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DECLARATION OF BENJAMIN H. HABER 

I, Benjamin H. Haber, declare as follows: 

1. I am admitted, in good standing, to practice as an attorney in the State of California 

and the United States District Courts for the Central, Southern, Eastern, and Northern Districts of 

California.  I am a partner at Wilshire Law Firm, PLC (“WLF”), counsel of record for Plaintiffs 

Jefferson Rodriguez, Danielle Andrea Perez (“Plaintiff Perez”) and Jessie Knight, Sr. (“Plaintiff 

Knight”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”).  I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this 

declaration and could and would competently testify to them under oath if called as a witness.  This 

Declaration is submitted in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action 

Settlement.   

CASE BACKGROUND 

2. This is a wage and hour class and Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) (Cal. 

Lab. Code §§ 2699, et seq.) representative action. Plaintiffs and the putative class members worked 

in California as hourly-paid or non-exempt employees for Defendants Statewide Traffic Safety and 

Signs, Inc. and Traffic Solutions Corporation (collectively, “Defendants”) during the class period. 

3. Plaintiff Perez was employed as an hourly-paid, non-exempt employee from 

approximately June 2020 to approximately May 2023.  

4. Plaintiff Knight was employed as an hourly-paid, non-exempt employee from 

approximately April 2023 to approximately September 2024.  

5. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants’ payroll, timekeeping, and wage and hour practices 

resulted in numerous Labor Code violations.  Specifically, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants failed 

to, inter alia, pay for all hours worked, provide employees with legally compliant meal and rest 

periods, and indemnify employees for all necessary business expenses, and provide one day’s rest 

in seven.  Based on these allegations, Plaintiffs assert claims against Defendants for failure to pay 

wages, failure to provide meal periods, failure to authorize and permit rest periods, failure to 

indemnify for necessary business expenses, failure to timely pay all final wages at termination, 

failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, unfair business practices, and civil penalties 

under PAGA. 
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6. On February 28, 2024, Plaintiff Perez filed a putative wage and hour class action in 

Orange County Superior Court, case number 30-2024-01382264-CU-OE-CXC, on behalf of 

herself and all hourly-paid, non-exempt employees in California against Defendant for: (1) failure 

to pay minimum and straight time wages; (2) failure to pay overtime wages; (3) failure to provide 

meal periods; (4) failure to authorize and permit rest periods; (5) failure to timely pay final wages 

at termination; (6) failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements; (7) failure to indemnify 

employees for expenditures; and (8) violation of California’s Unfair Competition Law, California 

Business and Professions Code §§17200, et seq.  On May 13, 2024, Defendants removed that 

matter to the Central District of California where it is currently pending, case number 8:24-cv-

01042-JWH-KES.  (“Perez Federal Action”) 

7. On March 27, 2024, Plaintiff Perez, through my office submitted a PAGA notice 

letter to Defendants and the LWDA.  Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of 

that PAGA notice letter. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the email 

confirmation my office received from the LWDA. On August 1, 2024, Plaintiff Perez filed a 

separate representative PAGA action which is currently pending in Orange County Superior Court, 

case number 30-2024-01416760-CU-OE-CXC (“Perez PAGA Action”). 

8. My office subsequently submitted an amended PAGA notice to the LWDA, which 

added the day-of-rest claim and also added Plaintiff Knight. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true 

and correct copy of the amended PAGA notice.  Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct 

copy of a printout of the LWDA website showing the uploaded amended PAGA notice.   Pursuant 

to the Parties’ stipulation and the Court’s order thereon, Plaintiffs’ operative First Amended 

Complaint was filed on June 23, 2025, which added Plaintiff Perez and Plaintiff Knight, as well as 

all of their causes of action. 

DISCOVERY AND INVESTIGATION 

9. The Parties exchanged documents and information in advance of mediating this 

action.  Defendants produced a sample of timekeeping and pay records for the class members.  

Defendants also provided documents of their wage and hour policies and practices during the class 

period and information regarding the total number of current and former employees, as well as 
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other relevant information, in informal discovery. 

10. After reviewing documents regarding Defendants’ wage and hour policies and 

practices, and analyzing Defendants’ timekeeping and payroll records, Class Counsel was able to 

evaluate the probability of class certification, success on the merits, and Defendants’ monetary 

exposure for all claims.  Class Counsel was also able to evaluate the extent to which Defendants 

paid premium wages for non-compliant meal and rest periods.  Class Counsel also investigated the 

applicable law regarding the claims and defenses asserted in the Litigation.  Class Counsel 

reviewed these records and utilized an expert to prepare a damages analysis prior to mediation. 

SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS 

11. On November 12, 2024, the Parties participated in private mediation with 

experienced class action mediator Steve Cerveris, Esq.  The mediation was conducted via Zoom.  

The settlement negotiations were at arm’s length and, although conducted in a professional manner, 

were adversarial.  The Parties went into the mediation willing to explore the potential for a 

settlement of the dispute, but each side was also prepared to litigate their position through trial and 

appeal if a settlement had not been reached.   

12. Even though the mediation did not end in a resolution, the Parties continued 

settlement discussions (including my and my co-counsel preparing a supplemental brief) and 

eventually reached a settlement, the material terms of which were subsequently incorporated in the 

Parties’ proposed Class and PAGA Representative Settlement Agreement (“Settlement” or 

“Settlement Agreement”), which is attached to the Declaration of Tuvia Korobkin. 

13. Plaintiffs do not have any interest, financial or otherwise, in the third-party 

administrator, Phoenix Settlement Administrators. 

14. No one at Wilshire Law Firm (meaning the law firm itself and anyone employed at 

the law firm) has any interest, financial or otherwise, in the third-party administrator, Phoenix 

Settlement Administrators. 

THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT IS FAIR AND REASONABLE 

15. Class Counsel has conducted a thorough investigation into the facts of this case.  

Based on the foregoing discovery and their own independent investigation and evaluation, Class 
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Counsel is of the opinion that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate and is in the best 

interests of the Settlement Class Members in light of all known facts and circumstances, the risk 

of significant delay, the defenses that could be asserted by Defendants both to certification and on 

the merits, trial risk, and appellate risk.   

16. Based on an analysis of the facts and legal contentions in this case, documents and 

information from Defendants, Class Counsel evaluated Defendants’ potential exposure.  Class 

Counsel took into account the risk of not having the claims certified and the risk of not prevailing 

at trial, even if the claims are certified.  After using the data Defendants provided, including class 

member timekeeping and payroll records, as well as class member demographics (i.e., the number 

of class members, workweeks, and average total compensation of the class), with the assistance of 

an expert data analyst, Class Counsel created a damages model to evaluate the realistic range of 

potential recovery for the class.  The damages model and analysis is provided in the Declaration 

of Tuvia Korobkin.  I have reviewed the damages model and analysis, and I believe a class 

settlement of $3,250,000.00 is fair and reasonable.  

EXPOSURE AND RISK ANALYSIS 

17. While Plaintiffs are confident in the merits of their claims, a legitimate controversy 

exists as to each cause of action.  Plaintiffs also recognize that proving the amount of wages due 

to each Class Member would be an expensive, time-consuming, and uncertain proposition.   

18. This Settlement avoids the risks and the accompanying expense of further litigation.  

Although the Parties had engaged in a significant amount of investigation, informal discovery and 

class-wide data analysis, the Parties had not yet completed formal written discovery.  Plaintiffs 

intended to depose corporate officers and managers of Defendants.  Moreover, preparation for class 

certification and a trial remained for the Parties, as well as the prospect of appeals in the wake of 

a disputed class certification ruling for Plaintiffs and/or adverse summary judgment ruling.  Had 

the Court certified any claims, Defendants could move to decertify the claims.  As a result, the 

Parties would incur considerably more attorneys’ fees and costs through trial.   

