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Facsimile: (818) 962-6469 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff VALERY DO, on behalf of herself and others similarly situated 

 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
    
VALERY DO on behalf of herself and 
all others similarly situated, and the 
general public, 
 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
RECOR MEDICAL, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation; and DOES 1 through 50, 
inclusive, 
 
                       Defendants. 
 

Case No.: 24CV441617 
 
CLASS ACTION 
 
[Assigned for all purposes to the Hon. Theodore C. 
Zayner, Dept. 19] 
 
DECLARATION OF DAVID KELEDJIAN IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S UNOPPOSED 
MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS 
ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT  

[Filed concurrently with Notice of Motion and 
Motion; Memorandum of Points and Authorities; and 
[Proposed] Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for 
Final Approval] 

Date: December 17, 2025   
Time: 1:30 PM 
Dept.:  19 
 
Original Complaint Filed:  June 21, 2024 
First Amended Complaint Filed: August 23, 2024  
Trial Date:  None Set 
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DECLARATION OF DAVID KELEDJIAN 

I, David Keledjian, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney licensed and admitted to practice before all courts of the State of 

California, the United States District Court for the Central, Southern, Eastern, and Northern Districts 

of California. I am Senior Counsel at D.Law, Inc. and counsel for Plaintiff VALERY DO 

(“Plaintiff”), on behalf of herself, the State of California, and all other similarly situated employees 

of Defendant RECOR MEDICAL, INC. (hereinafter “Defendant,” Plaintiff and Defendant are 

collectively referred to as the “Parties”). 

2. All of the matters set forth herein are within my personal knowledge. I submit this 

Declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Final Approval of Class Action and PAGA 

Settlement (“Motion”). A copy of the Joint Stipulation of Class Action and PAGA Settlement and 

Release (“Settlement Agreement”) is attached as Exhibit 1 with the Class Notice (attached as 

Exhibit 1 to the Settlement Agreement). 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

3. On June 21, 2024, Plaintiff commenced this Class Action by filing a Complaint in 

the Superior Court of Santa Clara County, Case No. 24CV441617, alleging causes of action against 

Defendant for various Labor Code and California Business and Professions Code violations, 

including: (1) Failure to Provide Meal Periods; (2) Failure to Provide Rest Periods; (3) Failure to 

Pay Hourly Wages and Overtime; (4) Failure to Pay Proper Vacation Wages; (5) Failure to Provide 

Accurate Written Wage Statements; (6) Failure to Timely Pay All Final Wages; and (7) Unfair 

Competition (Business & Professions Code §§ 17200 et seq.) (“Action”).  

4. On June 21, 2024, pursuant to Labor Code section 2699.3, subd.(a), Plaintiff gave 

timely written notice to Defendant and California’s Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

(“LWDA”) by sending his PAGA Notice (LWDA-CM-1035804-24).  

5. On August 23, 2024, Plaintiff filed a First Amended Complaint adding a cause of 

action for Civil Penalties under PAGA. 

6. After initiating the Action, the Parties agreed to explore resolution via mediation and 

engage in informal discovery in preparation for mediation. 
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7. On January 21, 2025, the Parties participated in an all-day mediation with Michael 

Mandel, a respected and highly experienced mediator in wage and hour class actions. The Parties 

were able to reach a settlement, which was preliminarily approved by this Court on August 4, 2025. 

8. To reiterate, the amount available for distribution to Class Members who do not opt 

out of the settlement is $150,000.00 (One Hundred Fifty Hundred Thousand Dollars and Zero Cents) 

(“Gross Settlement Amount” or “GSA”) less the following deductions: (1) up to one-third (33% 

1/3) of the GSA, or $50,000.00, to Class Counsel for Attorneys’ Fees, and $10,143.95 to Class 

Counsel for reimbursement of reasonable expenses incurred to prosecute the Action (which is lower 

than the not to exceed amount of $15,000.00 Class Counsel estimated in the Settlement Agreement); 

(2) up to $5,000.00 to the Plaintiff as an Enhancement Award for her service as the class 

representative; (3) up to $6,000.00 to the Settlement Administrator for its fees and costs to 

administer the Settlement (the actual cost was $5,000.00); and (4) $6,500.00 to the LWDA of the 

State of California for settlement of claims for civil penalties under PAGA, which will be paid out 

of the GSA, leaving $3,500.00 as the Net PAGA Settlement Amount to be paid to PAGA Members. 

