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HAINES LAW GROUP, APC
Paul K. Haines (SBN 248226)
phaines@haineslawgroup.com
Fletcher W. Schmidt (SBN 286462)
fschmidt@haineslawgroup.com
Alexandra R. MclIntosh (SBN 320904)
amcintosh@haineslawgroup.com
2155 Campus Drive, Suite 180

El Segundo, California 90245

Tel: (424) 292-2350

Fax: (424) 292-2355

Attorneys for Plaintiff
and Aggrieved Employees

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

JESSICA BURROLA, as an individual and on
behalf of all others similarly situated,

Plaintiff,

VS.

TRADEMARK COSMETICS, INC., a
California Corporation; and DOES 1 through
100,

Defendants.

Case No. RIC2002311

[Case assigned for all purposes to the Hon.
Sunshine Sykes, Dept. 6]

REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE IN
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION
FOR APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT OF
CLAIMS BROUGHT UNDER THE
PRIVATE ATTORNEYS’ GENERAL ACT
AND REASONABLE ATTORNEYS’ FEES,
COSTS, AND ENHANCEMENT AWARD

Date: February 9, 2022

Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: 6

Reservation ID: 879777550605

Complaint Filed: June 30, 2020
Trial Date: None Set
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Pursuant to California Evidence Code 88 452(d) (judicial notice may be taken of records
of any court in this state or of any court of record of the United States) and 453 and Rule 3.1306(c)
of the California Rules of Court, Plaintiff Jessica Burrola (“Plaintiff”) respectfully requests that
this Court take judicial notice of the following Orders entered by state courts, in support of
Plaintiff’s Motion for Approval of Settlement of Claims Brought Under the Private Attorneys’
General Act:

1. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of Judge Marc Marmaro’s
June 13, 2016 tentative ruling approving a PAGA settlement in Resendez v. Bridgestone Retail
Operations, LLC, Case No. BC596892, a case brought by Plaintiff’s counsel. Judge Marmaro
adopted his tentative ruling and approved the PAGA settlement. In his ruling, Judge Marmaro
awarded an enhancement payment to the named plaintiff in the amount of $10,000.

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of Judge David J. Cowan’s
July 29, 2020 ruling approving a PAGA settlement in Rachel Buhl v. SDX Home Care Operations,
LLC, Case No. 19STCV23623, a case brought by Plaintiff’s counsel. In his ruling, Judge Cowan
approved an enhancement payment to the named plaintiff in the amount of $5,000.

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of Judge David S.
Cunningham I11’s November 19, 2018 ruling approving a PAGA settlement in Gonzalez, et al v.
CitiStaff Solutions, Inc., Case No. BC620115, a case in which Plaintiff’s counsel was co-lead
counsel. In his ruling, Judge Cunningham awarded enhancement payments of $5,000 each to three
named plaintiffs, from a $275,000 gross settlement amount.

4, Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of Judge Yolanda Orozco’s
September 30, 2020 Judgment approving a PAGA settlement in Ibarra v. Baker Commodities,
Inc., Case No. 19STCV06148, a case handled by Plaintiff’s counsel. In her ruling, Judge Orozco
approved an enhancement payment to the named plaintiff in the amount of $5,000.

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of Judge Ernest Hiroshige’s
ruling approving a PAGA settlement in Pickett v. 99 Cents Only Stores, et al, Case No.
BC473038, downloaded from the Court’s website, in which Judge Hiroshigi approved
enhancement payments of $12,500 each to two named plaintiffs.
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6. Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of Judge Brad Seligman’s
order approving a PAGA settlement in Enombang, et al v. Target Corp., Alameda County Case
No. RG17853948, downloaded from the Alameda County Superior Court’s website. In his order,
Judge Seligman approved enhancement payments of $20,000 each to four named plaintiffs.

