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27200 Agoura Rd., Suite 101
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Telephone: (818) 703-8985

Facsimile: (818) 703-8984

Attorneys for Plaintiff Yesenia Aguayo on behalf of herself and all “aggrieved employees”
pursuant to Labor Code 8§ 2698 et seq.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES—NORTHWEST DISTRICT

YESENIA AGUAYO, on behalf of herself CASE NO: 21VECV00026
and all “aggrieved employees” pursuant to
Labor Code 8 2698 et seq., Assigned to the Hon. Bernie C. La Forteza,
Dept. U

Plaintiffs,
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ALL VALLEY WASHER SERVICE, INC., || APPROVING SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS

a California corporation, and DOES 1 BROUGHT PURSUANT TO THE PRIVATE
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DISMISSING ACTION WITH PREJUDICE

Date: December 13, 2021
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: U

Complaint Filed: January 11, 2021
Trial Date: None

DECLARATION OF DANIEL F. GAINES IN SUPPORT OF UNOPPOSED MOTION FOR AN ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS BROUGHT
PURSUANT TO THE PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT OF 2004, AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ FEES, COSTS, GENERAL RELEASE PAYMENT,
AND REIMBURSEMENT OF SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION EXPENSES, AND DISMISSING ACTION WITH PREJUDICE



© 00 ~N o o b~ w NP

N NN NN NN NN PR R R R R R Rl Rl
o N o OB W N B O ©W 0O N oo o~ W N -k O

I, DANIEL F. GAINES, hereby declare and state as follows:

1. | am an attorney duly admitted to the practice of law in the State of California. 1 am
a shareholder of Gaines & Gaines, APLC, counsel for Plaintiff Yesenia Aguayo (“Plaintiff”) in this
action. | have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and if called as a witness to testify

to them, | could and would do so competently.

Counsel’s Experience and Recommendation:

2. | obtained my BS degree from the University California at Berkeley in 2003. |
majored in Business Administration at the Haas School of Business.

3. Thereafter, | attended the University of Virginia School of Law. At Virginia, | was
a member of the editorial board of the Virginia Tax Review. | was also the recipient of the Lacy
Armour Scholarship, awarded to recognize academic excellence. At Virginia, | focused my studies
on tax and real estate. | earned my JD and became a member of the California Bar in 2007.

4. Since becoming a member of the Bar, | have practiced law with my partner/father,
Kenneth, at Gaines & Gaines, APLC. Our practice specializes in litigation, with an emphasis in
business, real estate, and employment disputes like this one. Over 75% of my practice is devoted
to complex employment litigation similar to the instant action.

5. My firm has represented employees in complex employment matters such as this
one, with an emphasis in wage and hour issues. | have participated in and have been certified as
Court-approved class and representative counsel in hundreds of class and representative action
matters since my admission to the Bar. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct list of
the cases in which I have represented employees in wage and hour matters been appointed as class
and representative counsel.

Background and Procedural History

6. On October 20, 2020, pursuant to Labor Code 8§ 2699.3, Plaintiff gave written notice
by online filing with the LWDA and by certified mail, return receipt requested, to Defendant of the
specific provisions of the Labor Code alleged to have been violated, including the facts and theories
to support the alleged violation. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of
Plaintiff’s October 20, 2020 letter to the LWDA. On January 11, 2021, and after the LWDA
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declined to take action within the statutorily permissible time with respect to Plaintiff’s October
20, 2020 letter, Plaintiff filed her representative action complaint in this Court.

7. Defendant All VValley Washer Service, Inc. provides Coin-op, Card-op & Phone-app
laundry systems throughout California. Defendant primarily services and installs laundry
machines. Defendant employed Plaintiff from November 2018 through January 2020 as a non-
exempt Sales Assistant in Van Nuys, California. The Aggrieved Employees are current and former
non-exempt employees employed by Defendant in California at any time during the Settlement
Period.

8. Plaintiff asserts claims that Defendant failed to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved
Employees all wages due including all minimum wages and overtime wages in violation of Labor
Code 88 246, 510, and 1194; failed to provide legally compliant rest breaks to Plaintiff and
Aggrieved Employees in violation of Labor Code § 226.7; failed to provide legally compliant meal
breaks to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees in violation of Labor Code 8§ 226.7 and 512; failed
to issue accurately itemized wage statements to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, in violation of
Labor Code 88 226(a) and 226.3; and failed to timely pay wages to Aggrieved Employees in
violation of Labor Code 88 201-203. Plaintiff asserts these claims under PAGA, seeking civil
penalties for the alleged Labor Code violations.

Compliance with Procedural Requirements of PAGA:

9. Concurrently with the filing of this Motion, Plaintiff submitted the Settlement
Agreement, together with this Motion and all supporting documents, to the LWDA via online
upload on November 16, 2021. Service of the LWDA is reflected on the Declaration of Service
submitted herewith.

Counsel’s Diligence In Advance of, and In Connection With, Settlement Negotiations:

10. My office engaged in informal discovery of Defendant’s alleged Labor Code
violations, which specifically targeted evaluating the strength and value of the PAGA claims in
preparation for a resolution of this Action.

11. My office obtained and reviewed multiple documents, including (i) Plaintiff’s
employee file and wage statements, (ii) policy documents relating to the employment of Plaintiff
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and other Aggrieved Employees, and (iii) data relating to the number of alleged violations and the
value of the recoverable penalties.

12.  Based on the information received, as well as through discussions with Defendant’s
Counsel, my office was able to (i) determine the total number of distinct individuals falling within
the definition of “Aggrieved Employee” for the relevant statutory period, and (ii) construct a
damage model that calculated the maximum realistic amount of PAGA penalties that could be
levied against Defendant within the Release Period. Defendant, however, disputed Plaintiff’s
claims and disputed both the existence of and extent of liability as alleged by Plaintiff.

13.  On July 15, 2021, the Parties participated in a mediation session with respected
mediator Hon. Melinda A. Johnson (Ret.). During the mediation, the parties engaged in arm’s-
length negotiations but reached an impasse. Thereafter, Judge Johnson successfully brought the
parties to agree on a resolution of the PAGA claims asserted in the action. The Parties jointly
prepared and executed the Settlement Agreement. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and
correct copy of the Parties’ Private Attorneys General Act (Labor Code 8§ 2698 et seq.) Settlement
Agreement.