(Exh. 1, ¶¶ 3.1 – 3.2.5.) 

9. From my experience in wage and hour litigation, the present settlement has resulted 

in a substantial benefit to Class Members. In fact, the Individual Class Payment will average 

$1,164.27 per participating class member, the highest payment is $4,040.84, and the lowest 

payment is $16.84 (Declaration of Lluvia Islas, “Islas Decl.,” ¶ 13.) 

SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

10. After preliminary approval of Phoenix Class Action Administration Solutions 

(“Phoenix” or “Administrator”), on August 7, 2025, the Administrator sent the Notice of Proposed 

Class Action Settlement and Hearing Date for Final Approval of Settlement (“Class Notice”) to the 

Class Members’ last-known addresses. (Islas Decl., ¶ 5.) 

11. Of the 60 Class Members who were sent notices, 0 Class Notices were returned to 

Phoenix by the Post Office, and 0 Class Notices were re-mailed, with 0 Class Notices deemed 

undeliverable. (Islas Decl., ¶¶ 5 – 6.) Class Notices were distributed in accordance with the Court’s 

preliminary approval order, and the response was excellent. Here, the deadline for submitting a 
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Request for Exclusion from the Settlement and disputing the workweeks was October 6, 2025. The 

deadline for objecting to the Settlement was September 10, 2025.  (Islas Decl., ¶¶ 7 – 9.) As of the 

deadline, zero class members objected to the settlement, zero class members opted out of the 

Settlement Agreement, and zero class members submitted a workweek dispute. (Id.) Therefore, 

there is a total of 60 participating Class Members. (Id. at ¶ 10.) 

12. The fact that there was a 100% participation rate indicates that the persons most 

affected by Defendant’s alleged practices and who stand to benefit most from the settlement agree 

that this is an outstanding result and a strong indication that the settlement is fair and adequate, and 

that Class Members found it to be so. 

13. Phoenix requests an administration expenses payment of $5,000.00 (Id. at ¶ 16.) 

REQUEST FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

14. The preliminarily approved settlement calls for the payment of up to $50,000.00 in 

attorneys’ fees, plus up to $15,000.00 of Class Counsel’s costs (Class Counsel’s actual costs in this 

matter are $10,143.95. This total is slightly less than the allocated amount in the Settlement 

Agreement). This request is fair, reasonable, and adequate to compensate Class Counsel for the 

substantial work they have put into this case and the risk they assumed by taking it in the first place. 

The attorneys’ fees award is intended to reimburse Class Counsel for all uncompensated work that 

they have already done and for all the work they will continue to do in carrying out and overseeing 

the administration of the settlement. 

The Lodestar Method 

15. Class Counsel’s lodestar calculation supports the requested attorneys’ fees. The 

lodestar calculation typically proceeds in three steps. First, a trial court must determine a baseline 

guide or “lodestar” figure based on the time spent and reasonable hourly compensation for each 

attorney involved in the case. Serrano v. Priest (1975) 20 Cal.3d 25, 48. The court then sets a 

reasonable hourly fee to apply to the time expended, with reference to the prevailing rates in the 

geographical area in which the action is pending. Bihun v. AT&T Information System (1993) 13 

Cal.App.4th 976, 997. Finally, a “multiplier” is selected with reference to the following factors: (1) 

the novelty and difficulty of the issues involved, (2) the skill displayed in presenting them, (3) the 
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extent to which the nature of the litigation precluded other employment by the attorneys, and (4) the 

contingent nature of the fee award, based on the uncertainty of prevailing on the merits and of 

establishing eligibility for the award. Serrano, supra, 20 Cal.App.3d at 49. 

16. Class Counsel charges rates commensurate with the prevailing market rates in the 

Los Angeles area for attorneys of comparable experience and skill in handling complex litigation. 

Aside from being warranted by our skill, experience, and ability, Class Counsel rates that were used 

in the application of the lodestar cross-check in this case are supported by the Laffey Matrix attached 

hereto as Exhibit 2. 

