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 I, Elizabeth Parker-Fawley, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California. I am a 

member of Lawyers for Justice, PC, attorneys of record for Plaintiff Juanita Castellon 

(“Plaintiff”). The facts set forth in this declaration are within my personal knowledge or based 

on information and belief, and if called as a witness, I could and would competently testify 

thereto. 

EXPERIENCE AND ADEQUACY OF LAWYERS for JUSTICE, PC 

2. For over a decade, Lawyers for Justice, PC has almost exclusively focused on 

the prosecution of consumer and employment class actions, involving wage-and-hour claims, 

race discrimination, unfair business practices, or consumer fraud. Currently, the firm is 

attorney of record in over 100 employment-related putative class actions in both state and 

federal courts in the State of California. Lawyers for Justice, PC is comprised of attorneys 

who focus on litigating complex wage-and-hour class and Private Attorneys General Act 

(“PAGA”) representative actions. The firm has successfully litigated cases involving the 

executive, administrative, and other overtime exemptions to the State of California and federal 

overtime compensation requirements. Lawyers for Justice, PC has recovered 100 million 

dollars on behalf of over 100 thousand individuals in California. 

3. Edwin Aiwazian is the Managing Member and Shareholder of Lawyers for 

Justice, PC. He received his Bachelor of Arts degree from Pepperdine University in April of 

1999 and earned a Juris Doctor degree from Pepperdine University School of Law in May of 

2004. He has extensive formal training in dispute resolution and negotiation from the Straus 

Institute for Dispute Resolution as part of its Masters in Dispute Resolution degree program. 

In addition, he has previously served as a pro bono mediator for the Los Angeles County 

Superior Court. In October of 2000, he obtained a Litigation Paralegal Certificate from the 

UCLA Extension Program. During the summer of 2000, he studied Legal Writing at Harvard 

University. From approximately September 2002 to approximately December 2002, he served 

as a Judicial Extern to the Honorable Kim McLane Wardlaw of the United States Court of 

Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. From approximately June 2002 to approximately August 2002, 
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he served as a Judicial Extern to the Honorable Earl Johnson, Jr. of the California Court of 

Appeal for the Second Appellate District. In December of 2004, he obtained a license to 

practice law from the California State Bar. Since in or around October of 2008, through his 

work at Lawyers for Justice, PC, he has almost exclusively focused on the prosecution of 

consumer and employment class actions. While employed by Lawyers for Justice PC, he has 

argued over one hundred (100) motions, taken or defended over one hundred fifty (150) 

depositions, prepared dozens of expert witnesses for deposition or trial, and attended over one 

hundred seventy-five (175) mediations. Together with other attorneys at the firm, and in many 

cases in conjunction with co-counsel, he has successfully litigated cases involving the 

executive, administrative, and other overtime exemptions to the State of California and federal 

overtime compensation requirements. Under his supervision, Lawyers for Justice, PC has 

successfully obtained class certification by contested motion practice in approximately fifteen 

(15) cases in the last decade and litigated over 1,000 class action or representative action cases.

4. Arby Aiwazian is a Member and Shareholder of Lawyers for Justice, PC. He

received his Bachelor of Arts degree from University of California, Los Angeles and 

graduated magna cum laude. He earned a Juris Doctor degree, cum laude, from Southwestern 

Law School. From approximately May 2007 to approximately July 2007, he served as a 

Judicial Extern to the Honorable Earl Johnson, Jr. of the California Court of Appeal for the 

Second Appellate District. From approximately August 2008 to approximately December 

2008 he served as a Judicial Extern to the Honorable Kim McLane Wardlaw of the United 

State Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. He was admitted to practice law in California in 

2010. He is admitted to practice before all courts of the State of California and all United 

States District Courts in the State of California. He has worked on many wage-and-hour class 

action and representative action cases, taking the lead in taking and defending depositions, 

arguing motions, and attending mediations. He has played an integral role in preparing matters 

for class certification, including and not limited to, successful certification of a class in Upson 

v. Sur La Table (Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC424012), Montazemi v.

Regus Management (Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC478769), and 
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Abdulhaqq v. Urban Outfitters (Alameda County Superior Court Case No. RG13680477). He 

has worked on over one hundred (100) class action or representative action cases which have 

resulted in settlement. 