Settlement Terms:

14.  All employees that performed work for Defendant during the Release Period will
receive a pro rata share of the $11,153.30 allocated to Aggrieved Employees, which shall be
distributed based on the number of pay periods each Aggrieved Employee worked for Defendant
in California during the Release Period.

15.  Although these calculations will not be made until after approval, a rough estimation
of the value to the 111 individuals falling within the definition of “Aggrieved Employee” may be
gleaned from the fact that an equal division would provide about $100.48 to each Aggrieved
Employee, net of payments to the LWDA, to the Settlement Administrator, attorney’s fees and
costs. The LWDA will be paid $33,459.88.

16.  This case addresses alleged violations of important employee protections embodied
in the California Labor Code — namely, that Defendant failed to compensate Plaintiff and Aggrieved
Employees with all overtime wages, failed to provide legally compliant rest breaks to Plaintiff
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Aggrieved Employees, in violation of Labor Code § 226.7, failed to provide legally compliant meal
breaks to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, in violation of Labor Code 8§ 226.7 and 512, failed
to timely pay wages to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, in violation of Labor Code §§ 201-
203, and failed to issue accurately itemized wage statements to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees,
in violation of Labor Code 8§88 226(a) and 226.3. Defendant’s maximum theoretical exposure in
this action, without stacking potentially duplicative and oppressive penalties, totals approximately
$417,500 computed by multiplying 4,175 pay periods by $100 each.

17. Defendant contends it acted within the requirements of California law at all times
as to all Aggrieved Employees. It further contends that not every pay period at issue involved an
alleged Labor Code violation subject to civil penalties. Based on these disputes, which had the
potential to completely eliminate Plaintiff’s recovery, the range of realistic “litigation outcomes”
on the Plaintiff’s PAGA claim was defined by a “maximum possible liability” amount of
approximately $417,500 based on 4,175 pay periods in the Release Period, without stacking claims,
at $100 per violation. Notwithstanding the existence of such issues, the Settlement achieves a
significant benefit. As such, this factor weighs very heavily in favor of resolution by way of the
compromise set forth in the Settlement.

Attorneys’ Fees:

18.  The results achieved by my office are significant, as Defendant has agreed to pay
$111,000 pursuant to the Settlement. This is a significant recovery given the risk of success in
obtaining any recoverable penalties.

19.  Such results were achieved in the face of significant risks. Defendant maintained
defenses to Plaintiff’s PAGA claims that very well could have resulted in a net-zero recovery at
trial.

20. Notwithstanding this risk of loss, my office undertook representation of the instant
PAGA claim for the benefit of the State of California on a contingency basis. This not only required
my office to personally assume the risk of nonpayment in securing the very substantial financial

benefit the State of California stands to receive, but constitutes a “loan” on my offices’ services —
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both of which are factors warranting fee enhancement under applicable California Supreme Court
authority.

21. My offices’ fee request of $44,400 (40% of the Gross Settlement Amount) is fair
and reasonable based on a percentage of the recovery, and as well as when confirmed with a lodestar
cross-check. This is also consistent with my offices’ experience in similar wage and hour class
action matters. Based on a projected final lodestar of $ 35,730, this yields a multiplier of 1.24 over
the $44,400 fee request. Attached as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the calculation of the
professional services rendered in this matter that was used to compute the lodestar.

22. | have spent, and expect to spend, a total of 12.6 hours on this matter. Our of
counsel, Alex P. Katofsky, will spend a total of 25.3 hours on this matter. Our senior associate
Sepideh Ardestani has spent 4.1 hours on this matter. Our senior associate Evan S. Gaines has
spent 10.7 hours on this matter. Our of counsel, Miriam L. Schimmel, has spent 2.0 hours on this
matter.

23.  Over the past year, several California courts have approved the attorney hourly rates
proffered here as reasonable. My reasonable hourly rate is $650. This is the rate prevailing in the
community for similar work performed by attorneys of comparable skill, experience, and
reputation, and has been approved as reasonable by several California state and federal courts over
the past nine months. Based on my education and experience as detailed above, this rate is
reasonable.

24.  Mr. Katofsky is a highly skilled and experienced litigator with over 20 years of
experience. He earned his J.D. in 1999 from the University of the Pacific McGeorge School of
Law. His hourly rate of $700 is reasonable based on his education and experience and comports to
the market rate; it has been approved as reasonable by other California courts.

25. Ms. Ardestani is an eleven-year lawyer with experience in litigation matters,
including employment law and class and representative actions. She is a 2004 graduate of
University of California, Los Angeles (B.A.), a 2009 graduate of Whittier School of Law (J.D.),
and a 2010 graduate of Santa Clara School of Law (L.L.M.). Her hourly rate of $550 is reasonable
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based on her education and experience and comports to the market rate; it has been approved as
reasonable by other California courts.

26. Mr. Evan S. Gaines is a 2012 graduate of Michigan State University College of
Law. He graduated from the University of California, Santa Barbara in 2005. Evan’s reasonable
hourly rate is $550, which is based on his education and experience. This rate comports to the
market rate and has been approved by other California courts as reasonable.

27. Ms. Schimmel is also a highly skilled and experienced litigator, with over 21 years
of experience, primarily representing employees and employers in employment-related
litigation. She earned her Juris Doctor in 1996 from Loyola Law School, Los Angeles. Her hourly
rate of $750 is reasonable based on her education and experience and comports to the market rate;
it has been approved as reasonable by other California courts.

28.  Amelia Booth and Beatriz Franco are support staff in my office. They have
performed 0.4 hours and 1.5 hours (respectively) on this matter. Their reasonable fee is $100 per
hour.

29. Representative action work also requires specialized learning and the willingness to
take large risks. My office has extensive experience in wage and hour representative action
litigation, particularly in the employment context, as detailed herein.

30. Furthermore, as described above, the Aggrieved Employees and the State of
California reaped significant benefits. The success achieved by the Settlement supports my firm’s
fee request.

31. A small firm like ours can only properly litigate a limited number of cases at one
time. The requirements of this case were significant. Had we not reached a settlement with
Defendant; the demands of this case would have required a significant portion of our resources.
We were precluded from taking other employment cases due to the demands of litigating this case.

