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David Mara, Esq. (230498) 
Jill Vecchi, Esq. (299333) 
MARA LAW FIRM, PC 
2650 Camino del Rio North, Suite 205 
San Diego, California 92108 
Telephone: (619) 234-2833 
Facsimile: (619) 234-4048 
 
Mohamed Eldessouky, Esq. (289955) 
ELDESSOUKY LAW 
17139 Bellflower Blvd, Suite 202 
Bellflower, CA 92808  
Telephone: (562) 461-0995 
Facsimile: (562) 461-0998 
 
Attorneys for DAISY SOLANO,  
on behalf of herself, all others similarly situated,  
and on behalf of the general public 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DAISY SOLANO, on behalf of herself 
and all others similarly situated, and on 
behalf of the general public,  
 
                        Plaintiff, 
            v. 

 

GOODWILL SERVING THE 
PEOPLE OF SOUTHERN LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY, and DOES 1 
through 100, inclusive, 
 
                         Defendant. 

 

Case No.:  21STCV19280 
 
DECLARATION OF DAVID MARA, ESQ., 
IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF DAISY 
SOLANO’S MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF 
PAGA SETTLEMENT 
 
Date: June 7, 2022 
Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Dept: 73 
 
Action Filed: May 25, 2021 
Trial Date: None Set 
 
 



 
 
 

 
2 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

I, DAVID MARA, declare the following: 

1. I am President of Mara Law Firm, PC and counsel of record for Plaintiff and the aggrieved 

employees in this matter. I am duly admitted to practice before all the courts of the state 

of California. The following facts are within my personal knowledge and, if called to 

testify, I could and would competently testify thereto.  

2. I have been practicing law in California since 2004. 

3. I extensively handle employment cases which involve violations of the California Labor 

Code and Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Orders, such as wage and hour class 

actions and cases alleging violations of the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 

(“PAGA”). 

4. I was co-class counsel in Hohnbaum v. Brinker Restaurant Corp., San Diego Superior 

Court, Case No. GIC834348, which was the underlying case in the California Supreme 

Court’s landmark decision in Brinker Restaurant Corp. v. Superior Court (2012) 53 

Cal.4th 1004, in which the California Supreme Court delineated the scope of employer 

obligations to provide, and employee rights to receive, meal and rest periods under 

California law. 

5. I wrote an Amicus brief on behalf of Consumer Attorneys of California (“CAOC”) in the 

recent decision by the California Supreme Court in Augustus v. ABM Security Services, 

Inc. (2016) 2 Cal.5th 257 (rest breaks must be duty-free and time spent being on call 

during rest breaks is not considered duty-free). 

6. My firm also wrote an Amicus brief on behalf of CAOC in the recent decision by the 

California Supreme Court in Williams v. Superior Court (2017) 3 Cal. 5th 531 (PAGA 

and wage and hour class action). 

7. My firm has been granted class certification in both state and federal courts.  

8. I am also plaintiff’s counsel in a host of other class actions involving violations of 

California’s wage and hour laws. For example, I have been and am involved as counsel 

for plaintiffs in the following sampling of class action cases involving wage and hour 

violations under California law: Peron v. The Vons Companies, Inc. (Case No. 37-2014-
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00006965); Hilderbrand v. LinkUs Enterprises, LLC (Case No. DR150155); Martin v. 

Sysco Central California, Inc. (Case No. 1:16-cv-00990-DAD-SAB); Paramo v. Cintas 

Corporate Services, Inc., et. al. (Case No. CIVDS1719941); Cortez v. United Natural 

Foods, Inc. (Case No. 5:18-cv-04603-BLF); Frieri v. Sysco San Diego, Inc. (Case No. 

3:16-cv-1432-JLS-NLS); Allen v. J.S. West Hardister, LLC, et. al. (Case No. 9000289); 

Betts v. Foster Dairy Farms (Case No. 9000320); Perez v. City of San Diego (Case No. 