5. Joanna Ghosh is a Senior Member of Lawyers for Justice, PC. She received a

Bachelor of Arts degree from California State University, Los Angeles in 2006, a Master of 

Science degree from the London School of Economics in 2007, and a Juris Doctor degree 

from Georgetown University Law Center in 2010. She is admitted to practice in California 

(since 2010) and in New York (since 2013) and is also admitted to practice in all U.S. District 

Courts in California, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Central District of California, and the 

U.S. Supreme Court. She has taken and defended dozens of depositions and successfully 

handled motion practice in class action cases regarding discovery (including and not limited 

to, regarding class contact information), class certification (both contested class certification 

and stipulated class certification), arbitration agreements, coordination, intervention. She has 

successfully handled briefing and oral argument on appeal, and obtained notable decisions 

regarding the Private Attorneys General Act and employer efforts to compel arbitration of 

PAGA claims, e.g., Betancourt v. Prudential Overall Supply, 9 Cal.App.5th 439 (Cal. Ct. 

App., Mar. 7, 2017), cert. denied (Cal., May 24, 2017), cert. denied (U.S., Dec. 11, 2017) and 

ZB, N.A. v. Superior Court, 8 Cal.5th175 (2019). She also has extensive experience with class 

action and/or representative action settlements. Under her, Edwin Aiwazian, and Arby 

Aiwazian’s supervision, the firm has handled the class certification and court approval process 

for hundreds of class action and/or representative action matters that have successfully 

resolved. She is a member of the California Employment Lawyers Association.  

6. I am the Senior Director of Litigation at Lawyers for Justice, PC. I earned my

Bachelor of Arts in History at Chapman University in 2011 and my Juris Doctor from the 

UCLA School of Law in 2014. In December 2014, I obtained a license to practice law from 

the California State Bar. I am admitted to practice in all courts in the State of California, as 

well as the Central, Southern, Northern, and Eastern District Courts of California and the 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal. Since December 2014, I have worked at Lawyers for Justice, 
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PC, and my practice has almost exclusively focused on the prosecution of employment class 

actions and representative actions, handling cases in all stages of litigation from initial 

pleadings to assisting with class action trial matters, attending mediations, and preparing class 

action settlements. I oversee approximately fifteen to twenty-five attorneys working on 

hundreds of employment class actions and representative actions and provide internal training 

for our litigation practice group and post-bar law clerks. I oversee the litigation practices of 

the firm, review and advise attorneys on work product and practices, provide training, and 

supervise cases from their inception to final accounting. I am a member of the California 

Lawyers Association Labor & Employment Group. 

BASIC INFORMATION ABOUT THE CASE AND  

REACHING THE SETTLEMENT 

7. Marked and attached hereto as “Exhibit 1” is the Stipulation of Class Action 

and PAGA Settlement (“Settlement,” “Agreement,” or “Settlement Agreement”) entered into 

by and between Plaintiff and Hope Services (“Defendant”), on the other hand (collectively, 

the “Parties”). The Parties and their counsel have approved the Notice of Proposed Class 

Action Settlement and Hearing Date for Approval (“Class Notice,” “Notice,” or “Notice of 

Class Action Settlement”), which is attached to the Settlement Agreement as “Exhibit A” and 

respectfully request that the Court approve it as well. 

8. The effectiveness of Lawyers for Justice, PC (“Class Counsel”) in prosecuting 

this matter has translated into tangible monetary benefits in the following respects: (1) Class 

Members recover over a reasonably short period of time as opposed to waiting additional 

years for the same, or possibly worse, result; (2) a guaranteed result that compares favorably 

with other complex wage and hour class and/or representative action settlements of similar 

type given the strengths and weaknesses of the case; and (3) significant savings in attorneys’ 

fees and/or costs that would have only increased significantly had the case progressed through 

certification, trial, and/or appeals. 

/// 

/// 
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9. Class Counsel has been directly involved in the litigation of the case and was 

actively preparing the matter for class certification and trial. The Parties have engaged in 

extensive settlement negotiations and on September 26, 2023, participated in a formal, full-

day mediation conducted by Jeffrey Krivis, Esq., a well-respected mediator experienced in 

mediating complex labor and employment matters. In the course of the litigation and in 

connection with the mediation and settlement discussions, the Parties exchanged class 

information and engaged in extensive discussions regarding their evaluations of the case and 

various aspects of the case, including but not limited to, the risks and delays of further 

litigation, the risks to the Parties of proceeding with class certification and/or representative 

adjudication, the law relating to off-the-clock theory, overtime compensation, meal and rest 

periods, rounding, the regular rate of pay, meal waivers, and wage-and-hour law and 

enforcement, as well as the evidence produced and analyzed, and the possibility of appeals, 

among other things. During all settlement discussions, the Parties conducted their negotiations 

at arm’s length in an adversarial position. Arriving at a settlement that was acceptable to all 