Counsel’s Costs:

32. My firm’s total costs are $7,986.82 and include, among other expenses, mediation

fees and expert analysis fees. A true and correct copy of an itemized list of costs incurred by my
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firm in this action is attached hereto as Exhibit E. These costs were reasonably incurred in
litigating this matter.

Plaintiff Asuayo’s General Release Payment

33.  Ms. Aguayo is entering into a full general release against Defendant and its Released
Parties, which is far broader than the release by other Aggrieved Employees. Specifically,
Aggrieved Employees are releasing only PAGA civil penalty claims, while Ms. Aguayo is releasing
all her Labor Code claims which underlie the PAGA claims she asserts. No other Aggrieved
Employee is subject to this broad form of release.

34.  This broad release was negotiated (and necessary) to resolve the Action. Plaintiff
threatened to assert her individual claims, either in arbitration or in litigation, and Defendant
required that they be resolved in connection with the resolution of the Action. Without the
resolution and release of Plaintiff’s individual wage claims, litigation would continue in a
piecemeal fashion, and Defendant is buying peace with this settlement, such that its objectives
would not be achieved absent the general release.

35. Ms. Aguayo’s individual claims have real value and were negotiated separately from
the settlement of the representative claims. In exchange, Plaintiff is giving a general release, which
includes all of the overtime, meal and rest break violations within the applicable four-year statute
of limitations®. This compensates him both for a general release (with Civil Code section 1542
waiver) as to all claims — including his underlying Labor Code claims for overtime wages, rest
period premiums, wage statement penalties, and waiting time penalties and for her service in the
Action, as detailed more extensively in the motion and her separate declaration. This is a reasonable
payment for Ms. Aguayo’s efforts in this matter and the valuable claims she is waiving against
Defendant. Plaintiff’s individual claims are calculated here:

\\
\\
\\

1 Ms. Aguayo was employed by Defendant from November 2018 through January 20, 2020.
Based on her usual schedule of five shifts per week, the time period encompasses 310 shifts.
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LABOR CODE | FACTS CALCULATION TOTAL
VIOLATION
Labor Code 310 shifts worked during | x $16.50/hour x 100% | $5,115 unpaid rest
§ 226.7 the applicable statute of | violation rate period premiums

limitations
Labor Code 310 shifts worked during | x $16.50/hour x 100% | $5,115 unpaid meal
8§ 226.7, 512 the Release Period violation rate period premiums
Labor Code $132 average daily x 30 days $3,960 waiting time
§ 203 wage penalties
Labor Code 31 pay periods worked | $50 per initial violation | $3,050 wage statement
§ 226(e) during the Release (1 x $50) + $100 per penalties

Period subsequent

violation (30 x $100)

Labor Code 88 | Estimated 1 hour of $24.75 x 1 shift/wk x | $1,534.50 unpaid
510, 1194 unpaid overtime per 62 weeks overtime wages

week

TOTAL WAGES AND
PENALTIES DUE:

$18,774.50

| declare, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the

foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 16th day of November 2021 at Calabasas, California.

Daniel F. Gaines

DANIEL F. GAINES
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Dabney, et al. v. Panera, LLC., San Bernardino County Superior Court, Case No.
CIVDS1516030
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Espinosa v. Taltech Construction, et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No.
BC590176
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GAINES&GAINES

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION

WWW. GAINESLAWFIRM.COM 27200 AGOURA ROAD, SUITE 0] PHONE (8i8) 702-8985

FAX (818) 703-8984
CALABASAS, CALIFORNIA 91301

October 20, 2020
Via Certified Mail

Labor & Workforce Development Agency
By online submission

All Valley Washer Service, Inc.
15008 Delano St.
Van Nuys, CA 91411 Defendant mailed certified # 70180360000011916649

Agent for Service of Process for All Valley Washer Service, Inc.

James Ronald Feinstein

15008 Delano St.

Van Nuys, CA 91411 Agent mailed certified # 70180360000011916656

Re:  Labor Code Violations of All Valley Washer Service, Inc. — Compliance Letter of
California Labor Code § 2698 - Private Attorneys General Act

Dear LWDA:

This office represents Yesenia Aguayo, a former non-exempt California employee of All Valley
Washer Service, Inc. (“Defendant”). The purpose of this letter is to comply with the Private
Attorneys General Act of 2004, pursuant to California Labor Code § 2698 et seq.

Herein, we set forth the facts and theories of California Labor Code violations which we allege
Defendant engaged in with respect to our client and other of its non-exempt California employees
(“Aggrieved Employees”).

Our client alleges that Defendant failed to blend bonus wages, commission wages, and other non-
base hourly wages earned by our client and other Aggrieved Employees into their sick pay rate,
yielding an underpayment, in violation of Labor Code §§ 246, 510, 558 and 1194. Defendant
failed to properly blend bonus wages, commission wages, and other non-base hourly wages and
instead paid our client and other Aggrieved Employees sick pay based only on the base hourly rate
of pay, thus depriving our client and other Aggrieved Employees of all wages earned.
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Defendant failed to pay premium wages to our client and Aggrieved Employees who were denied
rest periods, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 558 and IWC Wage Order 4-2001. Our client
and all other Aggrieved Employees were routinely not authorized and unable to take a 10-minute
rest period for every four (4) hours of work or major fraction thereof, but were not paid premium
wages of one hour’s pay for each missed rest period. When rest periods were provided, our client
and Aggrieved Employees were not permitted to leave the work premises, resulting in an on-duty
rest period. This violates Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 558 and IWC Wage Order 4-2001.

Defendant failed to pay premium wages to our client and other Aggrieved Employees who were
denied meal periods, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512 and IWC Wage Order 4-2001.
Our client and Aggrieved Employees were routinely denied, and not authorized to take, a timely,
uninterrupted, 30-minute meal period for every shift worked that exceeded five hours in duration,
or a second timely, uninterrupted, 30-minute meal period for every shift worked that exceeded ten
hours in duration, but were not paid premium wages of one hour’s pay for each missed first or
second meal period. Defendant would also alter our client’s and Aggrieved Employees’ timecards
to avoid paying meal period penalties. This violates Labor Code §§ 226.7 and 512 and IWC Wage
Order 4-2001.