37-2014-00016621); Cuellar-Ramirez v. US Foods, Inc. (Case No. RG15770766); 

Rodriguez v. Delta Sierra Beverage, LLC (Case No. 34-2017-00206727); Helton v. Pepsi-

Cola Sales and Distribution, Inc., et. al., (Case No. 3:17-cv-01135-EMC); Kramer v. XPO 

Logistics, Inc. (Case No. 3:16-cv-07039-WHO). 

9. Plaintiff sent her Notice of Labor Code Violations Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699.3 on 

February 23, 2021. In her notice, Plaintiff, a former non-exempt assistant manager with 

Defendant, apprised the LWDA of her claims against Defendant. Plaintiff’s notice alleged 

that Defendant violated the California Labor Code by failing to pay all straight time wages, 

failing to pay minimum wages, failing to pay all overtime wages, failing to provide lawful 

meal and rest periods, failing to provide accurate itemized wage statements, failing to pay 

all wages owed at termination, and failing to pay wages twice per month. 

10. Plaintiff filed her complaint in the Los Angeles County Superior Court on May 21, 2021. 

Plaintiff’s complaint alleges causes of action on behalf of Plaintiff and those similarly 

situated aggrieved employees under the PAGA for failure to pay straight time wages, 

failure to pay overtime, failure to provide meal periods, failure to provide rest periods, 

failure to pay all wages due at termination, and failure to provide compliant wage 

statements. 

11. After filing, the Parties conducted formal discovery. On August 23, 2021, Defendant 

propounded one set of requests for production of documents, form interrogatories – 

employment, and form interrogatories – general on Plaintiff. Plaintiff responded to this 

discovery on October 4, 2021. On September 7, 2021, Plaintiff served one set of requests 

for production of documents and one set of special interrogatories on Defendant. Defendant 
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responded to this discovery on October 26, 2021. On March 8, 2022, Defendant took 

Plaintiff’s deposition.  

12. This discovery and the resulting meet and confer efforts led to Defendant producing over 

600 pages of documents in addition to a sampling of time and wage records for aggrieved 

employees.  

13. The Parties attended mediation with wage and hour mediator Steve Mehta on March 31, 

2022. At the mediation, the Parties were able to reach an agreement on settlement that is 

reflected in the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement the Parties now ask the Court 

to approve. A copy of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 1. 

14. Plaintiff contends that Defendant tells its manager and assistant managers that they cannot 

leave the retail centers when they are the only manager on duty, including during meal and 

rest breaks. Plaintiff asserts that Defendant requires managers and assistant managers to 

remain in the retail center when they are the only manager on duty so they can handle issues 

that may arise during these times.   

15. Plaintiff asserts that meal period time should be paid as employees are under Defendant’s 

control during meal periods. 

16. Plaintiff claims that there are five (5) potential violations under § 2699(f)(2) – failure to 

provide lawful meal breaks, failure to provide lawful rest breaks, failure to pay all wages, 

failure to pay for failure to provide accurate itemized wage statements, and failure to pay 

wages at the time of termination1 – of the Labor Code sections which give rise to PAGA 

penalties. 

17. Each of Plaintiff’s claims, with the exception of Plaintiff’s claims for waiting time 

penalties, occurred at least once in every pay period. Plaintiff’s claims for waiting time 

penalties only occurred in approximately 113 pay periods. Thus, Defendant’s maximum 

exposure under §2699(f)(2) is $1,011,300: 

 
1 Plaintiff’s claims for wage statements and waiting time penalties are derivative of her claims for 
failure to pay all wages. 
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$100 x 4 PAGA violations x 2,500 pay periods = $1,000,000 

$100 x 1 PAGA violations x 113 pay periods = $11,300 

Maximum Exposure: $1,011,300 

18. PAGA Counsel applies for an award of attorneys’ fees in the sum of $68,326.50 (which is 

33.33% of the MSA). The requested fee falls in the mid-range of percentage class fee 

awards, which commonly range from 20% to 50% of a common fund, and constitutes fair 

compensation for undertaking complex, risky, expensive, and time-consuming litigation 

on a contingent basis and compensates PAGA Counsel for their efforts, as well as the result 

achieved for the benefit of the State of California and the Aggrieved Employees. 