17. As for the Serrano factors, all militate in favor of the requested fee award. This case 

raised a number of complex and contested issues, and Class Counsel exhibited skill and creativity 

in prosecuting and presenting them. Chief among these was the law relating to meal and rest periods, 

and failure to pay class members final wages. 

18. This case was not straightforward. Class Counsel had to spend time researching and 

analyzing each of these claims and issues in order to adequately assess the liability of Defendant. 

Class Counsel then had to develop the evidence necessary through both formal and informal 

discovery to establish Defendant’s liability. This was done through carefully sifting through 

hundreds of pages of documents. 

19. In sum, Class Counsel had to come up with creative approaches to these issues in 

litigating the case and, ultimately, negotiating and crafting the settlement. To this end, Class Counsel 

has devoted a tremendous amount of time and energy to this matter. As shown in the table below, 

Class Counsel have spent a substantial number of hours working on this case. This time commitment 

was necessary in order to research, construct, and prosecute viable legal claims in the face of stiff 

opposition, but it has come at a cost. In particular, the time Class Counsel have devoted to this case 

has prevented them from investing time and effort into other cases. Despite these considerations, 

Class Counsel zealously represented Plaintiff and the Class and have obtained a favorable result. 

20. Such is not always the case. Indeed, Class Counsel has invested time and money into 

numerous other cases, including class actions, that have fizzled for one reason or another, leaving 

Class Counsel completely without any compensation for effort. Here, Class Counsel has achieved a 
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beneficial settlement for the Class, but this was by no means a foregone conclusion; indeed, their 

efforts might have well been frustrated by any number of obstacles with which they were presented 

along the way. Nor could class certification be guaranteed. However, Class Counsel was able to 

navigate the shoals of unpredictability to achieve a desirable result, and they have done so without 

receiving any compensation to speak of thus far because they took this case on a contingency-fee 

basis. 

21. From the foregoing analysis, Class Counsel’s requested attorneys’ fees are fair and 

reasonable. Class Counsel conservatively estimates that they have invested over 98 hours of attorney 

time in this matter. 

22. As a Senior Counsel, my current billing rate $925.00 (9 years out of law school, 

adjusted Laffey Matrix rate of $943.00)1, and I spent approximately 26.7 hours in this matter with 

a lodestar amount of $24,697.50. Associate Attorney David Arakelyan’s current billing rate is 

$585.00 (4 years out of law school, adjusted Laffey Matrix rate of $653.00), and he spent 

approximately 58.3 hours in this matter with a lodestar amount of $28,725.50. Associate Attorney 

Svetlana Hovhannisyan spent approximately 12 hours on this matter, and her current billing rate is 

$475.00 (1 year out of law school, Laffey matrix rate of $473), with a lodestar amount of $5,700. 

Former Associate Attorney Pola Bernabe spent approximately 1.1 hours on this matter, and her 

current billing rate is $475.00 (1 year out of law school, Laffey matrix rate of $473), with a lodestar 

amount of $522.50. Therefore, Class Counsel has collectively incurred 98.1 hours and $59,195.50 

in fees. 

23. The table below summarizes Class Counsel’s total hours, billables, and costs: 

Attorney/Firm Total Hours Total Billables Costs 

David Keledjian 

(D.LAW) 

26.7 $24,697.50 $10,143.95 

    

 
1 The adjusted Laffey Matrix rate for each attorney was calculated by taking the Laffey Matrix rate, which is based on 
rates in the Washington-Baltimore area, and applying a locality adjustment rate of approximately 12.4% to account for 
the higher wages for federal judiciary workers in San Jose, San Francisco, Oakland and neighboring counties, 
including San Joaquin County, compared to federal judiciary workers in the Washington-Baltimore area per the 
respective Judicial Salary Plan Tables.  



6 
DECLARATION DAVID KELEDJIAN IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF 

CLASS ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

David Arakelyan 

(D.LAW) 

58.3 $28,275.50 

Svetlana 

Hovhannisyan 

(D.LAW) 

12.0 $5,700.00 

Pola Bernabe 

(formerly D.LAW) 

1.1 $522.50 

TOTAL: 98.1 $59,195.50 $10,143.95 

24. Class Multipliers routinely range from 3 to 5, and it is not uncommon that multipliers

of between 5 and 10, or higher, are applied. See, e.g., Wilson v. Bank of Am. Natl. Trust & Savs. 