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of Judge David Brown’s
tentative ruling approving a PAGA settlement in Grace v. Flowmaster Inc., Sacramento County
Case No. 34-2017-00220347-CU-OE-GDS, which was downloaded from the Sacramento County

court website. In his order, Judge Brown awarded an enhancement payment to the named plaintiff

in the amount of $10,000.
Respectfully submitted,
Dated: January 18, 2022 HAINES LAW GROUP, APC
By:
Fletcher W. Schmidt
Attorneys for Plaintiff and Aggrieved
Employees
3

REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE ISO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT




EXHIBIT 1















EXHIBIT 2



Electronically Received 07292020 03:53 P

© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

S T N N N S N T N N e~ = T e e e =
©® N o g B~ W N P O © ©® N o o~ W N Lk O

PAUL K. HAINES (Cal. State Bar No. 248226)

FLETCHER W. SCHMIDT (Cal. State Bar No. 286462)
MATTHEW K. MOEN (Cal. State Bar No. 305956)

HAINES LAW GROUP, APC
2155 Campus Drive, Suite 180
El Segundo, California 90245
Telephone: (424) 292-2350
Facsimile: (424) 292-2355
phaines@haineslawgroup.com
fschmidt@haineslawgroup.com
mmoen@haineslawgroup.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff
Rachael Buhl

(Additional counsel of record on next page)

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RACHAEL BUHL, as an individual and on
behalf of all others similarly situated,

Plaintiff,

SDX HOME CARE OPERATIONS, LLC, a
California Limited Liability Company; and
DOES 1 through 100,

Defendants.

No. 19STCV23623

ORDER GRANTING
JOINT MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF
PAGA SETTLEMENT (Cal. Lab. Code
§ 2699(/)(2)) AND PLAINTIFF’S
MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF
REASONABLE ATTORNEYS’ FEES
AND COSTS AND ENHANCEMENT
AWARD

Date: July 29, 2020

Time: 8:30 a.m.

Dept.: 20, 111 North Hill St., 3rd Flr.,
Los Angeles, CA

Judge: Hon. David J. Cowan

Complaint filed: July 1, 2019

Trial date: None set

ORDER GRANTING JOINT MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA SETTLEMENT, ETC.
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ASAF AGAZANOF (Cal. State Bar No. 285043)
ASAF LAW, APC

2330 Westwood Boulevard, Second Floor

Los Angeles, California 90064

Telephone: (424) 254-8870

Facsimile: (888) 254-0651

asaf@lawasaf.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff
Rachael Buhl

JEFFREY D. WOHL (Cal. State Bar No. 096838)
PAUL A. HOLTON (Cal. State Bar No. 313047)
PAUL HASTINGS LLP

101 California Street, 48th Floor

San Francisco, California 94111

Telephone: (415) 856-7000

Facsimile: (415) 856-7100
jeffwohl@paulhastings.com

paulholton@paulhastings.com

Attorneys for Defendant
SDX Home Care Operations, LLC
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On July 29, 2020, a hearing was held on the joint motion of plaintiff Rachael Buhl and
defendant SDX Home Care Operations, LLC, for approval of the settlement of this action under
the California Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA?”), Cal. Lab. Code 8§ 2698 et
seq., and on plaintiff’s motion for reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs and enhancement award.

The Court having read and considered the parties’ Settlement Agreement (the “Settlement
Agreement” or “Settlement”), the papers on the motions, the arguments of counsel, the parties’
joint supplemental brief in support of the joint motion, and the law, and recognizing the disputed
factual and legal issues involved in this case, the risks of further prosecution, the substantial
benefits to be received by the State of California and the alleged aggrieved employees pursuant to
the Settlement, the Court hereby makes a final ruling pursuant to California Labor Code section
2699(1) that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate, and is the product of good faith, arm’s
length negotiations between the parties. Good cause appearing therefor, the Court hereby
GRANTS the parties’ joint motion and plaintiff’s motion and HEREBY ORDERS as follows:

1. All terms used for purposes of this order, not otherwise defined, will have the same
meaning as given in the Settlement. A copy of the Settlement Agreement executed between the
Parties is attached as Exhibit A to this order.

2. Pursuant to PAGA, Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(1)(2), the California Labor and
Workforce Development Agency (the “LWDA”) has been given notice of the Settlement and the
joint motion for approval of the Settlement and plaintiff’s motion; on April 15, 2020, plaintiff
submitted to the LWDA a notice of the Settlement enclosing a copy of the Settlement Agreement.
The Court finds and determines that this notice of the Settlement complied with the statutory
requirements of PAGA.

3. The Court confirms approval of the Settlement with respect to the following group

of individuals (“Settlement Group Members™):
All non-exempt employees employed by defendant SDX Home Care Operations,
LLC, in California as “Caregivers” or “Home Health Assistants” from April 24,
2018, through June 30, 2020.