19. As outlined in the Declaration of Tuvia Korobkin, there are numerous risks 

associated with pursuing this case in litigation.  My office has met and conferred with counsel for 
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Plaintiff Rodriguez on numerous occasions throughout the litigating these cases, and I agree with 

Plaintiff Rodriguez counsel’s assessment of the risk as discussed in the Declaration of Tuvia 

Korobkin. As such, by further litigating this action to trial, Plaintiffs run the high risk of suffering 

defeat due to the reasonable defenses that can be (and have been) asserted by Defendant.  

ENHANCEMENT AWARDS FOR PLAINTIFFS ARE REASONABLE 

20. Class Counsel represent that Plaintiffs devoted a great deal of time and work 

assisting counsel in the case, communicated with counsel very frequently for litigation and to 

prepare for mediation, and were frequently in contact with Class Counsel during the mediation.  

Plaintiffs’ requested service awards are reasonable particularly in light of the substantial benefits 

they generated for all class members. 

21. Throughout this Litigation, Plaintiffs, who are former employees of Defendants, 

have cooperated immensely with my office and have taken many actions to protect the interests of 

the class.  In particular, Plaintiffs Perez and Knight provided valuable information regarding the 

“off-the-clock,” meal period, rest period, and reimbursement claims.  Plaintiffs Perez and Knight 

also informed my office of developments and information relevant to this action, participated in 

decisions concerning this action, made themselves available to answer questions during the 

mediation, and provided my office with the names and contact information of potential witnesses 

in this action.  Before we filed this case, Plaintiffs Perez and Knight provided my office with 

documents regarding the claims alleged in this action.  The information and documentation 

provided by Plaintiffs Perez and Knight was instrumental in establishing the alleged wage and hour 

violations alleged in this action, and the recovery provided for in the Settlement Agreement would 

have been impossible to obtain without Plaintiffs’ participation. 

22. At the same time, Plaintiffs faced many risks in adding themselves as the class 

representatives in this matter.  Plaintiffs Perez and Knight faced actual risks with their future 

employment, as putting themselves on public record in an employment lawsuit could also very 

well affect their likelihood for future employment. Furthermore, as part of this Settlement, 

Plaintiffs Perez and Knight are executing a general release of all claims against Defendants. 

/// 
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23. In turn, class members will now have the opportunity to participate in a settlement, 

reimbursing them for alleged wage violations they may have never known about on their own or 

been willing to pursue on their own.  If these class members would have each tried to pursue their 

legal remedies on their own, that would have resulted in each having to expend a significant amount 

of their own monetary resources and time, which were obviated by Plaintiffs putting themselves 

on the line on behalf of these other class members. 

24. In the final analysis, this class action would not have been possible without the aid 

of Plaintiffs, who put their own time and effort into this Litigation, sacrificed the value of their 

own individual claims, and placed themselves at risk for the sake of the class members.  The 

requested service award for Plaintiffs for their service as the class representatives and for their 

general release of all individual claims is a relatively small amount of money when the time and 

effort put into the Litigation are considered and in comparison to enhancements granted in other 

class actions.  The requested incentive awards are therefore reasonable to compensate Plaintiffs 

for their active participation in this lawsuit.  Indeed, in Karl Adams, III, et al. v. MarketStar 

Corporation, et al., No. 2:14-cv-02509-TLN-DB, a wage and hour class action, a former partner 

at Wilshire Law Firm was co-lead Class Counsel and helped negotiate a $2.5 million class action 

settlement for 339 class members, and the court approved a $25,000.00 class representative 

incentive award for each named plaintiff. 

THE REQUEST FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS IS REASONABLE 

25. The Settlement provides for attorneys’ fees payable to Class Counsel in an amount 

up to one-third (33 1/3%) of the Settlement Amount, for a maximum fees award of $1,083,333.33, 

plus actual costs and expenses.  The proposed award of attorneys’ fees to Class Counsel in this 

case can be justified under either method – lodestar or percentage recovery.  Class Counsel, 

however, intend to base the proposed award of fees, costs and expenses on the percentage method 

as many of the entries in the time records will have to be redacted to preserve attorney-client and 

attorney work product privileges. 

26. To date, my firm has incurred costs in litigating this case and the claims resolved 

by this settlement.  My firm anticipates incurring additional costs related to this case in advance of 
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the motion for final approval, and we will submit a costs breakdown at that time.   

27. I am informed and believe that the fee and costs provision is reasonable.  The fee 

percentage requested is less than that charged by my office for most employment cases.  My office 

invested significant time and resources into the case, with payment deferred to the end of the case, 

and then, of course, contingent on the outcome.   

28. It is further estimated that my office will need to expend at least another 50 to 100 

hours to monitor the process leading up to the final approval and payments made to the class.  My 

office also bears the risk of taking whatever actions are necessary if Defendants fail to pay.   

29. The risk to my office has been very significant, particularly if we would not be 

successful in pursuing this class action.  In that case, we would have been left with no compensation 

for all the time taken in litigating this case.  Indeed, I have taken on a number of class action cases 

that have resulted in thousands of attorney hours being expended and ultimately having 

certification denied or the defendant company going bankrupt.  The contingent risk in these types 

of cases is very real and they do occur regularly.  Furthermore, we were precluded from focusing 

on, or taking on, other cases which could have resulted in a larger, and less risky, monetary gain. 

30. Because most individuals cannot afford to pay for representation in litigation on an 

hourly basis, Wilshire Law Firm, PLC represents virtually all of its employment law clients on a 

contingency fee basis.  Pursuant to this arrangement, we are not compensated for our time unless 

we prevail at trial or successfully settle our clients’ cases.  Because Wilshire Law Firm, PLC is 

taking the risk that we will not be reimbursed for our time unless our client settles or wins his or 

her case, we cannot afford to represent an individual employee on a contingency basis if, at the 

end of our representation, all we are to receive is our regular hourly rate for services.  It is essential 

that we recover more than our regular hourly rate when we win if we are to remain in practice so 

as to be able to continue representing other individuals in civil rights employment disputes. 

EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS 

31. The attorneys at Wilshire Law Firm, PLC (WLF) performed significant work and 

expended litigation costs in prosecuting this matter with no guarantee of payment. 

32. WLF was selected by Best Lawyers and U.S. News & World Report as one of the 
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nation’s Best Law Firms for every year since 2020 and is comprised of more than 100 attorneys 

and over 600 employees.  WLF is actively and continuously practicing in employment litigation, 

representing employees in both individual and class actions in both state and federal courts 

throughout California. 

33. WLF is qualified to handle this Litigation because its attorneys are experienced in 

litigating Labor Code violations in both individual, class action, and representative action cases.  

WLF has handled, and is currently handling, numerous wage and hour class action lawsuits, as 

well as class actions involving consumer rights and data privacy litigation. 

34. I am a partner at Wilshire Law Firm. I graduated from the University of California, 

Los Angeles, in 2012 and received my Juris Doctor from the University of California, Hastings 

College of the Law (now the University of California College of the Law, San Francisco) in 2016.  

During law school, I was a member of the executive board for the Hastings Law Journal; a student 

mediator at the San Francisco Superior Court, Small Claims Division; and a managing editor for 

SCOCAblog, which continues to be a leading online publication for analysis regarding trends and 

cases before the California Supreme Court.  Since graduating from law school, I have focused my 

legal work primarily on wage-and-hour litigation and have helped obtain more than one hundred 

class settlements on behalf of tens of thousands of workers in California.  I was selected as a 

“Southern California Rising Star” in 2024 and 2025. 