Assn., No. 643872 (Cal. Sup. Ct., Aug. 16, 1982) (multiplier of 10); Glendora Comm. Redev. Agency 

v. Demeter (1984) 155 Cal.App.3d 456, 465 (affirming multiplier of 12, and expressly rejecting the

argument that fee was either exorbitant or unconscionable). The fee request of $50,000.00 results in

a modest multiplier of approximately 0.84, which further evidences the reasonableness of the

request.

The Percentage-of-the-Benefit Comparison 

25. In settlements where a definite monetized fund is created, it is appropriate for courts

to evaluate the lodestar amount as a percentage of the recovery and adjust it accordingly if the 

lodestar differs from the range of percentage fees freely negotiated in comparable litigation. See 

Lealao v. Beneficial Calif., Inc. (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 19, 49-50. 

26. Class Counsel took this case on a contingent-fee basis against a corporation

represented by a reputable defense firm. When we take contingent cases, we must pay careful 

attention to the economics involved or one bad case can destroy years of work. Accordingly, in such 

cases, we anticipate that we shall, if successful, receive a fee that exceeds our normal hourly rate; 

otherwise, the risk is often too great to bear. Even when we work long hours, the number of hours 

in a day is limited. 

///
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27. Contingent-fee cases present the very real risk of working hundreds, if not thousands, 

of hours that may never be entirely compensated. Moreover, while the case is being litigated, 

counsel must pay overhead (salaries, rent, etc.), provide for their own expenses, and in most cases 

pay the out-of-pocket expenses incurred on the plaintiff’s behalf. And the prospect of a court-

awarded fee does not greatly reduce the risk posed by these cases. In many cases, the prospect is 

nothing more than a potential that never materializes. First, you must win the case to get a court-

awarded fee; even those cases that seem strongest at the onset can be lost and sometimes are lost.  

Second, there are always the pitfalls and unforeseen obstacles that arise along the way, such as 

settlement offers that the client may accept without ensuring that we receive a reasonable fee or 

changes in the law that substantially affect the merits of the case, or other uncertainties involving 

the client.  Finally, there is the great risk inherent in advancing tens if not hundreds of thousands of 

dollars in out-of-pocket expenses. If that money were to be invested in some sort of financial 

investment, one would expect a reasonable rate of return on that investment. Here, however, the best 

we can hope to recover is our money, and then only if we are substantially successful; if we are not, 

all or part of this “investment” can be lost. 

28. Class Counsel is well acquainted with the contingent-fee market throughout 

California, particularly as it pertains to wage-and-hour and class-action litigation. Class Counsel has 

negotiated numerous contingency-fee agreements with plaintiffs, both as individuals and as 

representatives in class-action suits. Many of those agreements required that counsel receive a fee 

under certain scenarios that exceed one-third of the recovery. Class counsel in contingency-fee cases 

typically receive attorneys’ fees equal to or greater than a third of the gross settlement amount. An 

award of attorneys’ fees equivalent to one-third of the common fund is commensurate with judicial 

precedent. See Crandall v. U-Haul (Los Angeles County Sup. Ct., Case No. BC178775), the 

Honorable Steven Czuleger awarded a 40% attorney fee request in an overtime-exemption class 

action; in Bushnell v. Cremar, Inc. (Orange County Sup. Ct., Case No. 657778), the Honorable 

Donald E. Smallwood awarded attorneys’ fees in the amount of 38%; in Abzug v. Kerkorian 

CA000981 (Los Angeles County Sup. Ct., November 1990), the Honorable R. William Schoettler 

awarded a 45% fee; in Haitz v. Meyer, et al., Alameda County Sup. Ct., 8-201990 No. 572968-3, 
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the court awarded a 40% fee; in Elliott v. Clothestime (Orange County Sup. Ct., Case No. 01-

CC00333) the Honorable Jonathan Cannon awarded a 40% fee in a wage-and-hour class action 

which had not yet proceeded to the class certification stage; in both Rippee v. Boston Market 

Corporation, Case No.: 05 CV 1359 BTM (JMA) and Barile v. Boston Market Corporation, Case 

No.: 05 CV 1360 BTM (JMA), the Honorable Judge Barry T. Moskowitz awarded a 40% fee to 

plaintiff’s counsel in wage-and-hour class actions that had not proceeded to the class-certification 

stage. 