I
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4, The Court finds that the Settlement is, in all respects, fair, reasonable, and adequate.
Accordingly, the Court hereby approves the Settlement, and directs the parties to effectuate the
Settlement according to its terms.

5. The Court finds that the form of Letter Enclosing Settlement Share Checks (the
“Cover Letter”), attached as Exhibit A to the Settlement Agreement, fairly and adequately
describes the Action, the approved Settlement, and the manner in which Settlement Group
Members may ask questions regarding their Settlement Shares, and orders that the Cover Letter
be mailed via first-class U.S. mail to the Settlement Group Members in English and Spanish, along
with the Settlement Share checks.

6. The Court finds that the Total Settlement Amount, Net Settlement Amount, and the
methodology used to calculate and pay each Settlement Share, in accordance with the Settlement,
are fair and reasonable.

7. Phoenix Settlement Administrators is appointed to act as the Settlement
Administrator, pursuant to the terms of the Settlement Agreement.

8. The Court finds that attorneys’ fees in the amount of 35% of the Total Settlement
Amount ($280,000.00) for plaintiff’s counsel, and reimbursement of litigation costs of $25,534.58
to plaintiff’s counsel are fair, reasonable, and adequate, and orders that the Settlement
Administrator distribute these payments to plaintiff’s counsel as provided for in the Settlement.

9. The Court orders that the Settlement Administrator shall be paid $3,500.00 for all
of its work done and to be done until the completion of this matter, and finds that sum appropriate.

10. The Court finds that a Representative Plaintiff’s Payment of $5,000.00 to plaintiff
is fair and reasonable in recognition of the contributions she has made and the risks she undertook
on behalf of the Settlement Group Members and the State of California, and orders that the
Settlement Administrator distribute this payment to plaintiff as provided for in the Settlement.

11.  The Court finds that the amount of $364,474.06 (representing 75% of the PAGA
civil penalties under California Labor Code section 2699(i)) payable to the LWDA as provided
for by the Settlement, is fair, adequate, and reasonable, and orders that payment be made to the

LWDA in accordance with the terms of the Settlement.
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12, The Court authorizes the Settlement Administrator to calculate and pay the
Settlement Shares, in accordance with the terms of the Settlement, and to pay the LWDA Payment,
the Representative Plaintiff’s Payment, and the Plaintiff’s Counsel Fees and Expenses Payment at
the same time as the Settlement Shares.

13. Defendant is ordered to provide to the Settlement Administrator not later than 14
days after this order becomes Final the names, last known mailing addresses and telephone
numbers, Social Security numbers, and Covered Workweeks of all Settlement Group Members.
This information will not be disclosed to plaintiff or her counsel, and may be used solely for
purposes of administering the Settlement.

14. All payments due under the Settlement will be made pursuant to the Settlement.

15. If a Settlement Share check comes back to the Settlement Administrator as non-
deliverable, the Settlement Administrator will make reasonable efforts to find a current address
for the Settlement Group Member and re-mail the check.

16. If a Settlement Group Member fails to cash the check for his or her Settlement
Shares within 180 days after it is mailed to the Settlement Group Member (or, in the case where
the check was returned as non-deliverable, within 180 days after the initial mailing or within 90
days after it is mailed to the new address for the Settlement Group Member, whichever is later),
the Settlement Administrator will transfer the money represented by the check to the California
State Controller’s Office Unclaimed Property Fund with an accounting of the amounts being
transferred.

17. The Court retains exclusive and continuing jurisdiction over this Action under
California Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 for purposes of supervising, administering,
implementing, interpreting, and enforcing this order, as well as the Settlement Agreement.

18. Nothing in this order or the Settlement Agreement will be construed as an
admission or concession by any party, including an admission or concession that defendant bears
any liability to the Settlement Group Members or that they were owed the amounts being paid or
any amounts. The Settlement Agreement and this resulting order simply represent a compromise

of disputed allegations.
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19. Plaintiff is directed to submit a copy of this order to the LWDA within 10 days of
the date of this order.