35. I have been appointed as class counsel in numerous wage-and-hour cases 

throughout California.  Below is a non-exhaustive list of cases where I was appointed as class 

counsel or myself and other members of my firm were appointed as class counsel: 

a. Colter v. Propulsion Controls Engineering, San Diego County, Case No. 37-2020-

00030682-CU-OE-CTL; Motion for Final Approval granted on October 28, 2022. 

b. Rodriguez v. Modesto Restaurant Group, LLC, Stanislaus County, Case No. CV-

21-000269; Motion for Final Approval granted on January 10, 2023. 

c. Kingsbury v. Caravan Foods II, Inc., Alameda County, Case No. RG21096357; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on January 31, 2023. 

d. Frias-Estrada v. Trek Retail Corporation, Contra Costa County, Case No. MSC20-
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01916; Motion for Final Approval granted on March 3, 2023. 

e. Varez v. Valley Connection, LLC dba Carl’s Jr., Merced County, Case No. 22CV-

00985; Motion for Final Approval granted on April 27, 2023. 

f. Reyes v. Everytable, PBC, et al., Los Angeles County, Case No. 21STCV35987; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on May 3, 2023. 

g. Ortiz v. Tara Materials, Inc., San Diego County, Case No. 37-2021-0001473-CU-

OE-CTL; Motion for Final Approval granted on May 30, 2023. 

h. Cruz-Sanchez v. Eagle Lath & Plaster, Inc., Sacramento County, Case No. 34-2021-

00293739-CU-OE-GDS; Motion for Final Approval granted on May 30, 2023. 

i. Garduno v. New Generation Framing, Inc., et al., Stanislaus County, Case No. CV-

21-000544; Motion for Final Approval granted on August 11, 2023. 

j. Hernandez, et al. v. Burford Farming Company, Inc., Fresno County, Case No. 

21CECG03817; Motion for Final Approval granted on August 21, 2023. 

k. Barajas v. Final Phase Construction, Inc., San Bernardino County, Case No. 

CIVSB2118622; Motion for Final Approval granted on September 13, 2023. 

l. Jaimes, et al. v. Infiniti Health LLC, Los Angeles County, Case No. 22STCV07261; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on October 17, 2023. 

m. Nunez v. Gabriel Container, Los Angeles County, Case No. 21STCV09787; Motion 

for Final Approval granted on November 2, 2023. 

n. Gutierrez v. Next Level Door & Millwork, Inc., Riverside County, Case No. 

CVRI2105455; Motion for Final Approval granted on January 11, 2024. 

o. Lupercio v. Western CNC, Inc., San Diego County, Case No. 37-2021-00010314-

CU-OE-CTL; Motion for Final Approval granted on January 26, 2024. 

p. Jackson, et al. v. Apple Valley Communications, Inc., et al., San Bernardino County, 

Case No. CIVSB2124721; Motion for Final Approval granted on February 1, 2024. 

q. Cuadras, et al. v. Guinn Corporation, Kern County, Case No. BCV-21-101520; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on February 22, 2024. 

r. Canton, et al v. John B. Sanfilippo & Sons, Inc., Merced County, Case No. 22-CV-
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01145; Motion for Final Approval granted on March 15, 2024. 

s. Williams v. Total Longterm Care, Inc., et al., San Bernardino County, Case No. 

CIVSB2213347; Motion for Final Approval granted on April 2, 2024. 

t. Espinoza v. Delallo’s Italian Foods, Inc., Butte County, Case No. 21CV02640; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on April 24, 2024. 

u. Meza v. Argus Management Company, LLC, et al., Los Angeles County, Case No. 

21STCV31612; Motion for Final Approval granted on May 20, 2024. 

v. Wade v. Mallory Safety and Supply LLC, Siskiyou County, Case No. 23CV00951; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on July 11, 2024. 

w. Abarca-Rueda, et al. v. Foley Family Wines, Inc., et al., Sonoma County, Case No. 

S-CV-268148; Motion for Final Approval granted on August 21, 2024. 

x. Aguilar v. American Pasteurization Company, Inc., et al., Sacramento County, Case 

No. 34-2021-00312027-CU-OE-GDS; Motion for Final Approval granted on 

September 3, 2024. 

y. Hayes, et al. v. Gonzales Park, LLC, et al., Butte County, Case No. 21CV02456; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on May 1, 2024. 

z. Arias v. The Shyft Group GTB, LLC, et al., Los Angeles County, Case 

No.22STCV37390; Motion for Final Approval granted on December 3, 2024. 

aa. Hernandez v. KW California, et al., Kern County, Case No. BCV-23-100346; 

Motion for Final Approval Granted on December 4, 2024. 

bb. Barajas Maya v. United Facilities Group, Inc., et al., Santa Clara County, Case No. 

22CV397353; Motion for Final Approval granted on November 22, 2024. 

36. Daniel J. Kramer is a Senior Attorney at Wilshire Law Firm, PLC.  He was admitted 

to practice law in the State of California and the Central, Eastern, Southern, and Northern Districts 

of California.  He graduated from Stanford University with a Bachelor of Arts in History and 

Political Science, and received his Juris Doctor from Loyola Law School, Los Angeles in 2016.  

During law school, he was a research editor for the Loyola of Los Angeles International and 

Comparative Law Review.  Before joining Wilshire Law Firm, he practiced briefly at a firm that 
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focused on municipal law and code enforcement and then moved to a respected plaintiff-side firm 

to practice wage and hour class action litigation.  He has several years of work experience litigating 

wage and hour class actions.  He has also been appointed as class counsel in the following cases, 

inter alia: 

a. Hayes, et al. v. Gonzales Park, LLC, et al., Butte County, Case No. 21CV02456; 

Motion for Final Approval granted on May 1, 2024. 

b. Hernandez v. KW California, et al., Kern County, Case No. BCV-23-100346; 

Motion for Final Approval Granted on December 4, 2024. 

c. Petrossian v. The Testing Company LLC, Los Angeles County, Case No. 

22STCV34526; Motion for Final Approval granted on December 23, 2024. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United 

States that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 Executed on July 10, 2025, at Los Angeles, California. 

 

    
Benjamin H. Haber 
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WILSHIRE LAW FIRM, PLC 
3055 Wilshire Blvd, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Tel: (213) 381-9988 
Fax: (213) 381-9989 
www.wilshirelawfirm.com 

 Bobby Saadian, Esq. JD/MBA 

Colin M. Jones, Esq. 
Justin F. Marquez, Esq. 
John G. Yslas, Esq.  
Jon Teller, Esq. 
Johnny Ogata, Esq. 
Tae Kim, Esq.  
 

Benjamin H. Haber, Esq. 
Christina M. Le, Esq. 
Daniel Kramer, Esq. 

Arsiné Grigoryan, Esq.           
Arrash T. Fattahi, Esq. 

Zachary D. Greenberg, Esq. 
Aram Boyadjian, Esq. 