19. All of the work and tasks performed by PAGA Counsel were reasonable and necessary to 

the prosecution of this case and are reflected in the result achieved. 

20. All services were performed by PAGA Counsel on a contingent basis. 

21. As PAGA Counsel’s lodestar fee is in excess of their fee request, a multiplier on their 

lodestar fee is not sought herein. 

22. PAGA Counsel’s hourly rates are between $600 and $800 and are in line with rates 

typically approved in wage and hour class action litigation and which rates have been 

approved by Courts in California in the Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Francisco, Alameda, 

Orange and San Diego County Superior Courts. 

23. I devoted 78 hours to this case. The following is a summary of my tasks and activities 

performed in the litigation of this matter: research into new case; prepare personnel file 

request; review and revise PAGA notices; draft and revise initial complaint and related 

documents; researching and investigating legal issues throughout case; interoffice 

discussions throughout case; discussions with co-counsel throughout the case;  

investigating Defendant’s pay-structures and policies for its employees; conferences with 

Defendant’s Counsel; analyze records produced by Defendants relating to its policies, pay-

structures, and time keeping; perform an analysis on the sampling of Class Member time 

records; prepare Plaintiff for her deposition; review and revise mediation brief and 

mediation damage and exposure model; prepare for and attend mediation; review and 
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revise the settlement agreement and the Notice; review and revise PAGA settlement 

approval motion and supporting papers; and draft declaration in support of approval. 

24. My hourly rate is $800. Based on my hourly rate and the hours expended, 78, my fee is 

$62,400, which is reasonable and necessary to the successful litigation of this matter. 

25. Jill Vecchi is an associate at the Mara Law Firm, PC. Ms. Vecchi has been a member of 

the bar since 2014. She has gained extensive experience handling wage and hour class 

actions and has been substantially involved in all phases of this litigation and the following 

wage and hour class actions: Rodriguez et al. v. Cleansource, Inc., et al. (Case No. 14-cv-

0789L DHB); Norona v. B&G Delivery System, Inc. (Case No. RG1577005); Thompson v. 

Costco Wholesale Corporation (Case No. 14-cv-2778-CAB-WVG); Simon v. Sysco 

Corporation (Case No. 37-2014-00012263); Lopez v. Sysco Corporation (Case No. 4:15-

cv004420-JSW); Pyara v. Sysco Corporation (Case No. 2:15-cv-01208); Cuellar-Ramirez 

v. US Foods, Inc. (Case No. RG15770766); Peron v. The Vons Companies, Inc. (Case No. 

37-2014-00006965-CU-OE-CTL); Little v. Gate Gourmet, Inc. (Case No. 37-2016-

00010636-CU-OE-CTL); Limon v. National Retail Transportation, Inc. (Case No. 2:16-

cv-02054); Belton v. Pacific Pulmonary Services (Case No. CGC-15-547564); Medina v. 

Central Cal Transportation, Inc. (Case No. RG15770011); Schram v. Take Two Interactive 

Software, Inc. (Case No. 37-2014-00042000-CU-OE-CTL); Shroeder v. YRC Global, Inc. 

(Case No. 2:16-cv-06173); Spikes v. Bear Trucking, Inc. (Case No. 16CECG02389); 

Houston v. Big 5 Sporting Goods Corporation (Case No. RG16823835); Solis v. Bottomley 

Distribution Co., Inc. (Case No. 115CV287797); Prasad v. CFC Network, Inc. (Case No. 