Our client alleges that Defendant failed to provide her and other Aggrieved Employees with wage
statements that fully and accurately itemized the requirements set forth in Labor Code §§ 226(a)
and 226.3. Our client and other Aggrieved Employees were not paid all wages due and meal and
rest period premium wages due. As such, the wage statements provided by Defendant failed to
accurately state all gross wages earned, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(1) and 226.3, total
hours worked, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(2) and 226.3, net wages earned, in violation
of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(5) and 226.3, and all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay
period and the corresponding number of hours worked, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(9)
and 226.3.

Our client further alleges that Defendant failed to pay her all wages due at the separation of her
employment based on the time frames required by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202. As stated above,
our client and other Aggrieved Employees were not paid all wages due during the course of their
employment and, as a result of this failure, they were not timely paid all wages due at the separation
of their employment. This violates Labor Code §§ 201-202 and is alleged on behalf of our client
and certain Aggrieved Employees.

The $75 PAGA filing fee has been submitted to the LWDA online via its website concurrently
with the transmission of this letter.

We invite Defendant or its attorney to contact our office to discuss this matter, including whether
an early resolution of the claims can be reached.

Our office awaits your response.
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Very truly yours,

GAINES & GAINES
A Professiona} Law Corporation

By:

“EVAN S. GAINES
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PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT (LABOR CODE § 2698 ET SEQ.)
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Yesenia Aguayo v. All Valley Washer Service, Inc.
Los Angeles County Superior Court
Case Number 21VECV00026

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by and among the undersigned
Parties, subject to the approval of the Court, that the settlement of this action with respect to all
claims brought in a representative capacity pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act
(“PAGA”™) (Labor Code § 2698 et seq.) shall be effectuated upon and subject to the following
terms and conditions. Capitalized terms used herein shall have the meanings set forth in Article I
or elsewhere in this PAGA Settlement Agreement (“Agreement”).

This Agreement is made by and between Defendant All Valley Washer Service,
Inc. (“Defendant”) and Plaintiff Yesenia Aguayo (“Plaintiff”), on behalf of herself, Aggrieved
Employees (defined below), on behalf of the State of California. (Defendant, Plaintiff and
Aggrieved Employees, as defined herein, are sometimes collectively referred to as the “Parties.”)
This Agreement shall be effective upon the last date upon which it is signed by the Parties.

The Parties agree that all representative claims brought pursuant to PAGA in Los
Angeles County Superior Court case number 21 VECV00026 (the “Litigation” or “Action”) shall
be, and hereby are, ended, settled, resolved, and concluded by agreement of Defendant to pay the
sum of One Hundred Eleven Thousand Dollars ($111,000.00) (hereinafter referred to as the “Gross
Settlement Amount”) for settlement of the PAGA claims and penalties sought in the Litigation,
which shall be inclusive of Plaintiff’s Counsel attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with this
Agreement and a general release payment to Plaintiff Aguayo. The Parties further agree that this
Agreement is a compromise of disputed claims and that nothing in this Agreement shall be
construed as an admission of liability.

Article I.
Definitions.

Section 1.01 Definitions.

Unless otherwise defined herein, the following terms used in this Agreement shall
have the meanings ascribed to them as set forth below:

(a) “Aggrieved Employees” means all current and former non-exempt employees employed
by All Valley Washer Service, Inc. in California at any time during the Settlement Period
(October 20, 2019 through August 18, 2021). Defendant represents that the total number
of Aggrieved Employees is no more than 111individuals and there are a total of 4,175 pay
periods during the Settlement Period.
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(b) “Complaint” means the Complaint filed by Plaintiff on or about January 11, 2021 which
asserts claims under PAGA predicated on underlying violations of Labor Code §§ 201,
202, 226(a), 226.3, 226(a), 226.7, 246, 510, 512, 558, and 1194.

(¢) “Court” means the Superior Court for the State of California, County of Los Angeles.
(d) “Defense Counsel” or “Counsel for Defendant” is:

Jonathan Fraser Light, Esq.
Brier Miron Setlur, Esq.
LIGHTGABLER

760 Paseo Camarillo, Suite 300
Camarillo, California 93010

(e) “Effective Date” means the date the Court approves the settlement of the PAGA penalties
as described in this Agreement and dismisses the Action with prejudice.

(f) “Plaintiff’s Counsel” is:

Alex P. Katofsky, Esq.

Daniel F. Gaines, Esq.
GAINES & GAINES, APLC
27200 Agoura Road, Suite 101
Calabasas, California 91301

(g) “Settlement Period” means the time period from October 20, 2019 through August 18,
2021.

(h) “Settlement Administrator” means the third-party settlement administrator Phoenix Class
Action Administration Solutions for administration of this settlement following Court
approval.

Article I

Background.
Section 2.01 Background.

(a) OnJanuary 11, 2021, Plaintiff Aguayo filed a complaint in the Superior Court of the State
of California for the County of Los Angeles styled, Yesenia Aguayo v. All Valley Washer
Service, Inc., Case No. 21VECV00026. The Complaint alleges as a single representative
cause of action on behalf of Plaintiff, the State of California and other Aggrieved
Employees pursuant to the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (Cal. Labor Code § 2698
et seq.) based on alleged violations of Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 226(a), 226.3, 226(a),
226.7, 246,510,512, 558, and 1194 premised on Defendant’s alleged failure to pay all sick
pay wages, provide all meal and rest periods, or premium compensation in lieu thereof,
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timely pay wages due at separation of employment, and issue complete and accurate wage
statements.

(b) The Parties have engaged in extensive motion practice and have exchanged formal and
informal discovery. The Parties reached this Agreement on August 18, 2021, only after
such discovery and investigation was performed, following a mediation with Hon. Melinda
Johnson (Ret.) on July 15, 2021.

(c) This Agreement contemplates the entry of an order by the Court approving the payment
allocated for settlement of the PAGA claims and dismissing the Action with prejudice.

Article I11.

Approval and Implementation of Settlement.

Section 3.01 Cooperation.

The Parties will cooperate in obtaining, through a stipulation and order, or an
unopposed motion, if required, an Order from the Court approving the payment of the Gross
Settlement Amount as described in this Agreement at the earliest possible date. Concurrently with
the submission of this Agreement to the Court, Plaintiff shall submit it to the LWDA as required
by PAGA. The Parties agree to use their best efforts to expedite the preparation and submission
of the settlement documents. The Parties further agree to fully cooperate in the drafting and/or
filing of any further documents or filings reasonably necessary to be prepared or filed, shall take
all steps that may be requested by the Court relating to, or that are otherwise necessary to, the
approval and implementation of the payment of the Gross Settlement Amount as described in this
Agreement.

