UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW

YORK

Panagiotis Kasseris, individually and on behalf of all other similarly

situated employees v. ZA & D Service Station, Inc.; Anthony

Koulizakis; Nikolas Koulizakis

Kasseris - No. 23-cv-06281 (NCM) (SDE) - Decided January 12, 2026

SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York considers defendants’ motion for summary judgment and sanctions

in an action alleging unpaid minimum wages and overtime under the Fair Labor Standards Act and

New York Labor Law. The court holds that factual disputes concerning the plaintiff’s employee or

independent-contractor status, work schedule, and working relationship preclude summary judgment

on the FLSA claims. Summary judgment is granted in part and denied in part, and the court defers

ruling on sanctions.
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Defendants moved for summary judgment and sanctions in an action
asserting claims under the Fair Labor Standards Act and New York
Labor Law. The court granted summary judgment in part, denied it in
part, dismissed Nikolas Koulizakis, dismissed the FLSA minimum-
wage claim and certain NYLL claims, and ordered plaintiff to show
cause why the NYLL wage-notice and wage-statement claims should

not be dismissed for lack of Article III standing.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court views evidence in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party, may not resolve credibility

disputes or weigh evidence, and considers only admissible evidence.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

. Whether plaintiff's evidence created a genuine dispute as to whether he was an employee rather than an
independent contractor under the FLSA and NYLL.

. Whether Anthony Koulizakis was an employer individually liable under the FLSA and NYLL.
. Whether Nikolas Koulizakis was an employer individually liable under the FLSA and NYLL.
. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on plaintiff's FLSA and NYLL overtime claims.

. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on plaintiff's FLSA and NYLL minimum-wage

claims.
. Whether the court needed to decide the applicable FLSA willfulness-based limitations period.

. Whether plaintiff abandoned his NYLL claims for weekly and timely payment by failing to oppose

summary judgment.
. Whether plaintiff established Article III standing for his NYLL wage-notice and wage-statement claims.

. Whether defendants' motion to preclude expert witnesses was moot.

OLDINGS

Summary judgment was improper because disputed evidence concerning control, scheduling,
permanence, compensation, supervision, and the integral nature of plaintiff's work could allow a

reasonable juror to find that plaintiff was a ZAD employee under the FLSA.

. Defendants were not entitled to summary judgment on Anthony Koulizakis's status as an FLSA
employer because the evidence could support a finding that he hired plaintiff, controlled his schedule

and work, set his pay, oversaw payroll, and exercised general operational authority over ZAD.

. Nikolas Koulizakis was not an employer under the FLSA or NYLL as a matter of law, and he was

dismissed from the case.

. Summary judgment was denied on plaintiff's FLSA and NYLL overtime claims because plaintiff's

testimony that he worked 57 hours per week without overtime compensation, combined with defendants

failure to maintain adequate records, created a triable issue.

. Summary judgment was granted to defendants on plaintiff's FLSA minimum-wage claim because, even
accepting plaintiff's evidence that he worked 57 hours per week and received approximately $600

weekly, his average hourly wage exceeded the federal minimum wage.



6. Summary judgment was denied on plaintiff's NYLL minimum-wage claim because disputed evidence
concerning hours worked and compensation could allow a reasonable juror to find that plaintiff's hourly

rate fell below New York's higher minimum wage.

7. The court declined to decide whether defendants' alleged FL.SA violations were willful and therefore
subject to a three-year rather than two-year limitations period because plaintiff's remaining FLSA
overtime claim was timely under either period and the NYLL provided the longer limitations period for

recovery.

8. Plaintiff abandoned his NYLL claims for failure to pay weekly wages and failure to provide timely
payments by failing to respond to defendants' arguments, so summary judgment was granted and Counts

V and VI were dismissed.

9. The court found that plaintiff had not established Article III standing for his NYLL wage-notice and
wage-statement claims because he alleged statutory violations without identifying a concrete

downstream injury or causal connection, but it ordered plaintiff to show cause before dismissal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Ultimately, the question is “whether the putative employee is economically dependent on the putative

employer.”” (Discussion Part I1.A)

“The Second Circuit has explained that “an employee’s burden in this regard is not high.”” (Discussion Part
II1.A)

“statutorily noncompliant” violations of the NYLL that are “divorced from any concrete harm, . . . do not
suffice for Article III standing.” (Discussion Part V.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

ZA & D Service Station is an automotive body shop and repair station in Long Island City, New York, owned
and operated by Anthony Koulizakis during the relevant period; Nikolas Koulizakis was the prior owner-
operator. Panagiotis Kasseris performed autobody repair work for ZAD from periods between 2018 and 2022,
but the parties disputed whether he worked a regular 57-hour weekly schedule as an employee or only performed
occasional project-based work as an independent contractor. ZAD did not maintain wage statements, pay stubs,
wage notices, or records of Kasseris's hours, and Kasseris testified that he was paid approximately $600 per
week despite working the shop's regular operating hours. Anthony supervised work, set schedules and pay, and
oversaw payroll, while the evidence showed Nikolas's role was primarily limited to signing checks at Anthony's

direction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed the action in the Southern District of New York in February 2023. The case was
transferred to the Eastern District of New York on August 2, 2023, and plaintiff filed two amended complaints.
The court previously denied plaintiff leave to file a third amended complaint. Defendants moved for summary
judgment on August 7, 2025; the court granted the motion in part, denied it in part, deferred the sanctions
motion, denied the expert-preclusion request as moot, dismissed Nikolas Koulizakis, and set a deadline for

plaintiff to show cause regarding standing.
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