20. Upon entry of this order, plaintiff and the Settlement Group Members will waive
and release all claims against the Released Parties that were pled or could have been pled under
PAGA under the California Labor Code, Wage Orders, regulations, and/or other provisions of law
alleged in the Action to have been violated with respect to herself and the Settlement Group
Members during the Covered Period.

21. Based on the foregoing, and in accordance with the Settlement Agreement, this
action is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE, each side to bear its own costs and attorneys’ fees
except as provided by the Settlement Agreement.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

Dated: July 30 , 2020.

David J. Cowan
Judge of the Superior Court
David J. Cowan f Judge

Counsel for plaintiff is ordered to give notice.
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PROOF OF SERVICE
Rachel Buhl v. SDX Home Care Operations, LLC
Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. 19STCV23623

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. | am over the age of
18 and not a party to the within action; my business address is [X] 2155 Campus Drive, Suite
180, El Segundo, California 90245.

On July 29, 2020, I served the foregoing document(s) described as:

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING JOINT MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA
SETTLEMENT (Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(1)(2)) AND PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR
APPROVAL OF REASONABLE ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS AND
ENHANCEMENT AWARD

on the interested party(ies) in this action as follows:

Jeffrey D. Wohl, Esg.

Email: jeffwohl@paulhastings.com

Paul A. Holton, Esq.

Email: paulholton@paulhastings.com

PAUL HASTINGS LLP

101 California Street, 48th Floor

San Francisco, California 94111

Attorneys for Defendant SDX HOME CARE OPERATIONS

[X] (VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL) Pursuant to Emergency Rule # 12 of the California Rules of
Court, I caused the document described above to be sent to the persons at the electronic service
addresses listed above via third party cloud service First Legal.

[X] (STATE) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
above is true and correct.

Executed on July 29, 2020, at El Segundo, California.

Jonathan Ramirez

PROOF OF SERVICE
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA

. Case Number: RG17853948
Case name: Enombang v. Target Corporation

CLERK’S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I cerﬁfy that I am not a party to this cause and that a true and correct copy of this Order was emailed to the
addresses shown’on at the bottom of this document.

Dated: August 03,2018

Jhalisa A. Castaneda

~ Courtroom Clerk, Dept. 23

James Clapp <jclapp@clapplegal.com>; Marita Lauinger <mlauinger@clapplegal.com>;
Wilson Claudette G. <CWilson@wilsonturnerkosmo.com>; allen@gravesfirm.com;
'ieffwohl@paulhastings.com’; Kevin Mclnerney kevin@mecinerneylaw.net
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

GORDON D SCHABER COURTHOUSE
MINUTE ORDER

DATE: 07/24/2018 TIME: 02:00:00 PM DEPT: 53

JUDICIAL OFFICER PRESIDING: David Brown
CLERK: E. Brown

REPORTER/ERM: T. Huffman CSR# 13789
BAILIFF/COURT ATTENDANT: M. Oreschak, M. Meraz

CASE NO: 34-2017-00220347-CU-OE-GDS CASE INIT.DATE: 10/10/2017
CASE TITLE: Grace vs. Flowmaster Inc
CASE CATEGORY: Civil - Unlimited

EVENT TYPE: Motion - Other - Civil Law and Motion

APPEARANCES
Theresa Mak, counsel, present for Defendant(s).
Jill Vecchi, counsel present for plaintiff, telephonically

Nature of Proceeding: Motion for Approval of Settlement
TENTATIVE RULING

Plaintiff Carrie Grace's unopposed motion for approval of settlement of claims brought pursuant to the
Private Attorney General Act of 2004 ("PAGA") is granted.

Plaintiff seeks an order approving settlement of claims brought in this action on behalf of herself and all
persons employed by Defendant Flowmaster, Inc. in non-exempt positions in its warehouses between
August 7, 2016 and July 27, 2018 or the date the Court approves the settlement, whichever is earlier.
The PAGA claims were premised on six alleged violations of Labor Code (e.g., failure to pay wages,
failure to provide meal and rest breaks, failure to provide itemized wage statements). Approximately 323
employees suffered the alleged Labor Code violations during the relevant period. Plaintiff calculated
Flowmaster's maximum potential exposure at approximately $3,459,000 based on multiplying 5,765 pay
periods by 6 PAGA violations by $100. Flowmaster contends its exposure is limited to $576,500.
Flowmaster asserted numerous defenses including that the case could not be managed. The parties
reached a settlement for $750,000. The settlement includes attorneys' fees of $247,500 (33% of the
settlement), $15,588.67 in costs, a $10,000 service payment to Plaintiff, and up to $5,000 in claims
administration costs. The net settlement amount is $471,911.33. 75% of that amount ($353,933.50) will
be distributed to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency [LWDA] and 25% ($117,977.83) to the
aggrieved employees based on the number of pay periods worked during the relevant time period.