Parties was not easy. Defendant and its counsel felt strongly about Defendant’s ability to 

prevail on the merits and at certification, and Plaintiff and Class Counsel believed that they 

would be able to obtain class certification and prevail at trial. After conducting investigations, 

conducting formal and informal discovery and exchange of information, and extensive 

settlement negotiations, with the aid of the mediator’s evaluation, the Parties have agreed that 

the matter is well-suited for settlement given the legal issues relating to Plaintiff’s principal 

claims, as well as the costs and risks to both sides that would attend further litigation. The 

Settlement is a fair, reasonable, and adequate resolution of the Released Claims of Settlement 

Class Members. 

10. Prior to reaching the Settlement, Class Counsel investigated the veracity, 

strength, and scope of the claims. Class Counsel conducted significant investigation, and 

informal discovery regarding the facts of the case, including and not limited to, the exchange, 

review, and analysis of a large volume of information, documents, and data obtained from 

Plaintiff, Defendant, and other sources. Class Counsel took the deposition of Defendant’s 
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person most qualified and served multiple sets of formal written discovery requests on 

Defendant (specifically, Requests for Production of Documents (Set One), Special 

Interrogatories (Sets One and Two) and Form Interrogatories (Set One) and Requests for 

Admissions (Set One)). In addition, Plaintiff sat for her deposition. The volume of 

information, data, and documents that Class Counsel reviewed and analyzed included and was 

not limited to: employment records of Plaintiff, about 99% of Class Members’ time and pay 

data, and Defendant’s operations and employment practices, procedures, and policies 

documents, including the Employee Handbook (including sections regarding Time and 

Attendance Record, Overtime Pay, Meals and Breaks, Tardiness, Discipline, Discharge and 

Termination and Expense Reimbursement) Cash Handling and Balancing Standards, and job 

descriptions for Class Members. Class Counsel had the opportunity to interview Plaintiff and 

other putative class members to gather facts and circumstances surrounding Plaintiff’ and 

putative class members’ employment.   

11. Counsel for the Parties also met and conferred on numerous occasions, e.g., to

discuss issues relating to the pleadings, motion practice, and discovery and the production of 

information, documents, and data in the course of litigation and in connection with mediation 

and settlement negotiations. Class Counsel also drafted pleadings and the mediation brief, and 

prepared for and attended court proceedings, mediation, and settlement negotiations, among 

other tasks.  

12. Counsel for the Parties have also invested time researching and investigating

the applicable law, which is evolving as it relates to certification, off-the-clock theory, regular 

rate, rounding, meal and rest periods, wage-and-hour law and enforcement, Plaintiff’ claims 

and damages, and Defendant’s defenses thereto, as well as facts discovered.  Based on Class 

Counsel’s analysis, the result achieved in this litigation is fair, adequate, and reasonable. 

ESTIMATE OF THE VALUE OF THE CLAIMS 

13. Defendant is a provider of services to people with developmental disabilities

and mental health needs. Defendant is headquartered in San Jose, California and operates in 

nine Bay Area Counties. Defendant also manages thrift stores in Fremont, San Jose, and 
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Watsonville. Plaintiff worked for Defendant in 2019 as an assistant store manager. Plaintiff 

alleges that Defendant violated the California Labor Code and Industrial Welfare Commission 

Wage Orders by engaging in a uniform policy and systematic scheme of wage abuse against 

Plaintiff and the putative class members, including inter alia, failing to properly compensate 

minimum, regular and overtime wages, failing to provide compliant meal and rest periods and 

associated premium pay (including and not limited to, at the correct regular rates), failing to 

timely pay wages during employment, failing to timely pay wages upon termination and 

associated waiting-time penalties, failing to provide compliant wage statements, failing to 

maintain requisite payroll records and failing to reimburse necessary business expenses. 

14. Based on data provided by Defendants and/or extrapolations by Class Counsel, 

the total number of putative class members was estimated to be approximately 1,464 

individuals who worked a total of approximately 117,584 workweeks and 58,197 pay periods 

(from April 2, 20211, through preliminary approval) with an average hourly rate of pay of 

$18.80. The PAGA Period (October 5, 2019, through preliminary approval), is estimated to 

include 1,616 PAGA Employees, who worked an estimated total of 81,968 pay periods.    