29. In light of the foregoing, the fee request in an amount equal to one-third of the Gross 

Settlement Amount is well within the bounds that have been established by the above-cited 

authority. Defendant has no objection to an award of fees in the amount requested. Moreover, the 

Class Notice mailed to Class Members stated the amount of fees requested by Class Counsel; 

however, not a single Class Member has objected to an award of fees in the amount requested. 

Costs 

30. The preliminarily approved settlement calls for the payment of up to $15,000.00 for 

Class Counsel’s costs. The actual total costs incurred in litigating this Action for Class Counsel are 

$10,143.95. Class Counsel’s Cost Log are attached as Exhibit 3 (D.Law Cost Log) to this 

Declaration. Class Counsel incurred costs including, but not limited to, filing fees (e.g. complaints, 

stipulations, motions), service of process, mediation fees, expert analysis fees, attorney-service costs 

for court filings, copy charges for documents, and postage charges, all of which were necessarily 

and reasonably incurred to prosecute this Action and achieve a settlement that significantly benefits 

the Class. Thus, Class Counsel requests a reimbursement of their incurred costs in the amount of 

$10,143.95, with the difference of the costs allocated in the Settlement Agreement and actual costs 

incurred to be reverted to the Net Settlement Fund. 

ENHANCEMENT AWARD TO THE NAMED PLAINTIFF IS REASONABLE 

31. Plaintiff is entitled to a reasonable service payment for her efforts and initiative in 

bringing and helping to prosecute this Action. Plaintiff assumed great risk by challenging 

Defendant’s wage-and-hour policies and bringing suit against Defendant. Plaintiff spent time better 

apprising herself of her rights, deciding whether remedial action should be taken, how it should be 
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taken, searching for attorneys, and finally contacting their attorneys, who spent many hours with 

them discussing the case and the law. In the end, Plaintiff decided to vindicate not only her own 

rights but also those of her fellow employees by filing a class action lawsuit. 

32. The courage it took to stand up to Defendant should not be underestimated. Few 

people want to confront their employers, let alone sue them. By suing her former employer, Plaintiff 

contends that she increased the risk of retaliation by prospective employers to which she may apply 

in the future. 

33. But Plaintiff did not allow her fear of the potential repercussions of being a class 

representative to deter them from acting for the benefit of Class Members. She has devoted a 

substantial amount of time to helping Class Counsel effectively develop and prosecute this Action 

at every stage of the litigation. Plaintiff conferred with Class Counsel on numerous occasions to 

discuss every aspect of this case; provided information about Defendant; reviewed documents; 

produced documents; identified witnesses; monitored the progress of the litigation; took the time to 

apprise herself of the facts, issues, and law regarding the claims at issue, spent time with Class 

Counsel discussing the terms of the settlement and reviewing and executing the Settlement 

Agreement. In all, Plaintiff estimate that he has devoted numerous hours in preparing the Action 

and seeing it through to settlement. 

34. Plaintiff spent a significant amount of time with Class Counsel detailing her 

knowledge of Defendants’ practices and assisting in the prosecution of this Action. She has 

diligently, adequately, and fairly represented Class Members and have not placed his interests above 

any member of the putative class. Class Counsel believes that Plaintiff is entitled to an enhancement 

award for the time and effort she has devoted to this case. Defendant has agreed not to oppose it. 

Such payments to class representatives are a common feature of settlements negotiated by Class 

Counsel, and trial courts routinely approve them. In light of the foregoing, Class Counsel believes 

the Class Representative Service Payment in the amount of $5,000.00 to the named Plaintiff is fair 

and reasonable. 

