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Reuben D. Nathan, Esq. (SBN 208436)
NATHAN & ASSOCIATES, APC
2901 W. Coast Highway, Suite 200
Newport Beach, California 92663
Telephone: (949) 270-2798

Facsimile: (949) 209-0303

David Mara, Esq. (SBN 230498)
Matthew Crawford, Esq. (SBN 310230)
MARA LAW FIRM, PC

2650 Camino Del Rio North Suite 205
San Diego, California 92108
Telephone: (619) 234-2833

Facsimile: (619) 234-4048

Attorneys for Plaintiffs PARADICE BROOKS, IGNACIO GOMEZ,
and GAIL ANN GAINES

[additional counsel on the next page]

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

PARADICE BROOKS, IGNACIO GOMEZ, Case No. CIVSB2135164
and GAIL ANN GAINES, on behalf of
themselves, all others similarly situated, and on | [Assigned for all Purposes to the Hon.

behalf of the general public, Christian Towns, Dept. S-26]
Plaintiffs, DECLARATION OF REUBEN D.
NATHAN IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’
VS. UNOPPOSED MOTION FOR

PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS
ACTION AND PAGA SETTLEMENT
BIG BANG ENTERPRISES, INC. dba THE
RETAIL OUTSOURCE; BIG BANG

ENTERPRISES, INC.; and DOES 1-100, DATE: December 16, 2025
TIME: &:30 am.
DEPT:  S-26
Defendant.
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Kashif Haque, Esq. (SBN 218672)
Samuel A. Wong, Esq. (SBN 217104)
Jessica L. Campbell, Esq. (SBN 280626)
Joseph M. Szilagyi, Esq. (SBN 317450)
AEGIS LAW FIRM, PC

9811 Irvine Center Drive, Suite 100
Irvine, California 92618

Telephone: (949) 379-6250

Facsimile: (949) 379-6251

Attorneys for Plaintiffs PARADICE BROOKS, IGNACIO GOMEZ,
and GAIL ANN GAINES
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DECLARATION OF REUBEN D. NATHAN

I, REUBEN D. NATHAN, declare that:

1. I make this declaration of my personal knowledge and could testify thereto if called as a
witness and I possess the experience and personal knowledge necessary to make the statements herein.

2. I am the principal attorney at the law firm of Nathan & Associates, APC (“RN”). [ am
co-counsel of record for Plaintiffs PARADICE BROOKS, IGNACIO GOMEZ, and GAIL ANN
GAINES (“Plaintiffs”) in this class action against BIG BANG ENTERPRISES, INC. dba THE RETAIL
OUTSOURCE and BIG BANG ENTERPRISES, INC. (“Defendants”). Iam an attorney at law licensed
to practice in the State of California and the District of Columbia, and I am a member of the bar of this
Court. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this declaration and, if called as a witness, I
could and would testify competently thereto. I make this declaration in support of Plaintiffs” Unopposed
Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action and PAGA Settlement.

3. Defendant employed Plaintiff PARADICE BROOKS from approximately April 2018
through August 2018. Defendant employed Plaintiff IGNACIO GOMEZ, from approximately July 2021
through October 2021. Defendant employed Plaintiff GAIL ANN GAINES, from approximately May
2021 through September 2021.

4. Plaintiffs and all other similarly situated employees were employed by Defendant in non-
exempt positions, which are related to Defendant’s company. As non-exempt employees, Plaintiffs allege
that they were not paid for all hours worked, including minimum wage, on-call time pay, straight time
pay, overtime and double overtime pay, and reporting time pay, were not paid their wages timely, denied
meal and rest breaks, did not receive proper wage statements, were not paid all wages upon separation,
and not reimbursed for all business expenses, had wages unlawfully deducted, were not provided written
notice pursuant to Labor Code § 2810.5, that Defendant failed to maintain accurate employment records
and failed to adopt a compliant sick pay/paid time off policy. The violations appeared to be consistent
(i.e., not paid all wages owed including straight time and overtime, premium pay, did not receive proper
wage statements, were not paid or reimbursed for business-related expenses) throughout their
employment. Plaintiffs consist of former and current employees of Defendant that discussed the alleged

wage and hour violations amongst each other and with others in similar positions (i.e., failure to be
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reimbursed, not being paid all wages owed, and shortened/interrupted rest breaks). Those colleagues
verified to Plaintiffs that they had experienced the same or similar violations that Plaintiff complained
of. Plaintiffs’ unpaid wage claim is based on allegations that non-exempt employees were not paid for
all hours worked for all time worked throughout the day, including but not limited to, time before shifts
start, after shifts end, and/or any other time in the day when employees were performing work tasks
subject to the control of Defendant and/or otherwise had work duties. Defendants required Plaintiffs and
Class Members to report to work prior to their scheduled shifts necessitating that Plaintiffs and Class
Members actually arrive and begin working before the beginning of their scheduled shifts, without
compensation. Plaintiffs and Class Members’ meal and rest breaks were missed, interrupted, and/or
shortened and were not provided compensation in lieu of for missed, interrupted, and/or shortened meal
and rest breaks. Defendant also failed to pay all wages owed upon separation. Plaintiffs’ claim for
Defendant’s failure to adopt a compliant sick pay/paid time off policy is based on Defendant’s operation
under an absence control policy that counts sick leave taken as an unauthorized absence that may result
in discipline, discharge, demotion, or termination. Defendant’s sick pay policy punishes Plaintiffs and
Class Members by way of suspension and/or termination for use of protected and appropriate sick leave.
Defendant’s sick pay policy fails to pay sick pay for all appropriate and protected purposes under
California law and Defendant failed to itemize the amount of accrued/available sick leave on Plaintiffs’
and Class Members’ wage statements each pay period. Plaintiffs’ reimbursement claim is based on
allegations that Plaintiffs along with other non-exempt employees were not reimbursed for all business-
related expenses such as cell phone use. The wage statement claims and associated civil penalties are
derivatives of the claim for unpaid wages, reimbursement claim, improper meal and rest period claim,
and the unfair business practices claim is predicated on the California Labor Code violations.

