fictitious names, and will amend this complaint when the true names 

28 and capacities are ascertained or when such facts pertaining to liability are ascertained, or as 
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

CIVIL PENALTIES PURSUANT TO THE PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT OF 

2004, LABOR CODE SECTIONS 2698, ET SEQ.

(Against all Defendants by Plaintiff on behalf of Themselves, the State of California, and 

Other Current and Former Aggrieved Employees)

Failure to pay wages for all hours worked at the legal minimum wage: 
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Failure to pay wages for overtime hours worked at the overtime rate of pay

and/or failure to pay overtime wages at the proper rate of pay  
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Failure to pay wages to hourly non-exempt employees for workdays that 

Defendants failed to provide legally required and compliant meal periods and/or failure to 

pay period premium wages:
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Brinker Rest. Corp. v. Super Ct. (Hohnbaum)

Id.
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Failure to pay wages to hourly non-exempt employees for workdays that 

Defendants failed to provide legally required and compliant rest periods and/or failure to pay 

rest period premium:

Brinker 

Restaurant Corp. v. Sup. Ct. (Hohnbaum) 

Augustus v. ABM Security Services, Inc.

Id
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Failure to Indemnify for Losses and Expenditures Incurred as Part of 

1 employer did not authorize or permit a legally required rest period. Labor Code section 226. 7; Wage 

2 Order 9 at § 12. 

3 32. In this case, Defendants failed to authorize or permit all legally required and 

4 compliant rest periods to Plaintiff and other current and former aggrieved California-based hourly 

5 non-exempt employees due to Defendants' policies, practices, and/or procedures including, but not 

6 limited to: 

7 (a) Requiring Plaintiff and other current and former aggrieved California-based hourly 

8 non-exempt employees who worked at single guard locations to remain on-duty during rest periods. 

9 Furthermore, Defendants failed to provide a "rover" or another security guard to cover Plaintiff and 

10 other current and former aggrieved California-based hourly non-exempt employees' duties during 

11 rest periods. The continued exercise of direction and control by Defendants over how Plaintiff and 

12 other current and former aggrieved California-based hourly non-exempt employees spent their rest 

13 periods by Defendants resulted in rest periods which were not duty-free and/or at least ten (10) 

14 minutes as required by law. 

15 33. Additionally, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants maintained a policy, practice, and/or 

16 procedure of failing to compensate Plaintiff and other current and former aggrieved California-based 

17 hourly non-exempt employees with one (1) hour of pay at their regular rate of pay for each workday 

18 they did not receive legally required and compliant rest periods, in violation of Labor Code section 

19 226.7. 

20 34. Defendants' foregoing policies, practices, and/or procedures resulted in Plaintiff and 

21 other current and former aggrieved California-based hourly non-exempt employees not receiving 

22 wages to compensate them for workdays in which Defendants did not provide them with rest periods 

23 in compliance with California law. 

24 35. Employee is further informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that 

25 Employer's conduct above that gave rise to such violations was malicious, fraudulent, or oppressive. 

26 Employer would further be liable for civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code section 

27 2699(t)(2)(B)(ii). 

28 36. 
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Employment:

Failure to wages on a weekly basis to Plaintiff and similarly situated security 

guards:
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Failure to timely pay earned wages during employment:

Id

Secret payment of lower wages than designated by statute:



 
  

COMPLAINT
12

Failure to provide complete and accurate wage statements:

inter alia
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Failure to pay employees all wages due at time of termination/resignation
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1 certified mail to the parties that it intends to investigate the alleged violations of the Labor Code 

2 within 60 days of the date of the complainant's written notice. The L WDA failed to provide the 

3 parties notice within 60 days of the date of Plaintiff's PAGA Claim Notice that the LWDA intends 

4 to investigate Plaintiff's claims. 

5 61. Pursuant to Labor Code sections 2699(a) and (f), Plaintiff is entitled to recover civil 

6 penalties for Defendants' violations of Labor Code sections 201,202,203,204,223, 226(a), 226.7, 

7 510, 512, and 1194, During Plaintiff's employment and continuing through the present, preceding 

8 Plaintiff sending the initial P AGA Claim Notice to the L WDA to the present, in the following 

9 amounts: 

10 a. For violations of Labor Code sections 201, 202, 203, 226(a), 226. 7, and 2802; 

11 one hundred dollars ($1 00) for each aggrieved employee per pay period for the initial violation and 

12 two hundred dollars ($200) for each aggrieved employee per pay period for each subsequent 

13 violation [penalty amounts established by Labor Code section 2699(t)(2)]. 

14 b. For violations of Labor Code section 226(a), alternatively, two hundred fifty 

15 dollars ($250) for each employee for each pay period for the initial violation, and for each 

16 subsequent violation, one thousand dollars ($1000) for each underpaid employee for each pay period 

17 [penalty amounts established by Labor Code section 226.3]. 

18 c. For violations ofLabor Code section 510 and 512, fifty dollars ($50) for each 

19 employee for each pay period for the initial violation, and for each subsequent violation, one 

20 hundred dollars ($100) for each underpaid employee for each pay period [penalty amounts 

21 established by Labor Code section 558]. 

22 d. For violations of Labor Code section 204, one hundred dollars ($100) for 

23 each failure to pay each employee in any initial violation, and for each subsequent violation, or any 

24 willful or intentional violation, two hundred dollars ($200) for each failure to pay each employee, 

25 plus 25 percent of the amount unlawfully withheld [penalty amounts established by Labor Code 

26 section 210]. 

27 e. For violations of Labor Code section 223, one hundred dollars ($100) for 

28 each failure to pay each employee in any initial violation, and for each subsequent violation, or any 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFF, ON BEHALF OF HERSELF AND ON OTHER AGGRIEVED 

EMPLOYEES, PRAYS AS FOLLOWS:

ON THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION:

LAVI & EBRAHIMIAN, LLP