Settlement of PAGA claims requires Court approval. Labor Code 8§ 2699(l)(2) provides that "[t]he
superior court shall review and approve any settlement of any civil action pursuant to this part." Thus,
the settlement of a PAGA claim requires court approval pursuant to the operative PAGA statute, which
states that the "[tlhe superior court shall review and approve any settlement of any civil action filed
pursuant to this part." (See Labor Code § 2699(1)(2).) As with any settlement, the Court must be
mindful in conducting its inquiry that "[s]ettlement is a compromise, which balances the possible
recovery against the risks inherent in litigating further." (See In re TD Ameritrade Account Holder Litig.,
2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 103222, 24 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 12, 2011).) Indeed, "the very essence of a

DATE: 07/24/2018 MINUTE ORDER Page 1
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settlement is ... 'a yielding of absolutes and an abandoning of highest hopes™ [Officers for Justice v. Civil
Service Com., 688 F.2d 615, 624 (9th Cir., 1982)], as "it is the very uncertainty of outcome in litigation
and avoidance of wasteful and expensive litigation that induce consensual settlements.” (See Id., at
625.) As such, "the settlement or fairness hearing is not to be turned into a trial or rehearsal for trial on
the merits” or "judged against a hypothetical or speculative measure of what might have been achieved
by the negotiators.” (See Id.)

Although the operative PAGA statute does not set forth the criteria on which a PAGA settlement is to be
judged, it is presumed that a reviewing court may utilize some of the factors for review of a class action
settlement under Fed. R. Civ. P. 23 ("Rule 23"), CCP. § 382 and Rule 3.769, Cal. Rules of Court, as
courts within California have approved settlements of PAGA claims encompassed within class action
settlements using Rule 23 criteria. However, it is important to underscore that not all Rule 23 factors can
be applied, as "a PAGA claim asserted on a non-class representative basis . . . is not considered a class
action but a law enforcement action, and therefore does not have to meet the requirements of Rule 23."
(See Casida v. Sears Holdings Corp, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9302, 8 (E.D. Cal. Jan. 25, 2012); Thomas
v. Aetna Health of Cal. Inc. 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 59377 (E.D. Cal. June 2, 2011); Mendez v. Tween
Brands, Inc, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 66454 (E.D. Cal. June 30, 2010). Based thereon, a court's review of
a PAGA settlement necessarily implicates the following unique features that render the approval process
completely distinct from approval of a class action settlement under Rule 23 or CCP. § 382 and 15 Rule
3.769, Cal. Rules of Court.

First, in evaluating the adequacy of the settlement amount, the Court's focus is not concerned with the
amount which "aggrieved employees" are to receive, but rather, must focus on the total settlement
amount in achieving PAGA's objective. Indeed, "[tlhe remedy sought in a PAGA suit consists of civil
penalties, not individual or class damages" [Mendez v. Tween Brands, Inc, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
66454, 11 (E.D. Cal. June 30, 2010)], and "[u]nlike class actions, these civil penalties are not meant to
compensate unnamed employees because the action is fundamentally a law enforcement action.” (See
Ochoa-Hernandez v. CJADERS Foods, Inc., 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 32774, 12 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 2, 2010).
Second, consistent with the fact that unnamed employees have no properly interest in a PAGA claim,
"[ulnamed employees need not be given notice of the PAGA claim, nor do they have the ability to opt-out
of the representative PAGA claim.” (See Ochoa-Hernandez, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 32774, at 13.)
Finally, unlike a class action settlement under Rule 23(e) or CCP. § 382, the scope of release permitted
in a PAGA settlement is limited. While "judgment in [a PAGA] action is binding not only on the named
employee plaintiff but also on government agencies and any aggrieved employee not a party to the
proceeding" [Arias v. Superior Court (2009) 46 Cal. 4th 969, 986], "the nonparty employees, because
they were not given notice of the action or afforded any opportunity to be heard, would not be bound by
the judgment as to remedies other than civil penalties.” (See Id., at 987.) Thus, the scope of a release Iin
a PAGA settlement is necessarily strictly confined to the civil penalties alleged in the first amended
complaint.