 
 

 
March 27, 2024 
 
LWDA 
Attn. PAGA Administrator 
1515 Clay Street, Ste. 801 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(Via Online Submission)  
 
Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc.  
4244 Mt. Pleasant Street, NW 
North Canton, OH 44720 
(Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested) 
#9489 0090 0027 6621 5828 60 
 
CSC – Lawyers Incorporating Service  
Agent for Service of Process for:  
Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc.  
2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
(Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested) 
#9489 0090 0027 6621 5828 77 
 

Traffic Solutions Corporation  
4244 Mt. Pleasant Street, NW 
North Canton, OH 44720 
(Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested) 
#9489 0090 0027 6621 5828 84 
 
CSC – Lawyers Incorporating Service  
Agent for Service of Process for:  
Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc.  
2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
(Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested) 
#9489 0090 0027 6621 5828 91 
 
Statewide Safety Systems  
P.O Box 5299 
Irvine, CA 92616 
(Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested) 
#9489 0090 0027 6621 5287 69 
 

 
Re:  Danielle Andrea Perez v. Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc., et al.   
 Notice of Labor Code Violations and PAGA Penalties 
 
To Whom It May Concern:  

Please be advised that my office has been retained by Danielle Andrea Perez (“Plaintiff”) to pursue 
a Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) representative action (Cal. Lab. Code §§ 
2699, et seq.) against her former employers, Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc., Traffic 
Solutions Corporation, and Statewide Safety Systems (collectively as “Defendants”).  The purpose 
of this letter is to comply with PAGA and set forth the facts and theories of California Labor Code 
violations which we allege Defendants engaged in with respect to Plaintiff and all of Defendants’ 
Aggrieved Employees.   

Plaintiff wishes to pursue this action on behalf of herself as an aggrieved employee, on behalf of 
the State of California, as well as on behalf of all other persons who worked for Defendants in 
California as a non-exempt or hourly-paid employee at any time within the applicable statutory 
period (hereafter, the “Aggrieved Employees”).   
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Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees suffered the Labor Code violations described below. 

Plaintiff’s Employment with Defendants 

Defendants own/owned and operate/operated an industry, business, and establishment within the 
State of California, including Orange County. As such, and based upon all the facts and 
circumstances incident to Defendants’ business in California, Defendants are subject to the 
California Labor Code, Wage Orders issued by the Industrial Welfare Commission (“IWC”), and 
the California Business & Professions Code.   

Plaintiff Danielle Andrea Perez is a resident of California who worked for Defendants in Orange 
County, California as an hourly-paid, non-exempt employee from approximately June 2020 to 
approximately May 2023. Defendants typically scheduled Plaintiff to work at least five days in 
a workweek and at least eight hours per day, but Plaintiff mostly worked more than eight hours 
in a workday and more than forty (40) hours in a workweek. 

Throughout Plaintiff’s employment, Defendants failed to pay for all hours worked (including 
minimum, straight time, and overtime wages), failed to provide Plaintiff with legally compliant 
meal periods, failed to authorize and permit Plaintiff to take rest periods, failed to timely pay all 
final wages to Plaintiff when Defendants terminated her employment, failed to furnish accurate 
wage statements to Plaintiff, and failed to indemnify Plaintiff for expenditures. As discussed 
below, Plaintiff’s experience working for Defendants was typical and illustrative.  

Defendants Failed to Pay for All Hours Worked, Including Minimum, Straight Time, and 
Overtime Wages 

Under California law, an employer must pay for all hours worked by an employee.  “Hours 
worked” is the time during which an employee is subject to the control of an employer, and 
includes all the time the employee is suffered or permitted to work, whether or not required to do 
so. 

In addition, Labor Code § 510 provides that employees in California shall not be employed more 
than eight hours in any workday or forty (40) hours in a workweek unless they receive additional 
compensation beyond their regular wages in amounts specified by law.  

Labor Code §§ 1194 and 1198 also provide that employees in California shall not be employed 
more than eight hours in any workday unless they receive additional compensation beyond their 
regular wages in amounts specified by law.  Additionally, Labor Code § 1198 states that the 
employment of an employee for longer hours than those fixed by the IWC is unlawful. 

Throughout the statutory period, Defendants maintained a policy and practice of not paying 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked, including minimum, straight time, 
and overtime wages.  Defendants required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work “off-
the-clock”, uncompensated, by, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to perform work during 
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meal periods. Some of this unpaid work should have been paid at the overtime rate.  In failing to 
pay for all hours worked, Defendants also failed to maintain accurate records of the hours Plaintiff 
and the Aggrieved Employees worked. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 210, 1197.1, and 2699(f)(2) for failing to pay for all hours worked, 
including minimum, straight time, and overtime wages.  

Failure to Provide Meal Periods 

Under California law, employers have an affirmative obligation to relieve employees of all duty 
in order to take their first 30-minute, duty-free meal periods no later than the start of sixth hour of 
work in a workday, and to allow employees to take their second 30-minute, duty-free meal period 
no later than the start of the eleventh hour of work in the workday.  Further, employees are entitled 
to be paid one hour of additional wages for each workday they were not provided with all required 
meal period(s). 

Despite these legal requirements, Defendants wrongfully failed to provide Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees with legally compliant meal periods.  Defendants regularly, but not 
always, required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work in excess of five consecutive 
hours a day without providing a 30-minute, uninterrupted, and duty-free meal period for every 
five hours of work, or without compensating Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for meal 
periods that were not provided by the end of the fifth hour of work or tenth hour of work.  Instead, 
Defendants continued to assert control over Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees by requiring, 
pressuring, or encouraging them to perform work tasks which could not be completed without 
working in lieu of taking mandatory meal periods, or by denying Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees permission to take a meal period.  Defendants also failed to permit Plaintiff to take 
a second meal period when Plaintiff worked at least ten hours of work in a workday. 
Accordingly, Defendants’ policy and practice was not to provide meal periods to Plaintiff and 
the Aggrieved Employees in compliance with California law. 

Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees are thus entitled to be paid one hour of additional wages 
for each workday he or she was not provided with all required meal period(s).  Defendants, 
however, regularly failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees the additional wages to 
which they were entitled for meal periods and that were not provided. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 210 and 2699(f)(2) for failing to provide meal periods and pay meal 
period premium wages. 

Failure to Authorize and Permit Rest Periods 

Employers are required by California law to authorize and permit breaks of ten uninterrupted 
minutes for each four hours of work or major fraction of four hours (i.e. more than two hours). 
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Thus, for example, if an employee’s work time is six hours and ten minutes, the employee is 
entitled to two rest breaks.  Each failure to authorize rest breaks as so required is itself a violation 
of California’s rest break laws.     

Throughout the statutory period, Defendants have wrongfully failed to authorize and permit 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to take legally compliant rest periods.  Defendants 
regularly required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to work in excess of four consecutive 
hours a day without Defendants authorizing and permitting them to take a 10-minute, 
uninterrupted, duty-free rest period for every four hours of work (or major fraction of four hours), 
or without compensating Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for rest periods that were not 
authorized or permitted.  Instead, Defendants continued to assert control over Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees by requiring, pressuring, or encouraging them to perform work tasks which 
could not be completed without working in lieu of taking mandatory rest periods, or by denying 
Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees permission to take a rest period.  Accordingly, Defendants’ 
policy and practice was to not authorize and permit Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to take 
rest periods in compliance with California law. 

Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees are thus entitled to be paid one hour of additional wages 
for each workday he or she was not authorized and permitted to take all required rest period(s).  
Defendants, however, regularly failed to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees the additional 
wages to which they were entitled for rest periods and that they were not authorized and permitted 
to take. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 210 and 2699(f)(2) for failing to authorize and permit rest periods 
and pay rest period premium wages. 

Failure to Pay All Earned Wages Twice Per Month 

Based on its failure to pay Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for all wages as discussed above, 
Defendants also violated Labor Code § 204. 