The Court’s approval of the payment of the Gross Settlement Amount as described
in this Agreement shall be embodied in a written Order, which shall be transmitted to the LWDA
promptly upon entry, as required by PAGA. Should the Court not grant approval of the payment
of the Gross Settlement Amount as described in this Agreement or decline to dismiss the Action,
this Agreement shall be null and void and have no further effect, and all sums paid by Defendant,
if any, shall be promptly returned to it.

Section 3.02 Settlement Payment Procedures.

(a) Payment of Gross Settlement Amount and Notice to Aggrieved Employees.

(1) Defendant agrees to pay a total amount of One Hundred Eleven Thousand Dollars
($111,000.00) to settle this matter. This amount, i.e., the Gross Settlement Amount, shall
cover, resolve, and fully satisfy any and all amounts owed to Plaintiff, the Aggrieved
Employees, the State of California, and Plaintiff’s Counsel, including all amounts
allocated to attorneys’ fees and costs, in settlement of all claims asserted in the Complaint,
or that could have been asserted in the Complaint, by Plaintiff, on behalf of herself and
the Aggrieved Employees. The Parties agree that there are no circumstances that would
require Defendant to pay any amount greater than the Gross Settlement Amount in
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connection with this Agreement. In the event that this Agreement is canceled, rescinded,
terminated, voided or nullified, however that may occur as permitted herein, or the
settlement is barred by operation of law, invalidated, or ordered not to be carried out by
a court of competent jurisdiction, Defendant shall have no obligation to pay any of the
Gross Settlement Amount and the Parties’ respective positions shall be restored to
positions prior to mediation. Further, in that event, nothing in this Agreement, the
negotiations leading to this settlement, nor any papers prepared in connection with this
Agreement shall be admissible in any proceeding for any purpose whatsoever.

The “Net Settlement Amount” shall be calculated by deducting from the Gross Settlement
Amount up to 40% of the Gross Settlement Amount (projected to be $44,400) for the
payment of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s fees, up to $10,000 for the payment of Plaintiff’s
Counsel’s costs, $10,000 to Plaintiff in exchange for her general release of all claims
against Defendant, and up to $4,000 to compensate the parties’ chosen Settlement
Administrator. The Net Settlement Amount will be comprised of approximately $42,600.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the Net Settlement Amount, or approximately $31,950,
shall be distributed to the State of California Labor and Workforce Development Agency
(“LWDA”), and the remaining twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Settlement Amount,
or approximately $10,650, shall be distributed to the Aggrieved Employees.

The twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Settlement Amount to be distributed to the
Aggrieved Employees will be divided by the total number of pay periods worked by all
of them in California during the Settlement Period to yield the Pay Period Value. Each
Aggrieved Employee will be paid an amount equal to their individual number of pay
periods worked in California during the Settlement Period multiplied by the Pay Period
Value.

Defendant shall pay the Gross Settlement Amount via wire, bank transfer or certified
funds to the Settlement Administrator no more than ten (10) calendar days after the
Effective Date. The Settlement Administrator will hold the funds in a Qualified
Settlement Fund. The Settlement Administrator will provide to Defendant’s attorney a
W-9 form for the Qualified Settlement Fund prior to its funding of the Gross Settlement
Amount.

Defendant will provide the Settlement Administrator with a confidential list of the names
and addresses of the Aggrieved Employees within ten (10) calendar days after the
Effective Date. This contact information will be provided confidentially to the Settlement
Administrator only, and the Settlement Administrator will treat the information as private
and confidential and take all necessary precautions to maintain the confidentiality of such
information. This information is to be used only to carry out the Settlement
Administrator’s duties as specified in this Agreement.

No later than fifteen (15) calendar days after the Gross Settlement Amount has been paid,
the Settlement Administrator shall transmit the Notice of PAGA Settlement (attached
hereto as Exhibit “A”), together with settlement checks containing their individual
settlement amounts, with no claims process required, to all Aggrieved Employees by first-
class United States mail, postage prepaid, to the last known address of each recipient with
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directions to the Postmaster to forward the Notice of PAGA Settlement and return all
undeliverable Notices.

(7) For each settlement check and Notice of PAGA Settlement that is returned as
undeliverable, the Settlement Administrator shall promptly attempt to locate the
Aggrieved Employee by using an address refresher database. The value of checks
uncashed more than 180 days after issuance shall be paid to the Office of the California
State Controller — Unclaimed Property Fund, to be held in the name of the respective
Aggrieved Employees.

(8) 100% of the Gross Settlement Amount is considered penalties and will not be subject to
local, state or federal tax withholdings. All recipients of payments under this Agreement
have their payments reported on an IRS Form 1099. The Settlement Administrator shall
issue IRS Form 1099s (if required) to the Aggrieved Employees.

Article IV.

Limitations On Use Of This Settlement.

Section 4.01 No Admission.

This Agreement and compliance with this Agreement shall not be construed as an
admission by Defendant of any liability whatsoever, or as an admission by Defendant of any
violations of Plaintiff’s or Aggrieved Employees’ rights, violation of any order, law, statute, duty
or contract whatsoever. Defendant specifically disclaims any liability to Plaintiff or any other
allegedly aggrieved employee for any alleged violation of his/her rights, or for any alleged
violation of any order, law, statute, duty or contract. Defendant further denies that, for any purpose
other than settling these matters, that this action is appropriate for representative treatment.

Section 4.02 Non-Evidentiary Use.

This Agreement is admissible for purposes of obtaining court approval of the
settlement and is intended to be binding on the parties. It is also admissible in the event that either
Party is required to file a motion to enforce any of the terms of the Agreement. Neither this
Agreement, nor any of its terms, nor any of the negotiations connected with it or proceedings
relating to this Agreement, payouts or anything else associated with it, shall be offered or used as
evidence by any of the Parties, or their respective counsel in the Litigation or in any other action
or proceeding, including to establish any liability or admission on the part of Defendant or any
Released Parties or to establish the existence of any condition constituting a violation of, or
noncompliance with, federal, state, local or other applicable law; provided, however, this shall not
prevent this Agreement from being used, offered, or received in evidence in any proceeding to
enforce, construe, or finalize this Agreement. Neither this Agreement, nor any of its terms or
provisions, nor any of the negotiations connected with it or proceedings relating to this Agreement,
payouts or other events associated with it, shall be construed as an admission or concession by
Defendant or any Released Parties or establishment of any such violation(s) or failure(s) to comply
with any applicable law. Defendant specifically retains the right to defend, on the merits, against
any non-settled claims brought by any Aggrieved Employees.
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Section 4.03 Nullification.