34-2016-00193907); Montes v. CORAM Specialty Infusion Services, Inc. (Case No. 37-

2016-00028950-CU-OE-CTL); Paz v. Estenson Logistics, LLC (Case No. RIC1610271); 

Rodriguez v. Freshpoint, Inc. (Case No. 4:16-cv-05271); Valentich v. Hub Construction 

Specialties, Inc. (Case No. RIC 1610267); Roby v. Pan Pacific Petroleum, Inc. (Case No. 

BCV-16-101856); Smith v. Roadrunner Management Services, Inc. (Case No. BC630949); 

Tolbert v. Secure Transportation Company, Inc. (Case No. 16CV297844); Zubia v. 

Shamrock Foods Company (Case No. 16-cv-3128); Hunt v. VEP Healthcare, Inc. (Case 
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No. 3:16-cv-04790); Terry v. Hoovestol, Inc. (Case No. RG16823879); Lopez v. Starving 

Students, Inc. (Case No. 37-2014-00083995-CU-OE-CTL). 

26. Ms. Vecchi devoted 67 hours to this case. The following is a summary of her tasks and 

activities performed in the litigation of this matter: draft a PAGA notice; interoffice 

discussions throughout case; discussions with co-counsel throughout the case; draft 

discovery to propound on Defendant; review Defendant’s discovery responses and draft 

meet and confer letter; analyze documents and information produced by Defendant, 

including records produced by Defendant relating to its policies, pay-structures, and time 

keeping; create document summary; prepare Plaintiff’s discovery responses; talk to 

Plaintiff about her discovery responses; prepare Plaintiff for her deposition; attend and 

defend Plaintiff’s deposition; perform an analysis on the sampling of Class Member time 

records; communications with Defendant’s counsel; make appearances at Court 

proceedings; draft brief in support of jury trial as to damages; draft and revise case 

management conference statements; draft and revise mediation brief and damage model; 

prepare for and attend mediation; draft and revise settlement agreement; draft and revise 

settlement approval motion; and review Settlement Administrator’s declaration. 

27. Ms. Vecchi’s hourly rate is $600. Based on her hourly rate and the hours expended, 67, her 

fee is $40,200 which is reasonable and necessary to the successful litigation of this matter. 

28. PAGA Counsel seeks reimbursement of the litigation costs and expenses of $11,809.96. 

These costs were all reasonable and necessary to the prosecution of this case and the results 

achieved, and are fair, reasonable, and unopposed by Defendant. 

29. A true and correct copy of the Westlaw Court’s Express’s Legal Billing Report, Volume 

14, Number 3, California Region for December 2012 is attached as Exhibit 2. 

30. A true and correct copy of the Declaration of Richard M. Pearl in Hohnbaum v. Brinker 

Restaurant Corp. SDSC GIC834348 is attached as Exhibit 3. 

31. A true and correct copy of the 2012 National Law Journal Survey of Hourly Billing Rates 

for Partners and Associates is attached as Exhibit 4. 

/ / / 
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32. A true and correct copy of a Summary of Time and Costs is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.  

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

foregoing is true and correct. 

 

Dated: May 13, 2022                     MARA LAW FIRM, PC 
 

                   
David Mara, Esq.  
Attorneys for Daisy Solano, on behalf of herself,  
all others similarly situated, and on behalf of the 
general public 
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and the Parties and their counsel hereto submit to the jurisdiction of the 
Court for purposes of interpreting, implementing, and enforcing the 
Settlement embodied in this Agreement and all orders and judgments in 
connection therewith. 

 
14. Invalidity of Any Provision; Severability. Before declaring any provision 

of this Agreement invalid, the Parties request that the Court first attempt to 
construe the provisions valid to the fullest extent possible consistent with 
applicable precedents, so as to define all provisions of this Agreement valid 
and enforceable. In the event any provision of this Agreement shall be found 
unenforceable, the unenforceable provision shall be deemed deleted, and 
the validity and enforceability of the remaining provisions shall not be 
affected thereby. 