Labor Code § 204 requires employers to pay employees all earned wages two times per month.  
Throughout the statute of limitations period applicable to this cause of action, employees were 
entitled to be paid twice a month at their regular rates, including all meal period premium wages 
owed, rest period premium wages owed, and wages owed for overtime hours worked.  However, 
during all such times, Defendants systematically failed and refused to pay the employees all wages 
due, and failed to pay those wages twice a month, in that employees were not paid all wages for 
all meal periods not provided by Defendants, all wages for all rest periods not authorized and 
permitted by Defendants, and all wages for all hours worked.  As a result, Defendants owe 
employees the legally required wages for unpaid wages, and Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees suffered damages in those amounts. 
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Moreover, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code § 210 for failing to pay all earned wages twice per month. 

Failure to Maintain Accurate Records of Hours Worked and Meal Periods 

Plaintiff seeks penalties under California Labor Code § 1174(d).  Pursuant to California Labor 
Code § 1174.5, any person, including any entity, employing labor who willfully fails to maintain 
accurate and complete records required by California Labor Code § 1174 is subject to a penalty 
under § 1174.5.  Pursuant to the applicable IWC Order § 7(A)(3), every employer shall keep time 
records showing when the employee begins and ends each work period.  Meal periods and total 
hours worked daily shall also be recorded.   

Defendants, however, failed to maintain accurate records of hours worked and all meal periods 
taken or missed by Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees.   

Defendants’ failure to provide and maintain records required by the California Labor Code and the 
applicable IWC Wage Orders deprived Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees the ability to know, 
understand and question the accuracy and frequency of meal periods, and the accuracy of their 
hours worked stated in Defendants’ records.  Therefore, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees 
had no way to dispute the resulting failure to pay wages, all of which resulted in an unjustified 
economic enrichment to Defendants.  As a direct result, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees 
have suffered and continue to suffer, substantial losses related to the use and enjoyment of such 
wages, lost interest on such wages and expenses and attorney’s fees in seeking to compel 
Defendants to fully perform its obligation under state law, all to their respective damage in amounts 
according to proof at trial.  As a result of Defendants’ knowing failure to comply with the 
California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Orders, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees 
have also suffered an injury in that they were prevented from knowing, understanding, and 
disputing the wage payments paid to them. 

Failure to Timely Pay All Wages at Termination 

Labor Code §§ 201 and 202 provide that if an employer discharges an employee, the wages earned 
and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable immediately, and that if an employee 
voluntarily leaves his or her employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable not later 
than seventy-two (72) hours thereafter, unless the employee has given seventy-two (72) hours 
previous notice of his or her intention to quit, in which case the employee is entitled to his or her 
wages at the time of quitting. 

Within the applicable statute of limitations, the employment of Plaintiff and many other Aggrieved 
Employees ended, i.e., was terminated by quitting or being discharged, and the employment of 
others will be terminated.  However, during the relevant time period, Defendants failed, and 
continues to fail to pay Plaintiff and terminated Aggrieved Employees, without abatement, all 
wages required to be paid by Labor Code sections 201 and 202 either at the time of discharge, or 
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within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendants’ employment.  These unpaid wages 
include wages for unpaid work time (including minimum, straight time, and overtime wages), 
missed meal period premium wages, and missed rest period premium wages. 

Defendants’ conduct violates Labor Code §§ 201 and 202. Labor Code § 203 provides that if an 
employer willfully fails to pay wages owed, in accordance with sections 201 and 202, then the 
wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty wage from the due date, and at the same rate 
until paid or until an action is commenced; but the wages shall not continue for more than thirty 
(30) days. 

Accordingly, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover from Defendants their 
additionally accruing wages for each day they were not paid, at their regular hourly rate of pay, up 
to thirty (30) days maximum pursuant to Labor Code § 203.   

Moreover, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code § 2699(f)(2) for failing to timely pay all wages at termination. 

Failure to Furnish Accurate Itemized Wage Statements 

Labor Code § 226(a) provides that every employer shall furnish each of his or her employees an 
accurate itemized wage statement in writing showing nine pieces of information, including: (1) 
gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of piece-rate units 
earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all deductions, 
provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee may be aggregated and shown 
as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is 
paid, (7) the name of the employee and the last four digits of his or her social security number or 
an employee identification number other than a social security number, (8) the name and address 
of the legal entity that is the employer, and (9) all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay 
period and the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee.  An 
employee is presumed to suffer an injury if this information is missing.  (Lab. Code § 
226(e)(2)(B)(iii).)   

The statute further provides: “An employee suffering injury as a result of a knowing and intentional 
failure by an employer to comply with subdivision (a) is entitled to recover the greater of all actual 
damages or fifty dollars ($50) for the initial pay period in which a violation occurs and one hundred 
dollars ($100) per employee for each violation in a subsequent pay period, not to exceed an 
aggregate penalty of four thousand dollars ($4,000), and is entitled to an award of costs and 
reasonable attorney’s fees.”  (Lab. Code § 226(e)(1).)   

Throughout the statutory period, Defendants failed to furnish Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees with accurate, itemized wage statements showing all applicable hourly rates, and all 
gross and net wages earned (including correct hours worked, correct wages for meal periods that 
were not provided in accordance with California law, and correct wages for rest periods that were 
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not authorized and permitted to take in accordance with California law).  

Because Defendants violated Labor Code § 226, Plaintiff and similarly Aggrieved Employees 
suffered injury and damage to their statutorily protected rights.  Accordingly, Plaintiff and 
similarly Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover from Defendants the greater of their actual 
damages caused by Defendants’ failure to comply with Labor Code § 226(a), or an aggregate 
penalty not exceeding four thousand dollars ($4,000) per employee.   

Moreover, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code § 226.3 for failing to furnish accurate itemized wage statements. 

Failure to Indemnify for Necessary Expenditures 

Labor Code § 2802(a) provides that employers shall indemnify his or her employees for all 
necessary business expenditures or losses that have been incurred by the employees in direct 
discharge of his or her duties.  Throughout the statute of limitations period applicable to this cause 
of action, Defendants wrongfully required Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees to pay expenses 
that they incurred in direct discharge of their duties for Defendants.  Plaintiff and the Aggrieved 
Employees regularly paid out-of-pocket for necessary employment-related expenses, including, 
without limitation, use of personal cell phones. Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees incurred 
substantial expenses as a direct result of performing their job duties for Defendants, but Defendants 
failed to indemnify Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for these employment-related expenses. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 2802 and 2699(f)(2) for failing to indemnify Plaintiff and the 
Aggrieved Employees for necessary business expenditures. 

Action for Civil Penalties Under PAGA 

In light of the above, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants violated the following provisions of the 
Labor Code with respect to the Aggrieved Employees: 

1. Labor Code § 204, 510, 1194, 1197, and 1198 by failing to pay for all hours worked, 
including minimum wages, straight time wages, and overtime wages; 

2. Labor Code § 226.7 and applicable Wage Orders by failing to provide meal periods; 

3. Labor Code § 226.7 and applicable Wage Orders by failing to authorize and permit rest 
periods; 

4. Labor Code § 204 by failing to pay all earned wages two times per month;  

5. California Labor Code § 1174.5 and applicable Wage Orders by failing to maintain 
accurate records of hours worked and meal periods taken or missed; 

6. Labor Code §§ 201 to 203 by willfully failing to pay all wages owed at termination; 

7. Labor Code § 226 by failing to provide accurate itemized wage statements; and 
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8. Labor Code § 2802 by failing to indemnify for necessary expenditures. 

Therefore, on behalf of all Aggrieved Employees, Plaintiff seeks applicable penalties related to the 
violations alleged above pursuant to the PAGA.  These include, but are not limited to, penalties 
under Labor Code §§ 210, 226.3, 1174.5, 1197.1, and 2699(f)(2).   