15. Plaintiff contended that Defendant required putative class members to perform 

work before clocking-in and after clocking-out of their scheduled shifts and during meal and 

rest periods. Plaintiff alleged that they and putative class members were not paid all wages 

due to them (regular, minimum and overtime wages) as a result of off-the-clock work they 

were required to perform, rounding, and failure to correctly calculate the regular rate of pay.  

Plaintiff alleged that meal and rest periods were regularly interrupted, short, missed, and/or 

late because Plaintiff and putative class members were required to perform and complete work 

duties during meal and rest periods. Plaintiff alleged that Defendant failed to properly pay all 

meal or rest period premiums. Additionally, Plaintiff alleged that Defendant incorrectly 

calculated the regular rate for the purposes of calculating overtime and meal and rest 

 
1 Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, the Class Period begins on the date that is four years prior to the date 

that the First Amended Complaint was filed. See Ex. 1, ¶ II.I. The First Amended Complaint was filed on April 

2, 2025. Accordingly, the Class Period begins on April 2, 2021.  
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premiums because it failed to include non-discretionary forms of pay, including commissions 

and other incentives, in its regular rate calculations.  Plaintiff also contended that Defendant 

failed to timely pay Plaintiff and putative class members all wages due to them while they 

were employed by Defendant, within the time period permissible under California law, and 

all wages due to them upon termination, within the time period permissible under California 

law, thereby triggering waiting-time penalties under California Labor Code section 203.  

Plaintiff also contended that, based on said violations, the wage statements provided by 

Defendant and the payroll records kept by Defendant were inaccurate.  Plaintiff contended 

that Defendant failed to reimburse Plaintiff and the other putative class members for necessary 

business expenses, including, but not limited to, the costs associated with the use of personal 

vehicles and the use of personal cell phones.  

16. Class Counsel considered defense arguments, e.g., that the employer’s

practices, policies, and procedures complied with the law, that Defendant paid putative class 

members over the California minimum wage for all hours worked, that it correctly paid 

overtime for all overtime hours worked, that it had written policies and/or practices providing 

class members an opportunity to take uninterrupted meal periods and rest breaks, that it paid 

meal premiums, that no waiting-time penalties were due because waiting-time penalties only 

arise from “willful” failure to pay wages due and owing at the time of termination or 

resignation, that putative class members suffered no actual injury from the alleged wage 

statement violations and that this cause of action and the recordkeeping violation are entirely 

derivative of the other causes of action, and that Defendant reimbursed employees for 

necessary business-related expenses and did not require employees to undertake expenses that 

were not reimbursed. Importantly, Class Counsel also considered the possibility that 

Defendant would not have the financial resources to satisfy a large judgment and that a victory 

at trial would be pyrrhic because Defendant would be forced to declare bankruptcy or close 

its business.  

17. Class Counsel considered information, data, and documents obtained from

Plaintiff, Defendant, and other sources, and created damages and penalties valuation models 
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prior to reaching the Settlement.  Based thereon, we calculated the potential value of each of 

the claims.  However, the potential value of each claim assumed an exposure based on the 

above-captioned action having been certified and Plaintiff having proven all elements of the 

claims and entitlement to monetary recovery in the above-captioned action (on a class-wide 

and a representative basis), despite risks associated with obtaining and maintaining 

certification and demonstrating manageability, risks to establishing liability and any 

underlying California Labor Code and IWC Wage Order violations and damages, and 

significant additional costs that would have to be incurred in order to certify the above 

captioned action and establish liability, damages, and penalties amounts in the case.  Plaintiff 

faced the risk of the Court finding that individualized issues predominate, such that the case 

would not be suitable for class treatment. While Class Counsel disagreed with Defendant’s 

arguments and factual contentions, Class Counsel recognized the circumstances and realities 

of the case, applicable case law and regulations, the extensive time and pay records and policy 

and practice-related documents produced by Defendant, the costs and expenses of further 

litigation and certification, and risks to recovery, and applied appropriate discounts for them. 