In deciding whether to grant approval of the proposed Settlement, the primary issue to be decided is
whether the Settlement is fair, adequate and reasonable. As set forth herein, the proposed Settlement
embodies all of the features of a settlement that is fair, reasonable, and adequate, as it is the product of
(1) arms-length negotiations, (2) negotiated by attorneys experienced in wage and hour issues, (3)
subsequent to undertaking sufficient investigation necessary to evaluate the relative strength and value
of the PAGA claim, and (4) it reflects a reasoned compromise based directly on the relative strength and
value of the PAGA claim, as well as the risks, expense, complexity and likely duration of further litigation.
The settlement was the product of arms-length negotiations reached at mediation and was negotiated by
counsel with significant experience in wage and hour litigation and occurred after counsel conducted
significant investigation to evaluate the strength and potential value of the PAGA claims and risks of
litigating through trial. (Turley Decl. 11 2-29) In addition, the settlement achieves a significant benefit
given it results in a recovery of $750,000 for the PAGA penalties. Further, the scope of the release is
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narrowly tailored and is only limited to the civil penalties asserted in the action under PAGA, in
conformity with Arias, supra, 46 Cal.4t th at 987. In addition, Plaintiff submitted the proposed settlement
to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency at the same time it was presented to the Court as
required by Labor Code § 2699(1)(2). (Id.  18.) As a result, the Court finds that the instant settlement is
fair, adequate and reasonable and it is approved.

In addition, the Court approves Plaintiff's Counsel's request for fees and costs. Counsel is entitled to
recover attorneys' fees and costs under the "common fund" doctrine as a matter of right. As held by the
U.S. Supreme Court, "a lawyer who recovers a common fund for the benefit of persons other than
himself or his client is entitled to a reasonable attorney's fee from the fund as a whole." (See Boeing Co.
v. Van Gemert (1980) 444 U.S. 472, 478.) In Glendale City Employees' Association v. City of Glendale
(1975) 15 Cal.3d 328, 341 fn. 19, the California Supreme Court upheld an attorneys' fee award based on
a percentage of the common benefit obtained in a lawsuit by a city employees' association for retroactive
wages. "When assessing whether the percentage requested is reasonable, courts look to factors such
as: (a) the results achieved; (b) the risk of litigation; (c) the skill required, (d) the quality of work; (e) the
contingent nature of the fee and the financial burden; and (f) the awards made in similar cases.” (See
Vasquez v. Coast Valley Roofing, Inc, 266 F.R.D. 482, 492 (E.D. Cal. 2010).) Plaintiff's Counsel's
request for attorneys' fees in the amount of $247,500 (33%) from the $750,000 PAGA Settlement Sum
falls well within the "zone of reasonableness.” It is important to highlight at the outset that the fee
amount presently sought is not extraordinary, but actually falls at the "average" fee deemed reasonable
under California State court authority, as it is recognized that "courts may award attorney's fees in the
30-40% range in wage and hour class actions that result in recovery of a common fund under $10
million." (See, e.g Martin v. AmeriPride Servs., 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 61796, 23 (S.D. Cal. June 9,
2011). Moreover, taking into account the contingency risk Plaintiff's Counsel agreed to incur for the
benefit of the State of California (which elected not to take the case after receiving the PAGA Notice),
and the significant results achieved - facts which justify the requested fee - Plaintiffs Counsel's
requested fee is reasonable under all applicable standards. In addition the $15,588.67 in litigation costs
are reaosnable.

Further, the $10,000 service payment to Plaintiff is appropriate. Case authority supports the award of
incentive payments in private attorney general actions. A named plaintiff's "willingness to act as a
private attorney general" can justify an award of an incentive payment. (Rodriguez v. West Publishing
Corp. (9t Cir. 2009) 563 F.3d 948, 959.)

In addition, the $5,000 in administration costs for Simpluris, Inc. to administer the settlement is
reasonable.

The Court will sign the proposed order.
COURT RULING

The tentative ruling was affirmed as modified on the record.
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