Plaintiff has placed Defendants on notice by mailing a certified copy of this correspondence, as 
indicated on the first page.  Thank you for your attention to this matter.  If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

WILSHIRE LAW FIRM 

 

 
Justin F. Marquez, Esq. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 



From: noreply@salesforce.com on behalf of LWDA DO NOT REPLY
To: Rebeca Ramos
Subject: Thank you for submission of your PAGA Case.
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2024 2:31:06 PM

3/27/2024

LWDA Case No. LWDA-CM-1018991-24
Law Firm : Wilshire Law Firm
Plaintiff Name : Danielle Andrea Perez
Employer: Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc.
Filing Fee : $75.00
IFP Claimed : No

Item submitted: Initial PAGA Notice

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency. Please make a note of the
LWDA Case No. above as you may need this number for future reference when filing any subsequent documents for
this Case.

If you have questions or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to
pagainfo@dir.ca.gov.

DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of
Labor and Workforce Development Agency

Website: http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 



WILSHIRE LAW FIRM, PLC 
3055 Wilshire Blvd, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Tel: (213) 381-9988 
Fax: (213) 381-9989 
www.wilshirelawfirm.com 

 Bobby Saadian, Esq. JD/MBA 

Sean Paisan, Esq. 
John Yslas, Esq. 
Tyler Woods, Esq. 
Stephanie Mazepa, Esq. 
Nicol Hajjar, Esq. 
Thiago Coelho, Esq. 
Benjamin Haber, Esq. 
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May 20, 2025 
 
LWDA 
Attn. PAGA Administrator 
1515 Clay Street, Ste. 801 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(Via Online Submission)  
 
Annureet K. Bezwada 
abezwada@littler.com 
Ryan L. Eddings 
reddings@littler.com 
Aaron M. Bausch 
abausch@littler.com 
LITTLER MENDELSON, P.C.  
5200 North Palm Avenue, Suite 302 
Fresno, California 93704 
 
Counsel for Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc. 
(now doing business as AWP Safety), Traffic 
Solutions Corporation, and Statewide Safety System  
(Via E-mail) 
 
 
Re:  Danielle Andrea Perez, et al. v. Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc., et al.  

Amended Notice of Labor Code Violations and PAGA Penalties (LWDA-CM-
1018991-24) 

 
To Whom It May Concern:  

Please be advised that my office has been retained by Danielle Andrea Perez and Jesse Knight 
(“Plaintiffs”) to pursue a Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”) representative 
action (Cal. Lab. Code §§ 2699, et seq.) against their former employers, Statewide Traffic Safety 
and Signs, Inc. (now doing business as AWP Safety), Traffic Solutions Corporation, and Statewide 
Safety Systems (collectively as “Defendants”).  The purpose of this letter is to amend Plaintiff 
Perez’s March 27, 2024 PAGA Notice and to further comply with PAGA’s notice requirements 
by setting forth the facts and theories of California Labor Code violations which we allege 
Defendants engaged in with respect to Plaintiffs and all of Defendants’ Aggrieved Employees.   

Plaintiffs wish to pursue this action on behalf of themselves as aggrieved employees, on behalf of 
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the State of California, as well as on behalf of all other persons who worked for Defendants in 
California as a non-exempt or hourly-paid employee at any time within the applicable statutory 
period (hereafter, the “Aggrieved Employees”).  Plaintiffs are presently in the process of resolving 
the underlying claims with Defendants. 

Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees suffered the Labor Code violations described below. 

Plaintiffs’ Employment with Defendants 

Defendants own/owned and operate/operated an industry, business, and establishment within the 
State of California, including but not limited to Orange County, Solano County, and Santa Clara 
County.  Although the primary Defendant (Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc.) is 
headquartered in Ohio, the companies operate numerous locations throughout California.  As such, 
and based upon all the facts and circumstances incident to Defendants’ business in California, 
Defendants are subject to the California Labor Code, Wage Orders issued by the Industrial Welfare 
Commission (“IWC”), and the California Business & Professions Code.   

Plaintiff Danielle Andrea Perez is a resident of California who worked for Defendants in Orange 
County, California as an hourly-paid, non-exempt employee from approximately June 2020 to 
approximately May 2023. Defendants typically scheduled Plaintiff Perez to work at least five 
days in a workweek and at least eight hours per day, but Plaintiff Perez mostly worked more 
than eight hours in a workday and more than forty (40) hours in a workweek. 

Plaintiff Jesse Knight is a resident of California who worked for Defendants in Solano County, 
California as an hourly-paid, non-exempt employee from approximately July 2022 to 
approximately August 2024. Defendants typically scheduled Plaintiff Knight to work at least 
five days in a workweek and at least eight hours per day, but Plaintiff Knight mostly worked 
more than eight hours in a workday and more than forty (40) hours in a workweek. 

Throughout Plaintiffs’ employment, Defendants failed to pay for all hours worked (including 
minimum, straight time, and overtime wages), failed to provide Plaintiffs with legally compliant 
meal periods, failed to authorize and permit Plaintiffs to take rest periods, failed to timely pay all 
final wages to Plaintiffs when Defendants terminated her employment, failed to furnish accurate 
wage statements to Plaintiffs, and failed to indemnify Plaintiffs for expenditures. As discussed 
below, Plaintiffs’ experience working for Defendants was typical and illustrative.  

Defendants Failed to Pay for All Hours Worked, Including Minimum, Straight Time, and 
Overtime Wages 

Under California law, an employer must pay for all hours worked by an employee.  “Hours 
worked” is the time during which an employee is subject to the control of an employer, and 
includes all the time the employee is suffered or permitted to work, whether or not required to do 
so. 
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In addition, Labor Code § 510 provides that employees in California shall not be employed more 
than eight hours in any workday or forty (40) hours in a workweek unless they receive additional 
compensation beyond their regular wages in amounts specified by law.  

Labor Code §§ 1194 and 1198 also provide that employees in California shall not be employed 
more than eight hours in any workday unless they receive additional compensation beyond their 
regular wages in amounts specified by law.  Additionally, Labor Code § 1198 states that the 
employment of an employee for longer hours than those fixed by the IWC is unlawful. 

Throughout the statutory period, Defendants maintained a policy and practice of not paying 
Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for all hours worked, including minimum, straight time, 
and overtime wages.  Defendants required Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to work “off-
the-clock”, uncompensated, by, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to perform work during 
meal periods.   Some of this unpaid work should have been paid at the overtime rate.  In failing to 
pay for all hours worked, Defendants also failed to maintain accurate records of the hours Plaintiffs 
and the Aggrieved Employees worked. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 210, 1197.1, and 2699(f)(2) for failing to pay for all hours worked, 
including minimum, straight time, and overtime wages.  

Failure to Provide Meal Periods 

Under California law, employers have an affirmative obligation to relieve employees of all duty 
in order to take their first 30-minute, duty-free meal periods no later than the start of sixth hour of 
work in a workday, and to allow employees to take their second 30-minute, duty-free meal period 
no later than the start of the eleventh hour of work in the workday.  Further, employees are entitled 
to be paid one hour of additional wages for each workday they were not provided with all required 
meal period(s). 