Class Counsel calculated the potential and realistic values of each claim as follows: 

a. Failure to Pay Overtime Wages: The potential value of this claim was 

estimated to be $3,315,868.80 (117,584 workweeks x 1 hour of unpaid 

overtime wages x overtime hourly rate of $28.20, which is based on the 

average hourly rate of $18.80). At this juncture, a discount of 60% was 

applied to account for the risks associated with obtaining and maintaining 

class certification (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$1,326,347.52), a discount of 70% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with succeeding on the merits and establishing liability 

(bringing the value of this claim closer to $397,904.26), and a discount of 

75% was applied to account for the risks associated with proving the extent 

of damages, obtaining an award, and enforcing a judgment thereon 

(bringing the value of this claim closer to $99,476.07).  
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b. Failure to Pay Minimum Wages: The potential value of this claim was 

estimated to be $2,210,579.20 (117,584 workweeks x 1 hour of unpaid 

minimum wages x average hourly rate of $18.80). At this juncture, a 

discount of 60% was applied to account for the risks associated with 

obtaining and maintaining class certification (bringing the value of this 

claim closer to $884,231.68), a discount of 70% was applied to account for 

the risks associated with succeeding on the merits and establishing liability 

(bringing the value of this claim closer to $265,269.50), and a discount of 

75% was applied to account for the risks associated with proving the extent 

of damages and obtaining an award thereof (bringing the value of this claim 

closer to $66,317.38). 

c. Failure to Provide Compliant Meal Periods and Associated Premiums: The 

potential value of this claim was estimated to be $4,421,158.40 (117,584 

workweeks x 2 meal period premiums x average hourly rate of $18.80). At 

this juncture, a discount of 55% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with obtaining and maintaining class certification (bringing the 

value of this claim closer to $1,989,521.28), a discount of 70% was applied 

to account for the risks associated with succeeding on the merits and 

establishing liability (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$596,856.38), and a discount of 70% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with proving the extent of damages, obtaining an award, and 

enforcing a judgment thereon (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$179,056.91). 

d. Failure to Provide Compliant Rest Periods and Associated Premiums: The 

potential value of this claim was estimated to be $4,421,158.40 (117,584 

workweeks x 2 rest period premiums x average hourly rate of $18.80). At 

this juncture, a discount of 60% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with obtaining and maintaining class certification (bringing the 
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value of this claim closer to $1,768,463.36), a discount of 75% was applied 

to account for the risks associated with succeeding on the merits and 

establishing liability (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$442,115.84), and a discount of 70% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with proving the extent of damages, obtaining an award, and 

enforcing a judgment thereon (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$132,634.75). 

e. Failure to Timely Pay Wages During Employment: The value of this claim 

is considered as a part of the valuation of the PAGA claim contained infra. 

f. Failure to Timely Pay Wages After Termination (and Waiting-Time 

Penalties): Based on information and data provided by Defendant, it was 

estimated that approximately 410 putative class members had been 

terminated during the three-year statute of limitations. Assuming that these 

individuals were not timely paid all wages due to them upon termination, 

the potential value of waiting-time penalties was estimated to be 

$1,849,920.00 collectively (410 individuals x [30 days x average hourly 

rate of $18.80 x 8 hours]), or approximately $4,512.00 per individual. At 

this juncture, a discount of 55% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with obtaining and maintaining class certification (bringing the 

value of this claim closer to $832,464.00), a discount of 70% was applied 

to account for the risks associated with succeeding on the merits and 

establishing liability (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$249,739.20), and a discount of 75% was applied to account for the risks 

associated with proving the extent of damages, obtaining an award, and 

enforcing a judgment thereon (bringing the value of this claim closer to 

$62,434.80). 

g. Failure to Provide Compliant Wage Statements: The potential value of this 

claim was calculated to be $1,028,000 (257 individuals x $4,000.00 
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maximum statutory penalty). At this juncture, a discount of 55% was 

applied to account for the risks associated with obtaining and maintaining 

class certification (bringing the value of this claim closer to $462,600.00), 

a discount of 70% was applied to account for the risks associated with 

succeeding on the merits and establishing liability (bringing the value of 

this claim closer to $138,780.00), and a discount of 75% was applied to 

account for the risks associated with proving the extent of damages, 

obtaining an award, and enforcing a judgment thereon (bringing the value 

of this claim closer to $34,695.00).  

h. Failure to Maintain Payroll Records: Arguably, civil penalties would only 

be recoverable by the Labor Commissioner, therefore, the value of this 

claim is considered as a part of the valuation of the PAGA claim contained 

infra. 

i. Failure to Reimburse Necessary Business Expenses: The potential value of 

this claim was estimated to be $552,644.80 (117,584 workweeks x $4.70 

unreimbursed business expenses). At this juncture, a discount of 50% was 

applied to account for the risks associated with obtaining and maintaining 

class certification (bringing the value of this claim closer to $276,322.40), 

a discount of 75% was applied to account for the risks associated with 

succeeding on the merits and establishing liability (bringing the value of 

this claim closer to $69,080.60), and a discount of 70% was applied to 

account for the risks associated with proving the extent of damages, 

obtaining an award, and enforcing a judgment thereon (bringing the value 

of this claim closer to $20,724.18). 