35. California trial courts routinely approve enhancement payments to class 

representatives in wage-and-hour class-action settlements. See, e.g., Bennett v. Countrywide 
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Financial Corporation (2005) San Diego Sup. Ct. Case No. GIC840981 ($35,000); Hogue v. WH 

Smith of Nevada, Inc. (2004) San Diego Sup. Ct. Case No. GIC830653 ($20,000); Fiez v. Brown 

Group Retail Inc., d.b.a. Famous Footwear (2003) Orange County Sup. Ct. Case No. 01CC00381 

($35,000 to the current employee of defendant and $20,000 to former employee); Barry v. Cost 

Plus, Inc. (2003) OCSC No. 01CC00380 ($35,000 for each named plaintiff); Lajoie v. The Picture 

People, Inc. (2003) Orange County Sup. Ct. Case No. OlCC00324 ($25,000 each for two named 

plaintiffs); Franco v. Vans, Inc. (2002) Orange County Sup. Ct. Case No. 01CC03995 ($35,000 for 

each named plaintiff); Crandall v. U-Haul Corporation (2001) Los Angeles Sup. Ct. Case No. BC 

178775 ($20,000 for each named plaintiff); Joel v. Athlete’s Foot Group (2001) Los Angeles Sup. 

Ct. Case No. BC 234231 ($25,000). Plaintiff’s Class Representative Service Payment request is 

substantially less than the enhancements approved in these cases; therefore, it is reasonable. 

LABOR CODE § 2699(s)(2) COMPLIANCE 

36. In compliance with Labor Code §2699(s)(2), Plaintiff has attached the proof of

service of the Settlement Agreement as Exhibit 4. 

37. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 21st day of November, 2025, at Glendale, California. 

           David Keledjian 



EXHIBIT 1 
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FP 53938466.1 

exchange between themselves signed counterparts. Any executed counterpart will be 
admissible in evidence to prove the existence and contents of this Agreement.  

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

PLAINTIFF/CLASS REPRESENTATIVE 

DATED: _________, 2025 By:__________________________________ 
 Plaintiff VALERY DO 

DEFENDANT 

DATED: ________, 2025 By:__________________________________ 
Michael Jones, Chief Financial Officer 
Authorized to sign on behalf of Defendant 

       RECOR MEDICAL, INC. 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DATED: ________, 2025 FISHER & PHILLIPS, LLP 

By:__________________________________ 
Nicole Golob Minkow  
Lirit King 
Attorneys for Defendant 

        RECOR MEDICAL, INC. 

DATED: _________, 2025 DLAW, INC. 

By:______________________________ 
       David Yeremian 
       David Keledjian 
       David Arakelyan  
       Attorneys for Plaintiff 
       VALERY DO 