 
15. Cooperation in Drafting. The Parties have cooperated in the drafting and 

preparation of this Agreement. This Agreement will not be construed 
against any Party on the basis that the Party was the drafter or participated 
in the drafting. 

 
16. Execution in Counterpart. This Agreement may be executed in one or 

more counterparts. All executed counterparts, and each of them, will be 
deemed to be one and the same instrument provided that counsel for the 
Parties will exchange between themselves original signed counterparts. 
Facsimile or PDF signatures will be accepted. Any executed counterpart 
will be admissible in evidence to prove the existence and contents of this 
Agreement. 
 

IV. EXECUTION BY PARTIES AND COUNSEL 
 

The Parties and their counsel execute this Agreement. 
 

Dated: _____________  DAISY SOLANO 
 
 
 ____________________________________ 
 Plaintiff 
 
Dated: _____________ GOODWILL, SERVING THE PEOPLE OF 

SOUTHERN LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
 
 
 ____________________________________ 
  Defendant 
  Name:  
  Title:  
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Dated: _____________ MARA LAW FIRM, PC 
 
 

___________________________________   
  David Mara, Esq. 
  Jill Vecchi, Esq. 

 Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
Dated: _____________ ELDESSOUKY LAW 
 
 

___________________________________   
  Mohamed Eldessouky, Esq. 

 Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
Dated: _____________ MANNING & KASS ELLROD, RAMIREZ, 

TRESTER LLP 
 
 
         

 Steven C. Amundson, Esq. 
 Alina Sookasian, Esq.  
 Attorneys for Defendant 

�����������������������	��	��	�������
�	����������
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5/6/22



May 4, 2022
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Questions? Call the Settlement Administrator toll free at [phone number]  

   
 

CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
Daisy Solano v. Goodwill, Serving the People of Southern Los Angeles County 

Case No. 21STCV19280 
 

NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT 
 

This is not a solicitation. 
This is not a lawsuit against you and you are not being sued. 

 
The California Superior Court, County of Los Angeles has granted approval of a settlement in the above-captioned 
action. Because your rights are affected by this Settlement, it is important that you read this Notice of Settlement 
(“Notice”) carefully. The purpose of this Notice is to provide a brief description of the claims alleged in the action 
and the key terms of the settlement. 
 

WHAT INFORMATION IS IN THIS NOTICE 
 
1. Why Have I Received This Notice? ........................................................................................................  Page 1 
2. What Is This Case About? .......................................................................................................................  Page 1 
3. Who Are the Attorneys Representing the Parties? ................................................................................... Page 2 
4. How Does This Settlement Affect My Rights? ........................................................................................ Page 2 
5. How Much Will I Receive From This Settlement? .................................................................................. Page 3 
6. How Can I Obtain Additional Information or Court Documents? ........................................................... Page 3 
 

1. Why Have I Received This Notice? 

 
Goodwill, Serving the People of Southern Los Angeles County’s (hereinafter referred to as “Defendant”) records 
indicate that you worked for Defendant as a non-exempt, hourly manager and/or assistant manager in California 
at some time between February 23, 2020 and [date of settlement approval]. 
 
A settlement hearing was held on [date], in the California Superior Court, County of Los Angeles. The Court 
granted approval of the settlement. You are receiving this Notice to provide you with a brief description of the 
settlement and explain why you have received a settlement check.  
 

2. What Is This Case About? 

 
The action entitled Daisy Solano v. Goodwill, Serving the People of Southern Los Angeles County, was 
commenced by Plaintiff Daisy Solano (“Plaintiff”) in the Los Angeles County Superior Court (Case Number 
21STCV19280).  
 