Despite these legal requirements, Defendants wrongfully failed to provide Plaintiffs and the 
Aggrieved Employees with legally compliant meal periods.  Defendants regularly, but not 
always, required Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to work in excess of five consecutive 
hours a day without providing a 30-minute, uninterrupted, and duty-free meal period for every 
five hours of work, or without compensating Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for meal 
periods that were not provided by the end of the fifth hour of work or tenth hour of work.  Instead, 
Defendants continued to assert control over Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees by 
requiring, pressuring, or encouraging them to perform work tasks which could not be completed 
without working in lieu of taking mandatory meal periods, or by denying Plaintiffs and the 
Aggrieved Employees permission to take a meal period.  Defendants also failed to permit 
Plaintiffs to take a second meal period when Plaintiffs worked at least ten hours of work in a 
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workday.  Accordingly, Defendants’ policy and practice was not to provide meal periods to 
Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees in compliance with California law. 

Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees are thus entitled to be paid one hour of additional wages 
for each workday he or she was not provided with all required meal period(s).  Defendants, 
however, regularly failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees the additional wages to 
which they were entitled for meal periods and that were not provided. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 210 and 2699(f)(2) for failing to provide meal periods and pay meal 
period premium wages. 

Failure to Authorize and Permit Rest Periods 

Employers are required by California law to authorize and permit breaks of ten uninterrupted 
minutes for each four hours of work or major fraction of four hours (i.e. more than two hours).  
Thus, for example, if an employee’s work time is six hours and ten minutes, the employee is 
entitled to two rest breaks.  Each failure to authorize rest breaks as so required is itself a violation 
of California’s rest break laws.     

Throughout the statutory period, Defendants have wrongfully failed to authorize and permit 
Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to take legally compliant rest periods.  Defendants 
regularly required Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to work in excess of four consecutive 
hours a day without Defendants authorizing and permitting them to take a 10-minute, 
uninterrupted, duty-free rest period for every four hours of work (or major fraction of four hours), 
or without compensating Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for rest periods that were not 
authorized or permitted.  Instead, Defendants continued to assert control over Plaintiffs and the 
Aggrieved Employees by requiring, pressuring, or encouraging them to perform work tasks which 
could not be completed without working in lieu of taking mandatory rest periods, or by denying 
Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees permission to take a rest period.  Accordingly, 
Defendants’ policy and practice was to not authorize and permit Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 
Employees to take rest periods in compliance with California law. 

Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees are thus entitled to be paid one hour of additional wages 
for each workday he or she was not authorized and permitted to take all required rest period(s).  
Defendants, however, regularly failed to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees the 
additional wages to which they were entitled for rest periods and that they were not authorized and 
permitted to take. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 210 and 2699(f)(2) for failing to authorize and permit rest periods 
and pay rest period premium wages. 
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Failure to Pay All Earned Wages Twice Per Month 

Based on its failure to pay Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for all wages as discussed 
above, Defendants also violated Labor Code § 204. 

Labor Code § 204 requires employers to pay employees all earned wages two times per month.  
Throughout the statute of limitations period applicable to this cause of action, employees were 
entitled to be paid twice a month at their regular rates, including all meal period premium wages 
owed, rest period premium wages owed, and wages owed for overtime hours worked.  However, 
during all such times, Defendants systematically failed and refused to pay the employees all wages 
due, and failed to pay those wages twice a month, in that employees were not paid all wages for 
all meal periods not provided by Defendants, all wages for all rest periods not authorized and 
permitted by Defendants, and all wages for all hours worked.  As a result, Defendants owe 
employees the legally required wages for unpaid wages, and Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 
Employees suffered damages in those amounts. 

Moreover, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code § 210 for failing to pay all earned wages twice per month. 

Failure to Provide Rest Days 

Plaintiffs seek civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code §§ 551 and 552, which prohibits employers 
from requiring employees to work more than six days in a workweek. Plaintiffs and/or the 
Aggrieved Employees were required to work in excess of six days in a workweek without being 
provided the opportunity to take at least one day of rest. 

Failure to Maintain Accurate Records of Hours Worked and Meal Periods 

Plaintiffs seeks penalties under California Labor Code § 1174(d).  Pursuant to California Labor 
Code § 1174.5, any person, including any entity, employing labor who willfully fails to maintain 
accurate and complete records required by California Labor Code § 1174 is subject to a penalty 
under § 1174.5.  Pursuant to the applicable IWC Order § 7(A)(3), every employer shall keep time 
records showing when the employee begins and ends each work period.  Meal periods and total 
hours worked daily shall also be recorded.   

Defendants, however, failed to maintain accurate records of hours worked and all meal periods 
taken or missed by Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees.   

Defendants’ failure to provide and maintain records required by the California Labor Code and the 
applicable IWC Wage Orders deprived Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees the ability to 
know, understand and question the accuracy and frequency of meal periods, and the accuracy of 
their hours worked stated in Defendants’ records.  Therefore, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 
Employees had no way to dispute the resulting failure to pay wages, all of which resulted in an 
unjustified economic enrichment to Defendants.  As a direct result, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 
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Employees have suffered and continue to suffer, substantial losses related to the use and enjoyment 
of such wages, lost interest on such wages and expenses and attorney’s fees in seeking to compel 
Defendants to fully perform its obligation under state law, all to their respective damage in amounts 
according to proof at trial.  As a result of Defendants’ knowing failure to comply with the 
California Labor Code and applicable IWC Wage Orders, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees 
have also suffered an injury in that they were prevented from knowing, understanding, and 
disputing the wage payments paid to them. 

Failure to Timely Pay All Wages at Termination 

Labor Code §§ 201 and 202 provide that if an employer discharges an employee, the wages earned 
and unpaid at the time of discharge are due and payable immediately, and that if an employee 
voluntarily leaves his or her employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable not later 
than seventy-two (72) hours thereafter, unless the employee has given seventy-two (72) hours 
previous notice of his or her intention to quit, in which case the employee is entitled to his or her 
wages at the time of quitting. 

Within the applicable statute of limitations, the employment of Plaintiffs and many other 
Aggrieved Employees ended, i.e., was terminated by quitting or being discharged, and the 
employment of others will be terminated.  However, during the relevant time period, Defendants 
failed, and continues to fail to pay Plaintiffs and terminated Aggrieved Employees, without 
abatement, all wages required to be paid by Labor Code sections 201 and 202 either at the time of 
discharge, or within seventy-two (72) hours of their leaving Defendants’ employment.  These 
unpaid wages include wages for unpaid work time (including minimum, straight time, and 
overtime wages), missed meal period premium wages, and missed rest period premium wages. 

Defendants’ conduct violates Labor Code §§ 201 and 202. Labor Code § 203 provides that if an 
employer willfully fails to pay wages owed, in accordance with sections 201 and 202, then the 
wages of the employee shall continue as a penalty wage from the due date, and at the same rate 
until paid or until an action is commenced; but the wages shall not continue for more than thirty 
(30) days. 

Accordingly, Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover from Defendants their 
additionally accruing wages for each day they were not paid, at their regular hourly rate of pay, up 
to thirty (30) days maximum pursuant to Labor Code § 203.   

Moreover, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code § 2699(f)(2) for failing to timely pay all wages at termination. 

Failure to Furnish Accurate Itemized Wage Statements 

Labor Code § 226(a) provides that every employer shall furnish each of his or her employees an 
accurate itemized wage statement in writing showing nine pieces of information, including: (1) 
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gross wages earned, (2) total hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of piece-rate units 
earned and any applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all deductions, 
provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee may be aggregated and shown 
as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is 
paid, (7) the name of the employee and the last four digits of his or her social security number or 
an employee identification number other than a social security number, (8) the name and address 
of the legal entity that is the employer, and (9) all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay 
period and the corresponding number of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee.  An 
employee is presumed to suffer an injury if this information is missing.  (Lab. Code § 
226(e)(2)(B)(iii).)   