Invalidation of any material provision of this Agreement shall invalidate this Agreement
in its entirety unless the Parties shall subsequently agree in writing that the remaining provisions
shall remain in full force and effect.

Article V.

Release and Waiver of Claims.

Section 5.01 Limited Release By Aggrieved Emplovees.

Upon the Effective Date and subject to Defendant’s full payment of the Gross Settlement
Amount, Plaintiff, on behalf of herself, her heirs, executors, and assigns, the Aggrieved
Employees, and the State of California, fully releases and discharges Defendant, and each of its
present and former affiliates, parent companies, subsidiaries, divisions, successors, predecessors,
and assigns, and each of its respective past and present shareholders, officers, partners, directors,
current and former employees, agents, attorneys, insurers, successors, assigns, representatives,
accountants, and all persons acting under, by, through, or in concert with any of them (collectively,
“Released Parties”) from any and all claims, rights, demands, liabilities, and causes of action of
every nature and description, under PAGA, which were asserted in the Complaint or which could
have been asserted in the Complaint based on the facts pled therein (“Released Claims™) that
accrued during the Settlement Period.

Section 5.02 General Release By Plaintiff Aguavo.

Upon the Effective Date and subject to Defendant’s full payment of all sums required by
this Agreement, Plaintiff Aguayo shall be deemed to have fully, finally, and forever released the
Released Parties from any and all claims, obligations, demands, actions, rights, causes of action,
and liabilities against the Released Parties, of whatever kind and nature, character, and description,
whether in law or equity, whether sounding in tort, contract, federal, state and/or local law, statute,
ordinance, regulation, common law, or other source of law, whether known or unknown, and
whether anticipated or unanticipated, including unknown claims covered by Civil Code Section
1542, arising through the date of her signature hereon, for any type of relief, including, without
limitation, claims for wages, damages, unpaid costs, penalties, liquidated damages, punitive
damages, interest, attorneys’ fees, litigation costs, restitution, or equitable relief. These claims
include, but are not limited to, the Released Claims, as well as any other claims under any provision
of the California Labor Code or any applicable California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage
Orders, and claims under local, state, or federal discrimination statutes, including, without
limitation, the California Fair Employment and Housing Act, California Government Code
§8§ 12940 et seq.; the Unruh Civil Rights Act, California Civil Code §§ 51 et seq.; the California
Constitution; Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000 ef seq.; the Americans
with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 12101 ef seq.; the Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974, 29 U.S.C. §§ 1001 et seq.; and all of their implementing regulations and interpretive
guidelines. With respect to these Released Claims as described in this Section, Plaintiff Aguayo
shall be deemed to have expressly waived and relinquished, to the fullest extent permitted by law,
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the provisions, rights, and benefits she may otherwise have had pursuant to Section 1542 of the
California Civil Code, which provides as follows:

A general release does not extend to claims that the creditor or releasing party
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time of executing
the release and that, if known by him or her, would have materially affected
his or her settlement with the debtor or released party.

Notwithstanding Section 1542, each party understands and agrees that this Agreement shall
act as a release of all future claims that may arise from Plaintiff Aguayo’s employment or
separation from employment with Defendant, or any other matters that existed between Plaintiff
Aguayo and Released Parties up to the date of this Agreement, whether such claims are currently
known or unknown, and that each party intentionally waives any rights such party may have under
the provisions of Section 1542, as well as under any other statutes or common law principles of
similar effect in the State of California or in any other state.

Article VL.

Miscellaneous Provisions.

Section 6.01 Voluntariness.

This Agreement is executed voluntarily and without duress or undue influence on
the part of or on behalf of any of the Parties, or of any other person, firm or other entity.

Section 6.02 Amendments.

The terms and provisions of this Agreement may be amended only by a written
agreement that is both (a) signed by the Plaintiff, Plaintiff’s Counsel, Defendant and Defense
Counsel who executed this Agreement and (b) approved by the Court. Any waiver of any
provision of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other provision of this Agreement
unless expressly so indicated otherwise.

Section 6.03 Assignment.

None of the rights, commitments, or obligations recognized under this Agreement
may be assigned by any Party, Aggrieved Employee, Plaintiff’s Counsel, or Defense Counsel
without the express written consent of each other Party and their respective counsel hereto. The
representations, warranties, covenants, and agreements contained in this Agreement are for the
sole benefit of the Parties under this Agreement, and shall not be construed to confer any right or
to avail any remedy to any other person. Plaintiff expressly warrants that she has not transferred
to any person or entity any right or cause of action, or claim released by this Agreement.

Section 6.04 Governing Law.

This Agreement shall be governed, construed, and interpreted, and the rights of the
Parties shall be determined, in accordance with the laws of the State of California.
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Section 6.05 Entire Agreement.

This Agreement contains the entire understanding of the Parties hereto in respect
of the subject matter contained herein. This Agreement supersedes all prior agreements and
understandings among the Parties hereto with respect to the settlement of the Litigation.

Section 6.06 Waiver of Compliance.

Any failure of any Party, Defense Counsel, and/or Plaintiff’s Counsel hereto to
comply with any obligation, covenant, agreement, or condition herein may be expressly waived in
writing, to the extent permitted under applicable law, by the Party or Parties and their respective
counsel hereto entitled to the benefit of such obligation, covenant, agreement, or condition. A
waiver or failure to insist upon strict compliance with any representation, warranty, covenant,
agreement, or condition shall not operate as a waiver of, or estoppel with respect to, any subsequent
or other failure.

Section 6.07 Counterparts.

This Agreement, and any amendments hereto, may be executed in any number of
counterparts and any Party and/or their respective counsel hereto may execute any such
counterpart, each of which when executed and delivered shall be deemed to be an original and all
of which counterparts taken together shall constitute but one and the same instrument. It shall not
be necessary in making proof of this Agreement or any counterpart hereof to produce or account
for any of the other counterparts.