j. PAGA Penalties: The amount of civil penalties at issue, which the Court 

could determine whether or not to assess and whether or not to reduce 

based on the facts and circumstances of the case (to avoid an award that is 

unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory, pursuant to California 
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Labor Code section 2699(e)(2)), were estimated to be approximately 

$1,517,100.00 (1,616 aggrieved employees estimated to have worked 

during one-year statutory period x $1,950 civil penalties). At this juncture 

a discount of 40% was applied to account for the risks associated with 

possible bifurcation of discovery and/or trial (bringing the value of this 

claim closer to $910,260.00), a discount of 70% was applied to account for 

the risks associated with succeeding on the merits and establishing liability 

(bringing the value of this claim closer to $273,078.00), and a discount of 

50% was applied to account for the risks associated with the Court's 

discretion to reduce civil penalties and obtaining an award of civil penalties 

(bringing the value of this claim closer to $136,539.00). 

18. Class Counsel took into consideration that the maximum amount is almost

never recovered at trial and never in a settlement. Settlements, by their nature, must account 

for the weaknesses in a plaintiff’s case, which are discussed above. Indeed, because Defendant 

raised a colorable legal or factual defense to each of the claims Plaintiff alleged, it is possible 

that, after trial, the Class would recover nothing.  

19. The foregoing discussion confirms that the amount of the settlement is

adequate in light of Plaintiff’s allegations and causes of action, the evidence at issue with 

respect to those allegations and causes of action, and legal and factual arguments and 

circumstances which pose challenges to certification, merits, and monetary recovery.  The 

conclusion to be drawn from the foregoing analysis is that neither class certification, liability, 

nor the ability to adjudicate and/or recover monetary relief on a class-wide or representative 

basis is clear-cut, which is why the parties elected to settle the case.  Class Counsel recognized 

the circumstances and realities of the case, applicable case law and regulations, and risks to 

recovery and applied appropriate discounts.  Class Counsel also recognized that additional 

discounts could be made to the risk-adjusted value to account for the costs and expenses 

associated with further litigation and the present value of obtaining a settlement now as 

opposed to monetary recovery, if any, that may be obtained in the future after further litigation. 
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CLASS MEMBERS AND CLASS PERIOD 

20. The Class consists of all individuals who were employed by Defendant in

California as non-exempt or hourly employees during the Class Period. The Class Period is 

from April 2, 2021, through the date of preliminary approval. Based on information provided 

by Defendant, the number of Class Members is estimated to be 1,464.  The exact number and 

identity of Class Members will be provided by Defendant in connection with its duty to 

provide Class Data to the Settlement Administrator within 15 days after the Court 

preliminarily approves the settlement. We are not aware of any conflicts of interest between 

Class Members or between Class Counsel and Class Members.  

PROPOSED DEDUCTIONS FROM GROSS SETTLEMENT 

21. The Settlement provides that Defendant will pay $1,350,000.00 (“Gross

Settlement Amount”), subject to possible increase pursuant to Section IV.I of the Settlement, 

to resolve the above-captioned action and released claims described in the Settlement. The 

Net Settlement Amount is the Gross Settlement Amount less the following amounts subject 

to approval by the Court: Service Award to the Class Representative (up to $10,500.00), 

Settlement Administration Costs (up to $17,750.00), Class Counsel’s Attorneys’ Fees (up to 

$472,500.00, based on 35% of the expected Gross Settlement Amount), Class Counsel’s Costs 

(up to $30,000.00), and PAGA Penalties of $250,000.00. Assuming that the amounts allocated 

under the Settlement toward these payments are awarded by the Court, the Net Settlement 

Amount that will be available for distribution to Participating Class Members is currently 

estimated to be $569,250.00.  The Net Settlement Amount will be fully distributed in 

accordance with the terms of the Settlement and there is no reversion to Defendant.  Payment 

of the amount necessary to cover the employer’s portion of payroll taxes associated with the 

portion of the settlement allocated to wages will be made by Defendant, separate and apart 

from the Gross Settlement Amount. 