On February 23, 2021, Plaintiff provided notice to the California Labor and Workforce Development Agency 
(“LWDA”) of the Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”) violations she alleged against Defendant. On 
May 25, 2021, Plaintiff filed a PAGA complaint in the Los Angeles County Superior Court against Defendant. 
Plaintiff alleges that Defendant violated the California Labor Code by failing to pay all straight time wages, failing 
to pay minimum wages, failing to pay all overtime wages, failing to provide lawful meal and rest periods, failing 
to provide accurate itemized wage statements, failing to pay all wages owed at termination, and failing to pay 
wages twice per month. 
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The Court has not made any determination as to whether the claims advanced by Plaintiff have any merit. In other 
words, the Court has not determined whether any laws have been violated, nor has it decided in favor of Plaintiff 
or Defendant; instead, both sides agreed to resolve the lawsuit with no decision or admission of who is right or 
wrong. By agreeing to resolve the lawsuit, all parties avoid the risks and cost of a trial. Defendant expressly denies 
that it did anything wrong or that it violated the law and further denies any liability whatsoever.   
 

3. Who Are the Attorneys Representing the Parties? 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Daisy Solano Attorneys for Defendant Goodwill Serving 

the People of Southern Los Angeles County 
 

MARA LAW FIRM, PC 
David Mara 

dmara@maralawfirm.com 
Jill Vecchi 

jvecchi@maralawfirm.com 
2650 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 205 

San Diego, CA 92108 
Telephone: (619) 234-2833 

 
ELDESSOUKY LAW 
Mohamed Eldessouky 

mohamed@eldessoukylaw.com 
8605 Santa Monica Blvd., Unit 90793 

West Hollywood, CA 90069 
Telephone: (562) 461-0995 

 

 
MANNIN & KASS 

ELLROD, RAMIREZ, TRESTER LLP 
Steven Amundson 
Alina Sookasian 

801 S. Figueroa St., 15th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Telephone: (213) 624-6900 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4. How Does This Settlement Affect My Rights? What are the Released Claims? 

 
All non-exempt, hourly managers and assistant managers who worked in California for Defendant during the time 
period of February 23, 2020 through [the date the Court grants approval of the settlement] (referred to in this 
notice as “Aggrieved Employees”) release the Released Parties from the Released Claims, as defined below. 
 
Released Parties: Defendant including its past, present, and future divisions, affiliates, parents, subsidiaries, 
predecessors, successors, assigns, members, shareholders, owners, officers, directors, employees, agents, trustees, 
attorneys, representatives, administrators, fiduciaries, beneficiaries, subrogees, executors, partners, and privies. 
 
Released Claims: Each of the Aggrieved Employees, including Plaintiff, shall fully release and forever discharge 
any and all debts, liabilities, demands, obligations, penalties, guarantees, costs, expenses, attorneys’ fees, 
damages, or interest based on any and all PAGA claims seeking civil penalties under California Labor Code 
sections 2698, et seq., Wage Orders, regulations, and/or other provisions of law alleged or, based on the facts pled 
in the Lawsuit and PAGA Notice, could have been alleged to have been violated in the Lawsuit with respect to 
the Aggrieved Employees, including but not limited to all claims for failure to provide meal periods, all claims 
for failure to authorize and permit rest breaks, all claims for failure to pay all wages, including overtime and 
premium wages, all claims for failure to provide compensation for all hours worked, all claims for failure to pay 
minimum wages, all claims for waiting time penalties/late payment of wages, and all claims for failure to maintain 
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and provide accurate itemized wage statements during the PAGA Period. Aggrieved employees, other than 
Plaintiff, will not be deemed to have released any individual wage and hour claims by virtue of this Settlement. 
 