Section 6.08 Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.

With respect to this Agreement, neither Plaintiff’s Counsel nor any other attorneys
acting for, or purporting to act for the Aggrieved Employees, or Plaintiff may recover or seek to
recover any amounts for fees, costs, or disbursements from the Released Parties or the Gross
Settlement Amount except as expressly provided herein. Defendant shall bear its own attorney’s
fees and costs, and neither Plaintiff’s Counsel, Aggrieved Employees or the Plaintiff shall be
responsible for Defendant’s attorney’s fees and costs. If any party moves the Court to enforce this
Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover from the other party all attorneys’ fees
and costs incurred to enforce this Agreement.

Section 6.09 Dispute(s).

Should any dispute(s) arise among the Parties or their respective counsel regarding
the implementation or interpretation of this Agreement, but excluding any dispute related to non-
payment of the Gross Settlement Amount (which is addressed in Section 6.12 herein), the Parties
agree to submit any such dispute(s) first to mediation and/or continued negotiations before
mediator Hon. Melinda Johnson (Ret.), and then, if unsuccessful, to the Los Angeles County
Superior Court. To the extent any Party seeks to enforce any of the terms of this Agreement in
Court or before the Court, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover his/her/its/their
reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.
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Section 6.10 Binding.

This Agreement shall bind and inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and to their
respective successors, assigns, legatees, heirs, and personal representatives.

Section 6.11 Court’s Retention of Jurisdiction.

The Court shall retain jurisdiction, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section
664.6 and otherwise as permitted by law, to enforce this Settlement.

Section 6.12 Default; Notice; Cure; Acceleration: Time is of the Essence.

If the Gross Settlement Amount is not received on the date due, Defendant shall be
in default of its obligations under this Settlement. Plaintiff shall e-mail notice of the default to
Defendant at jlight@lightgablerlaw.com and bsetlur@lightgablerlaw.com. Defendant will then
have seven (7) calendar days from the date notice is e-mailed to cure the default. If the default
remains uncured for ten (10) calendar days, then all sums remaining unpaid under this Settlement
shall be accelerated and become all due and payable and begin to accrue interest at the legal rate.
Plaintiff may thereafter move the Court, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 664.6, for entry of a
judgment against Defendant to reflect this acceleration, the accrual of interest, plus actual
attorneys’ fees and costs incurred to enforce the judgment and this Settlement. Time is of the
essence with respect to all provisions of this Agreement.

Section 6.13  Authority.

Each Party to this Agreement expressly represents and warrants to have the
authority necessary to execute this Agreement. Each person signing this Agreement on behalf of
a corporation represents that he or she has the authority to agree to the terms hereof and execute
this Agreement on behalf of said entity in accordance with the bylaws of such entity and that his
or her signature will bind the entity to the terms of this Agreement.

Section 6.14 Termination Provision.

Defendant has represented that there are no more than 111 Aggrieved Employees who
worked no more than 4,175 pay periods during the Settlement Period. If the number of Aggrieved
Employees or pay periods are more than five percent (5%) different than represented, either party
may terminate the settlement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Private Attorneys
General Act Settlement Agreement on the date set forth.

APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

[SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE)]
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ALL VALLEY WASHER SERVICE, INC.

By >// m»\

DocuSigned by:
Maria. Yesewia. Lppuanp
By EAOI‘\NRAF\AF\AARAAA

YESENIA AGUAYO

GAINES & GAINES, ALPC

By DQMVLQ@ZMM

Daniel F. Gaines, Esq.
Alex P. Katofsky, Esq.
Attorneys for Plaintiff

LIGHTGABLER

B)’.@@MWW

Jonathan Fraser Light, Esq.
Brier Miron Setlur, Esq.
Attorneys for Defendant
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EXHIBIT A
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

YESENIA AGUAYO, on behalf of herself Case No. 21VECV00026

and all “aggrieved employees” pursuant to
Labor Code § 2698 et seq NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT OF PRIVATE
N ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT CLAIM

L (CAL. LABOR CODE § 2698 ET SEQ.)
Plaintiff,

V.
ALL VALLEY WASHER SERVICE,
INC., a California corporation, and DOES

1 through 10, inclusive,

Defendants.

This notice relates to the settlement of a lawsuit pursuant to the Private Attorneys General
Act of 2004, codified at Labor Code § 2698 ef seq (“PAGA”). A PAGA action is an action for
civil penalties in which the State of California receives 75 percent of the civil penalties collected.

You have received this notice because you have been identified as a non-exempt California
employee of All Valley Washer Service, Inc. (“Defendant”) who was employed between October
20, 2019 through August 18, 2021 (“Aggrieved Employee™).

On January 11, 2021, Plaintiff Yesenia Aguayo (the “Plaintiff”) commenced a lawsuit in
Los Angeles Superior Court, case number 21VECV00026 (the “Lawsuit”) to recover civil
penalties. The Complaint alleges that Defendant failed to pay all sick pay wages, provide all meal
and rest periods, or premium compensation in lieu thereof, timely pay wages due at separation of
employment, and issue complete and accurate wage statements. For these alleged violations,
Plaintiff brought this lawsuit as a representative action under PAGA, on behalf of herself, the State
of California, and the Aggrieved Employees.

Defendant denies Plaintiff’s allegations and disputes all of Plaintiff’s claims. The Lawsuit
was litigated and following an investigation and a mediation before a third-party mediator, the
Parties reached a settlement which takes into account the uncertainties and risks of proceeding
with litigation. The parties agreed that a portion of the settlement proceeds would be distributed to
the Aggrieved Employees, including you, after certain portions of the penalties collected are paid
to the State of California according to California law.

The Court approved the settlement on and has determined that the
settlement is fair and reasonable. The enclosed payment which accompanies this notice is made



DocuSign Envelope ID: D60D99C4-5COE-483A-92AF-EFD46F901CCB

Page 13

to you pursuant to the terms of the Settlement and is based on your share of the total settlement
proceeds that the parties agreed to be paid to the allegedly aggrieved employees. You may deposit
or cash the check without any further obligation on your part and there is no need for you to contact
the settlement administrator, the parties, or the Court.