22. The Parties have agreed to retain Phoenix Settlement Administrators

(“Phoenix” or “Settlement Administrator”) to handle the notice and settlement administration 

process. The Parties respectfully request that the Court appoint Phoenix to handle these 
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procedures and serve as the Settlement Administrator. Defendant will provide the Settlement 

Administrator with a readable Microsoft Office Excel spreadsheet including each Class 

Member’s full name, last known mailing and email address, Social Security Number, the 

number of Qualifying Pay Periods worked by the Class Member in the Class Period, and the 

number of PAGA Pay Periods worked by the Class Member during the PAGA Period. The 

Settlement Administrator will calculate each Class Member’s pro rata share of the Net 

Settlement Amount and the PAGA Employee Portion. All settlement notices will be sent in 

English and Spanish. The Settlement Administrator’s duties will include handling tax-related 

withholding, deductions, and remittances to applicable state and/or federal taxes authorities; 

translating and mailing the settlement payment checks to the Settlement Class Members; 

issuing W-2, 1099, and other required tax forms; determining the timeliness, validity, and/or 

completion of any Notices of Objection, Requests for Exclusion, and/or disputes regarding 

Qualifying Workweeks or PAGA Pay Periods; distributing the Class Notice and responding 

to inquiries about the Class Notice; calculating and disbursing payments; and performing such 

other tasks necessary to effectuate the terms of the Settlement Agreement.  Settlement 

Administration Costs will not exceed $17,750.00 and will be paid out of the Gross Settlement 

Amount, subject to approval of the Court. I am not aware of any conflicts of interest in 

appointing Phoenix as the Settlement Administrator.  

23. Based on investigation and information discovered, Class Counsel believes

that there is sufficient evidence to support the allegations made in the above-captioned action, 

including the allegations that Defendant, with respect to Plaintiff and Class Members, inter 

alia, failed to properly pay all wages due, failed to provide compliant meal and rest periods 

and to pay associated premium pay, failed to timely pay wages during employment and upon 

termination of employment, failed to provide compliant wage statements, failed to reimburse 

necessary business expenses, and thereby engaged in unfair business practices and conduct. 

Plaintiff also asserted that Class Members were expected to perform similar job duties and 

were subject to the same or similar operations and employment policies, practices, and 

procedures.  Additionally, Plaintiff asserted that Defendant’s recordkeeping practices with 
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respect to Plaintiff and Class Members were substantially the same during the time period at 

issue. As a result of said alleged uniform practices, Plaintiff claims that Class Members were 

not paid all of the compensation that was owed to them by Defendant.  Thus, in Class 

Counsel’s view, it is clear that the outcome of this litigation would be determined by 

Defendant’s uniform operations and employment practices, policies, and procedures that 

Plaintiff alleges applied across Defendant’s hourly-paid, non-exempt employees in California 

during the relevant time period.     

24. Class Counsel is aware of the defenses and position of Defendant but believes

that Plaintiff could potentially obtain class certification despite these defenses. Plaintiff and 

Class Counsel have also taken into account the uncertainty and risk of the outcome of further 

litigation, and the difficulties and delays inherent in such litigation, including those involved 

in class certification and/or representative adjudication.  If the Settlement is not approved, 

Plaintiff would need to move forward with additional discovery and class certification. 

Plaintiff and Class Counsel further recognize the burdens of proof necessary to establish 

liability for the claims asserted in the lawsuit, Defendant’s defenses, and the difficulties in 

establishing entitlement to monetary recovery. Even if a class were certified, significant risks 

would remain. Defendant’s defenses could cause the jury to reject Plaintiff’ claims or only 

award a small amount of the unpaid wages and other damages and penalties sought. And even 

if Plaintiff prevailed at trial, Class Members might have to wait years before they received 

any payment, or Defendant might not have the financial resources to satisfy any judgment. 

Plaintiff and Class Counsel have also considered the Parties’ settlement discussions, as well 

as the evaluations of the mediator, who is experienced and well-regarded in complex labor 

and employment matters. 

25. Defendant, on the other hand, denied and continues to deny any liability and

wrongdoing of any kind associated with the allegations in the case, and further denies that the 

lawsuit is appropriate for class treatment or representative adjudication for any purpose other 

than the Settlement. Defendant believes that it would ultimately succeed in the matter because, 

among other reasons, it contends that individual issues overwhelm common issues and 
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because this action is not manageable as a class action.  Both sides have also had the 

opportunity to conduct investigations and gather documents and information relating to 

Plaintiff’s and the Class Members’ employment with Defendant, and Defendant’s operations 

and employment policies, practices, and procedures. The Parties also reviewed and analyzed 

a volume of information, documents, and data, including pre-mediation production of almost 

all PAGA Employees’ time and pay information, to determine the potential value and strength 

of the claims. The available information enabled Class Counsel to assess and value the class 

claims and prepare violation, damages, and penalties analyses and models. Accordingly, the 

Parties have conducted adequate investigation and discovery to be sufficiently informed of 

the nature and extent of the Class Members’ claims, and to enable both sides to fully evaluate 

the Settlement for its fairness, adequacy, and reasonableness. The Settlement takes into 

account the strengths and weaknesses of each side’s position and the uncertainty of how the 

case might have concluded at certification, trial, and/or appeals. 