The statute further provides: “An employee suffering injury as a result of a knowing and intentional 
failure by an employer to comply with subdivision (a) is entitled to recover the greater of all actual 
damages or fifty dollars ($50) for the initial pay period in which a violation occurs and one hundred 
dollars ($100) per employee for each violation in a subsequent pay period, not to exceed an 
aggregate penalty of four thousand dollars ($4,000), and is entitled to an award of costs and 
reasonable attorney’s fees.”  (Lab. Code § 226(e)(1).)   

Throughout the statutory period, Defendants failed to furnish Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 
Employees with accurate, itemized wage statements showing all applicable hourly rates, and all 
gross and net wages earned (including correct hours worked, correct wages for meal periods that 
were not provided in accordance with California law, and correct wages for rest periods that were 
not authorized and permitted to take in accordance with California law).  

Because Defendants violated Labor Code § 226, Plaintiffs and similarly Aggrieved Employees 
suffered injury and damage to their statutorily protected rights.  Accordingly, Plaintiffs and 
similarly Aggrieved Employees are entitled to recover from Defendants the greater of their actual 
damages caused by Defendants’ failure to comply with Labor Code § 226(a), or an aggregate 
penalty not exceeding four thousand dollars ($4,000) per employee.   

Moreover, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code § 226.3 for failing to furnish accurate itemized wage statements. 

Failure to Indemnify for Necessary Expenditures 

Labor Code § 2802(a) provides that employers shall indemnify his or her employees for all 
necessary business expenditures or losses that have been incurred by the employees in direct 
discharge of his or her duties.  Throughout the statute of limitations period applicable to this cause 
of action, Defendants wrongfully required Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees to pay expenses 
that they incurred in direct discharge of their duties for Defendants.  Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved 
Employees regularly paid out-of-pocket for necessary employment-related expenses, including, 
without limitation, use of personal cell phones. Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees incurred 
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substantial expenses as a direct result of performing their job duties for Defendants, but Defendants 
failed to indemnify Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for these employment-related 
expenses. 

As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs and the Aggrieved Employees for the civil penalties 
provided for in Labor Code §§ 2802 and 2699(f)(2) for failing to indemnify Plaintiffs and the 
Aggrieved Employees for necessary business expenditures. 

Action for Civil Penalties Under PAGA 

In light of the above, Plaintiffs alleges that Defendants violated the following provisions of the 
Labor Code with respect to the Aggrieved Employees: 

1. Labor Code § 204, 510, 1194, 1197, and 1198 by failing to pay for all hours worked, 
including minimum wages, straight time wages, and overtime wages; 

2. Labor Code § 226.7 and applicable Wage Orders by failing to provide meal periods; 

3. Labor Code § 226.7 and applicable Wage Orders by failing to authorize and permit rest 
periods; 

4. Labor Code § 204 by failing to pay all earned wages two times per month;  

5. Labor Code §§ 551 and 552 for failing to provide at least one days’ rest in a workweek. 

6. California Labor Code § 1174.5 and applicable Wage Orders by failing to maintain 
accurate records of hours worked and meal periods taken or missed; 

7. Labor Code §§ 201 to 203 by willfully failing to pay all wages owed at termination; 

8. Labor Code § 226 by failing to provide accurate itemized wage statements; and 

9. Labor Code § 2802 by failing to indemnify for necessary expenditures. 

Therefore, on behalf of all Aggrieved Employees, Plaintiffs seek applicable penalties related to the 
violations alleged above pursuant to the PAGA.  These include, but are not limited to, penalties 
under Labor Code §§ 210, 226.3, 1174.5, 1197.1, and 2699(f)(2).   

Plaintiffs have placed Defendants on notice by e-mail this correspondence, as indicated on the first 
page, to counsel for Defendants.  Counsel for Defendants has agreed to accept service of this 
Amended PAGA Notice by e-mail.  Thank you for your attention to this matter.  If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

WILSHIRE LAW FIRM 

 
Benjamin H. Haber, Esq. 
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Case Information

         Case Number: LWDA-CM-1018991-24
         Plaintiff for PAGA Case: Danielle Andrea Perez
         Filer/Attorney for PAGA Case: Justin Marquez
         Law Firm for PAGA Plaintiff: Wilshire Law Firm
         Employer: Statewide Traffic Safety and Signs, Inc.
         Date Case Received:  
         Employer Filer Firm:
         Court Type:  
         Court Name:  
         PAGA Court Case Number:
         Violation Type:  
         Related BOFE Case:  

Attachments

Attachment Name Description Date Submitted Type
Amended Notice Submitted on 05/20/2025
05:42:58 PM by Benjamin Haber 2025 05-20 Statewide Safety Systems - Amended PAGA Letter.pdf 5/21/2025 12:43 AM Amended Notice

PAGA Notice Submitted on 03/27/2024
02:30:52 PM by Justin Marquez 2024 03-27 Statewide Safety Systems - PAGA Letter (FINAL).pdf 3/27/2024 9:31 PM PAGA Notice
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

 I declare that I am over the age of eighteen (18) and not a party to this action.  My business 
address is 9100 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 445, East Tower, Beverly Hills, California 90212. 

On July 10, 2025 I served the foregoing document(s) described as: 
DECLARATION OF BENJAMIN H. HABER IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS AND REPRESENTATIVE ACTION 

SETTLEMENT 
on all interested parties in this action by transmitting a true copy of the document(s) described 
above, addressed as follows: 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 
 (  ) BY MAIL as follows:  I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 

processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service.  I know 
that the correspondence was deposited with the United States Postal Service on the same 
day this declaration was executed in the ordinary course of business.  I know that the 
envelope was sealed and, with postage thereon fully prepaid, placed for collection and 
mailing on this date in the United States mail at Beverly Hills, California. 

 (  ) BY PERSONAL SERVICE:  I caused to be delivered such envelope by hand to the 
above addressee(s). 

 (  ) BY OVERNIGHT COURIER:  I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of 
collecting and processing overnight deliveries, which includes depositing such packages in 
a receptacle used exclusively for overnight deliveries.  The packages were deposited 
before the regular pickup time and marked accordingly for delivery the next business day. 

(X) BY ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION:  Participants in this case were served 
electronically to the address of the recipient(s) as set forth below. I am readily familiar 
with the Code of Civil Procedure and California Rules of Court for electronic service and 
this document/these documents were duly served electronically in accordance with said 
rules and regulations on the date stated above, and the transmission was reported as 
complete and without error. 

 
 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above is 
true and correct.  Executed on July 10, 2025 at Beverly Hills, California. 
 

 
                     __________________________ 
   Yessi Chinchilla 
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SERVICE LIST: 

LITTLER MENDELSON, P.C. 
c/o Ryan L. Eddings, Esq. 
c/o Annureet K. Bezwada, Esq. 
c/o Aaron M. Bausch, Esq. 
5200 North Palm Ave. Suite 302 
Fresno, California 93704.2225 
Telephone: 559.244.7500 
Fax No.: 559.244.7525 
Email: reddings@littler.com, 
abezwada@littler.com, 
abausch@littler.com, 
MGutierrez@littler.com,  
 

Attorneys for Defendant STATEWIDE 
TRAFFIC SAFETY AND SIGNS, INC. 

WILSHIRE LAW FIRM 
c/o Benjamin H. Haber, Esq. 
c/o Daniel J. Kramer, Esq.  
660 S. Figueroa Street, Sky Lobby 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Telephone: (213) 381-9988 
Facsimile: (213) 381-9989 
Email: benjamin.haber@wilshirelawfirm.com; 
daniel.kramer@wilshirelawfirm.com; 
 

 
Co-Counsel 