Docusign Envelope ID: FEE3AE8F-8726-441C-8B5C-FEEFA8642284

May 12

May 13



5/23























EXHIBIT 2



Years Out of Law School *

Year
Adjustmt
Factor**

Paralegal/
Law Clerk 1-3 4-7 8-10 11-19 20 +

6/01/24- 5/31/25 1.080182 $258 $473 $581 $839 $948 $1141

6/01/23- 5/31/24 1.059295 $239 $437 $538 $777 $878 $1057

6/01/22- 5/31/23 1.085091 $225 $413 $508 $733 $829 $997

6/01/21- 5/31/22 1.006053 $208 $381 $468 $676 $764 $919

6/01/20- 5/31/21 1.015894 $206 $378 $465 $672 $759 $914

6/01/19- 5/31/20 1.0049 $203 $372 $458 $661 $747 $899

6/01/18- 5/31/19 1.0350 $202 $371 $455 $658 $742 $894

6/01/17- 5/31/18 1.0463 $196 $359 $440 $636 $717 $864

6/01/16- 5/31/17 1.0369 $187 $343 $421 $608 $685 $826

6/01/15- 5/31/16 1.0089 $180 $331 $406 $586 $661 $796

6/01/14- 5/31/15 1.0235 $179 $328 $402 $581 $655 $789

6/01/13- 5/31/14 1.0244 $175 $320 $393 $567 $640 $771

6/01/12- 5/31/13 1.0258 $170 $312 $383 $554 $625 $753

6/01/11- 5/31/12 1.0352 $166 $305 $374 $540 $609 $734

6/01/10- 5/31/11 1.0337 $161 $294 $361 $522 $589 $709

6/01/09- 5/31/10 1.0220 $155 $285 $349 $505 $569 $686

6/01/08- 5/31/09 1.0399 $152 $279 $342 $494 $557 $671

6/01/07-5/31/08 1.0516 $146 $268 $329 $475 $536 $645

6/01/06-5/31/07 1.0256 $139 $255 $313 $452 $509 $614

6/1/05-5/31/06 1.0427 $136 $249 $305 $441 $497 $598

6/1/04-5/31/05 1.0455 $130 $239 $293 $423 $476 $574

6/1/03-6/1/04 1.0507 $124 $228 $280 $405 $456 $549

6/1/02-5/31/03 1.0727 $118 $217 $267 $385 $434 $522

6/1/01-5/31/02 1.0407 $110 $203 $249 $359 $404 $487

6/1/00-5/31/01 1.0529 $106 $195 $239 $345 $388 $468

6/1/99-5/31/00 1.0491 $101 $185 $227 $328 $369 $444

6/1/98-5/31/99 1.0439 $96 $176 $216 $312 $352 $424

6/1/97-5/31/98 1.0419 $92 $169 $207 $299 $337 $406

6/1/96-5/31/97 1.0396 $88 $162 $198 $287 $323 $389
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6/1/95-5/31/96 1.032 $85 $155 $191 $276 $311 $375

6/1/94-5/31/95 1.0237 $82 $151 $185 $267 $301 $363
 The methodology of calculation and benchmarking for this Updated Laffey Matrix has been
approved in a number of cases. See, e.g.,DL v. District of Columbia, 267 F.Supp.3d 55, 69
(D.D.C. 2017)

* ï¿½Years Out of Law Schoolï¿½ is calculated from June 1 of each year, when most law
students graduate. ï¿½1-3" includes an attorney in his 1st, 2nd and 3rd years of practice,
measured from date of graduation (June 1). ï¿½4-7" applies to attorneys in their 4th, 5th, 6th
and 7th years of practice. An attorney who graduated in May 1996 would be in tier ï¿½1-3"
from June 1, 1996 until May 31, 1999, would move into tier ï¿½4-7" on June 1, 1999, and
tier ï¿½8-10" on June 1, 2003.

** The Adjustment Factor refers to the nation-wide Legal Services Component of the
Consumer Price Index produced by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States
Department of Labor.
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EXHIBIT 3



Service Date Details Provider Amount
6/21/24 PAGA Letter LWDA 75.00$           

6/21/24 PAGA Letter Postage USPS 19.10$           

6/24/24 Summons and Complaint Rapid Legal 1,495.35$      

6/26/24 Process of Service - Recor Medical, Inc. Rapid Legal 87.55$           

6/28/24 POS of Summons - Recor Medical, Inc. Rapid Legal 17.30$           

8/22/24 Notice of Disassociation of HA Rapid Legal 17.30$           

8/26/24 First Amended Complaint Rapid Legal 17.30$           

9/24/24 Notice of Change of Address Rapid Legal 17.30$           

10/31/24 Case Management Statement (11.13.24) Rapid Legal 17.30$           

10/31/24 Mediation (1.21.25) Mandel, Michael 4,500.00$      

12/26/24 Plaintiff's Notice of Unavailability (2024) Rapid Legal 17.30$           

1/23/25 Expert Analysis Berger Consulting Group 5,170.00$      

2/10/25 Case Management Statement (2.28.25) Rapid Legal 18.80$           

6/17/25 Motion for Preliminary Approval Rapid Legal 81.75$           

7/11/25 Notice of Tentative Ruling Rapid Legal 19.65$           

7/17/25 DA Supplemental Declaration in Support of Motion for Preliminary Approval Rapid Legal 19.65$           

7/30/25 [Proposed] Order Granting Preliminary Approval Rapid Legal 19.65$           

7/30/25 Courtesy Copy - [Proposed] Order Granting Preliminary Approval Rapid Legal 62.10$           

TBD Motion for Final Approval Rapid Legal 81.75$           

TBD Courtesy Copy - [Proposed] Order Granting Final Approval Rapid Legal 62.10$           

TBD Notice of Entry of Order Rapid Legal 19.65$           

TBD Declaration of Class Admin re Final Disbursement Rapid Legal 19.65$           

Total 10,143.95$ 

Do v. Recor Medical, Inc.
Litigation Costs