26. The Settlement Agreement provides for Class Counsel to apply for attorneys’

fees in an amount of up to 35% of the Gross Settlement Amount (i.e., $472,500.00 if the Gross 

Settlement Amount remains $1,350,000.00) and expenses and costs in an amount not to 

exceed $30,000.00 which will be paid out of the Gross Settlement Amount subject to approval 

by the Court.  To date, Class Counsel has borne all of the risks and costs of litigation and will 

not receive any compensation until recovery is obtained in this matter.   

27. The Settlement Agreement provides for payment of a Service Award of up to

$10,500.00 to Plaintiff for her services as the class representative, to be paid out of the Gross 

Settlement Amount subject to approval by the Court.  Plaintiff spent considerable time and 

effort to produce relevant documents and past employment records and to provide the facts 

and evidence necessary to attempt to prove the allegations. Plaintiff was available whenever 

Class Counsel needed her and actively tried to obtain information that would facilitate the 

pursuit of the class claims. Plaintiff also prepared and appeared for her deposition in 

connection with this matter. Accordingly, it is appropriate and just for Plaintiff to receive the 

proposed Service Award, in addition to her individual settlement payment. 
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28. Class Counsel submits that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate,

and is in the best interests of the Class. Class Counsel further submits that the Settlement is 

within an acceptable range of recovery for this type of litigation given the strengths and 

weaknesses of the case, the inherent costs and risks of further litigation, and the costs and risks 

associated with class certification, representative adjudication, trial, and/or appeals.  

29. Class Counsel is not aware of any concurrent overlapping wage and hour class

or representative actions against Defendant. 

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

foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed on December 5, 2025, at Glendale, California. 

______________________________ 

Elizabeth Parker-Fawley 
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EXHIBIT 1 

(Settlement Agreement) 

































































1 authorized the execution, delivery, and performance of this Stipulation. 

2 M. Representation by Counsel 

3 

4 

5 

The Parties to this Action acknowledge that they have been represented by counsel 

throughout all negotiations that preceded the execution of this Stipulation, and that this 

Stipulation has been executed with the consent and advice of counsel. 

6 N. Signatories 

7 

8 

9 

10 

It is agreed that because the Class Members are so numerous, it is impossible or 

impractical to have each Class Member execute this Stipulation. The Notice of Settlement 

will advise all Class Members of the binding nature of the release, and the release shall have 

the same force and effect as if this Stipulation was executed by each member of the Settlement 

11 Class. 

12 BY SIGNING BELOW, THE PARTIES AGREE TO THIS STIPULATION AND ITS 

13 TERMS: 

14 D&t€dI03/17/2025 

15 

£ll¢1II\*=l/$91.1 

N l A u e 5 g l 8  

msounooos 57 uvc znssszsl 
I 3 a401 5 : l ] g I h 5 9 h 2 a 3 0 1 8 9 9 0 1  

Plaintiff Juanita Castellon 

16 Dated: 

17 
Hope Services 
Tom McGovern, Board Chair 

18 Dated: 
19 Hope Services 

Daniel Burns, VP Human Resources 
20 

21 Approved as to form: 
LAYTON LAW FIRM 

22 Dated: 

23 

24 

25 

By: 
Rona Layton 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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17 
Hope Services 
Tom McGovern, Board Chair 

18 Dated: 
19 Hope Services 

Daniel Burns, VP Human Resources 
20 

21 Approved as to form: 
LAYTON LAW FIRM 
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Attorneys for Defendant 
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Dated: March 4, 2025 GUNDZIK GUNDZIK HEEGER LLP 
 
 
 By:  
 Aaron Gundzik 

Attorney for Plaintiff 
 
  
Dated: _____________ LAWYERS FOR JUSTICE, PC 

 
 
 
 By:  
 Edwin Aiwazian 

Joanna Ghosh 
Elizabeth Parker-Fawley 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

 
  

March 17, 2024
