5. How Much Will I Receive From This Settlement? 

 
The total maximum amount that Defendant is required to pay under the settlement is $205,000 (“Maximum 
Settlement Amount” or “MSA”). The “Net Settlement Amount” or “NSA” means the portion of the Gross 
Settlement Amount after the deduction of  (1) the PAGA Representative Payment to Plaintiff in an amount of 
$10,000, for prosecution of the Action and a general release of all claims; (2) the Settlement Administration Costs 
to the Settlement Administrator in the amount of $2,995; and (3) payment to Plaintiff’s Counsel in the amount of 
$68,326.50 (33.33% of the Maximum Settlement Amount) for attorneys’ fees and an amount of $INSERT for 
litigation costs. All of these payments were approved of by the Court.  
 
After deducting the above-referenced items, the remaining Net Settlement Amount, will be divided 75% to the 
LWDA, pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699, subdivision (i), for enforcement of labor laws, including the 
administration of this part, and for education of employers and employees about their rights and responsibilities 
under this code, to be continuously appropriated to supplement and not supplant the funding to the agency for 
those purposes; and 25% to the Covered Employees. Therefore, the LWDA will receive $INSERT and $INSERT 
will be left for distribution to persons who worked as a non-exempt, hourly manager and/or assistant manager in 
California for Defendant at any time between February 23, 2020 through [the date the Court grants approval of 
the settlement]. 
 
Each Aggrieved Employee will receive a proportionate share of the NSA that is equal to (i) the number of pay 
periods he or she worked for Defendant in California during the PAGA Period based on the Database provided 
by Defendant, divided by (ii) the total number of pay periods worked by all Aggrieved Employees based on the 
same Database, which is then multiplied by the NSA. One day worked in a given pay period will be credited as a 
pay period for purposes of this calculation. Therefore, the value of each Aggrieved Employee’s Individual 
Settlement Share ties directly to the amount of pay periods that he or she worked. 
 
The check included with this notice represents your settlement share based on this formula. For purposes of 
computing taxes, one-hundred percent (100%) of the amount of money you received is considered to be a civil 
penalty and has not been subjected to tax withholding.  
 
It is strongly recommended that upon receipt of your Individual Settlement Share check, you immediately cash it 
or cash it before the 180-day void date shown on each check. Funds represented by settlement checks returned as 
undeliverable and those settlement checks remaining un-cashed for more than 180 days after issuance will be 
transmitted to Legal Aid at Work. 
 

6. How Can I Obtain Additional Information or Court Documents? 

 
IF YOU NEED MORE INFORMATION OR HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, you may contact Plaintiff’s 
Counsel listed above, or the Settlement Administrator at the telephone number listed below, toll free. Please refer 
to the Goodwill settlement. 
 
PLEASE DO NOT CALL THE COURT OR COURT’S CLERK FOR INFORMATION ABOUT THIS 
SETTLEMENT.  
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Exhibit 5 



SUMMARY OF TIME AND COSTS 
 

Daisy Solano v. Goodwill, Serving the People of Southern Los Angeles County 
Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case Number 21STCV19280 

 
Total Attorneys’ Hours: 220 
Total Lodestar Fees: $151,050 
Total Litigation Expenses: $11,809.96    

As of 5/13/22 
 

ATTORNEYS 
 

YEAR 
ADMITTED 

 
HOURS 

 
HOURLY 

RATE 

 
TOTAL 

MARA LAW FIRM, PC 
David Mara, Esq. 2004 78 $800 $62,400 
Jill Vecchi, Esq. 2014 67 $600 $40,200 
ELDESSOUKY LAW 
Mohamed Eldessouky, Esq. 2013 75 $650 $48,450 

TOTAL: $151,050 
 

LITIGATION EXPENSES 
MARA LAW FIRM, PC $11,809.96 

TOTAL COSTS $11,809.96 
 



Costs Summary

Court Fees: 2,286.43$       

Mediation: 8,500.00$       

Legal & Factual Investigation: 220.32$          

Postage: 6.96$              

Court Reporters: 796.25$          

TOTAL COSTS 11,809.96$     

Daisy Solano v. Goodwill, Serving the People of Southern Los Angeles County
Los Angeles County Supeiror Court, Case Number 21STCV19280
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