The Court-approved settlement contains the following release of claims, to which you are
bound:

Upon the Effective Date, Plaintiff, on behalf of herself, her heirs,
executors, and assigns, the Aggrieved Employees, and the State of
California, fully releases and discharges Defendant, and each of its
present and former affiliates, parent companies, subsidiaries,
divisions, successors, predecessors, and assigns, and each of its
respective past and present sharcholders, officers, partners,
directors, current and former employees, agents, attorneys, insurers,
successors, assigns, representatives, accountants, and all persons
acting under, by, through, or in concert with any of them
(collectively, “Released Parties”) from any and all claims, rights,
demands, liabilities, and causes of action of every nature and
description, under PAGA, which were asserted in the Complaint or
which could have been asserted in the Complaint based on the facts
pled therein (“Released Claims™) that accrued during the Settlement
Period (from October 20, 2019 through August 18, 2021).

The maximum settlement payment by Defendant is $111,000 from which the Court
approved deductions for Plaintiff’s attorney’s fees and costs of $54,400, a payment to Plaintiff of
$10,000, settlement administration costs of $ , and payment to the Labor Workforce
Development Agency of $ . The remaining amount of $ will be paid to
Aggrieved Employees proportionally based on the number of pay periods the employee worked
compared to the number of pay periods worked by all Aggrieved Employees during the period of
October 20, 2019 through August 18, 2021.

You have been credited with [MERGED_] pay periods for purposes of calculating your
individual settlement payment

If you have questions about this notice, please contact the Claims Administrator, Phoenix
Class Action Administration Solutions at [INSERT CONTACT INFO].

THIS NOTICE IS NOT AN EXPRESSION OF ANY OPINION BY THE COURT AS TO
THE MERITS OF THE CLAIMS OR DEFENSES BY EITHER SIDE IN THIS PROCEEDING.

PLEASE DO NOT CONTACT THE COURT REGARDING THIS CASE.
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GAINES & GAINES

A Professional Law Corporation
27200 Agoura Road, Suite 101
Calabasas, CA 91301

Invoice submitted to:
Maria Aguayo

November 12, 2021

In Reference To: Aguayo v. All Valley Washer Services
Invoice #4935

10/14/2020

10/15/2020
10/20/2020
10/27/2020

1/8/2021

1/11/2021
1/12/2021

2/1/2021
2/22/2021

4/26/2021

6/16/2021

Professional Services

[ESTIMATED] Pre-timekeeping: litigation research and analysis regarding

Defendant and claims

Draft LWDA

Revise LWDA and send

Review and revise LWDA letter

Draft complaint

Review and revise summons and complaint
Prepare and filed Summons & Complaint

Upload Summons & complaint to LWDA

Sent Summons and Complaint for service
Prepared, filed, and served Notice of Entry of Order
Draft informal discovery and send

Prepare CMS

Prepared/Filed/served Case management statement

Email with expert re conflict check and claims

Hours Amount
10.00  7,000.00
1.20 660.00
0.50 275.00
0.40 260.00
1.30 715.00
0.40 280.00
0.50 50.00
0.20 20.00
0.50 50.00
0.20 20.00
1.30 715.00
0.40 280.00
0.50 50.00
0.20 110.00
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6/17/2021

7/7/2021

7/8/2021

7/9/2021

7/12/2021
7/15/2021
7/28/2021

8/9/2021

8/18/2021

8/25/2021

8/31/2021

9/14/2021

9/28/2021
9/29/2021

11/10/2021

Review data produced for mediation and claims alleged

Draft mediation brief and review damage analysis; emails with defense re signed
arb agreement

Review and revise mediation brief

Review and revise mediation brief

Review, revise and finalize mediation brief, compile exhibits, and submit to
mediator; email to mediator re request for extension to submit; Call with client re
mediation

Finalize, revise, compile and send Mediation Brief

Attend mediation via Zoom

Attend the Case Management Conference;prepare notice

Call with client re mediation

Call with client re settlement
Email OC re settlement agreement

Draft settlement agreement

Prepare stipulation and order ISO PAGA settlement
Email with OC

Review case file and provide update to client

Revise settlement agreement
Email OC

Review details of settlement in prep for CMC

Appear at post mediation hearing; prepare summary; prepare notice of ruling
Call with client re case update and settlement

[ESTIMATED] Time required to finalize approval paperwork, attend approval
hearing, communicate with employees, administrator and counsel for Defendant,
and close file

[ESTIMATED] Time required to finalize approval paperwork, attend approval

hearing, communicate with employees, administrator and counsel for Defendant,
and close file

For professional services rendered

Page 2

Hours Amount
0.80 440.00
2.40 1,320.00
0.70 385.00
1.50 975.00
1.20 660.00
1.10 605.00
7.00 4,900.00
1.00 650.00
0.40 220.00
0.40 220.00
2.20 1,430.00
2.00 1,100.00
0.20 110.00
0.60 330.00
0.50 375.00
1.50 1,125.00
0.50 275.00
750 5,250.00
750 4,875.00

56.60 $35,730.00
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Amount

Balance due $35,730.00

User Summary

Name Hours Rate Amount
Alex Katofsky 2530 700.00 $17,710.00
Amelia Booth 0.40 100.00 $40.00
Beatriz Franco 1.50 100.00 $150.00
Daniel Gaines 12.60 650.00 $8,190.00
Evan Gaines 10.70  550.00 $5,885.00
Miriam Schimmel 2.00 750.00 $1,500.00
Sepideh Ardestani 4.10 550.00 $2,255.00
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Aguayo v. All Valley Washer Services
Class Counsel's Costs

EXPENSE CATEGORY EXPENSE
Postage/FedEx charges $ 13.80
Expert Fees $ 1,725.00
Filing fees (including related attorney service expenses) $ 780.94
CourtCall charges $ 30.00
Mediation fee $ 5,061.08
Future estimated expenses - $ 376.00

* Filing fees and One Legal Service fees for Motion for
PAGA Approval (will be filed via One Legal) - $121.00

 Courtesy copy delivery fees to department of Motion for
PAGA Approval via One Legal - $130.00
* Postage for mailing Motion for PAGA Approval - $10.00

* Court call expense for Motion for PAGA Approval
Hearing - $94.00

* Filing fees and One Legal Service fees for Notice of
Entry of Order once Order signed (will be filed via One
Legal) - $16.00

* Postage for mailing Notice of Entry of Order - $5.00

TOTAL EXPENSES $ 7,986.82