5. The Class Period is from July 15, 2016, through August 30, 2025. See Joint Stipulation of
Class Action and PAGA Settlement (“Settlement Agreement”). A true and correct copy of the Settlement
Agreement executed by the Parties is attached as Exhibit 1.

I RELEVANT PROCEDURAL HISTORY

6. On November 14, 2019, and June 25, 2020, Brooks through her attorneys, submitted the

original letter and an amended letter to the LWDA for the purpose of complying with California Labor
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Code § 2699.3’s notice requirement.

7. On December 27, 2021, Gomez through his attorneys, submitted a letter to the LWDA for
the purpose of complying with California Labor Code § 2699.3’s notice requirement.

8. On February 9, 2022, Gaines through her attorneys, submitted a letter to the LWDA for
the purpose of complying with California Labor Code § 2699.3’s notice requirement.

9. On July 15, 2020, Brooks filed her Class Action Complaint with the Contra Costa Superior
Court; Case No. MSC20-01342 (“Brooks Contra Costa Action”). On May 12, 2021, Brooks filed the
Second Amended Complaint in the Brooks Contra Costa Action. On December 28, 2021, Gomez filed
his class action Complaint with the San Bernardino Superior Court; Case No. CIVSB2135164 (“Gomez
Class Action”), alleging similar claims as alleged by Brooks. On March 8, 2022, Gomez filed his PAGA
Complaint with the San Bernardino Superior Court; Case No. CIVSB2204888 (“Gomez PAGA Action”),
alleging causes of action as Brooks. On February 10, 2022, Gaines filed the Class Action Complaint with
the Contra Costa Superior Court; Case No. MSC22-00281 (“Gaines Action”), alleging causes of action
similar to the claims alleged by Brooks and Gomez.

10. On July 22, 2022, Paradice Brooks, Ignacio Gomez, and Gail Ann Gaines filed the
consolidated First Amended Class Action Complaint (“Consolidated FAC”) in the Gomez Class Action,
alleging causes of action for: 1) failure to pay all straight time wages, 2) failure to pay all overtime
wages, 3) failure to timely pay wages, 4) failure to provide meal periods, 5) failure to authorize and
permit rest periods, 6) knowing and intentional failure to comply with itemized employee wage statement
provisions, 7) failure to maintain accurate employment records, 8) failure to pay all wages due at the time
of termination of employment, 9) failure to adopt a compliant sick pay/paid time off policy, 10) failure
to reimburse/illegal deductions, 11) violation of wage theft prevention act, 12) violation of unfair
competition law, and 13) violations of the Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”).

11. On October 27, 2022, the Parties in the Brooks Contra Costa Action filed the Joint
Stipulation for Dismissal. On October 28, 2022, the Court in the Brooks Contra Costa Action issued its
Order granting the Parties’ Joint Stipulation for Dismissal, dismissing the Brooks Contra Costa Action
as to Plaintiff’s individual claims without prejudice, the putative class claims without prejudice, the

PAGA claims without prejudice, and the action in its entirety, without prejudice.
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12. On March 18, 2025, the Parties participated in a full-day mediation with mediator Doug
Leach. The Parties did not resolve the case at mediation.

13. On June 30, 2025, the Parties participated in a half day second session mediation with
mediator Doug Leach. The Parties did not resolve the case at the second session mediation.

14.  After subsequent discussions by and between the Parties and Mr. Leach, Mr. Leach issued
a mediator’s proposal that the Parties subsequently accepted, memorializing their agreement to resolve
this Action.

IL. DISCOVERY AND INVESTIGATION

15. I, along with my co-counsel, sought and received information for the number of
employees, the number of pay periods, the number of workweeks, dates of employment, the average pay
rate, and any meal and rest break premiums paid. As a part of the mediation, Defendant provided
information based on the wage and time records for 856 class members. Defendant also provided
Plaintiffs with hundred pages of documents and various other forms of data in preparation for mediation.
In the Brooks Action, the Parties exchanged written discovery as well as document production. The
Parties exchanged more written discovery and document production in the current consolidated action,
including request for production of documents, special interrogatories, and document production.

A. Discovery in the Brooks Action

1. Written Discovery as to Defendant TROC, LLC

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Form Interrogatories — Employment Law, Set One,
Propounded Upon Defendant TROC, LLC (November 17, 2020);

e Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Form Interrogatories — General, Set One, Propounded
Upon Defendant TROC, LLC (November 17, 2020);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Request for Admissions, Set One, Propounded Upon
Defendant TROC, LLC (sixteen requests) (November 17, 2020);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Request for Production of Documents, Set One,
Propounded Upon Defendant TROC, LLC (one hundred fifteen requests) (November
17, 2020);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Special Interrogatories, Set One, Propounded Upon
5
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ii.

Defendant TROC, LLC (one hundred and six requests) / Declaration in Support of
the Number of Special Interrogatories (November 17, 2020);

Defendant TROC, LLC’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Form Interrogatories—
Employment Law, Set One (February 24, 2021);

Defendant TROC, LLC’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Form Interrogatories—General,
Set One (February 24, 2021);

Defendant TROC, LLC’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Request for Admissions, Set One
(February 24, 2021);

Defendant TROC, LLC’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Request for Production of
Documents, Set One (February 24, 2021);

Defendant TROC, LLC’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Special Interrogatories, Set One
(February 24, 2021);

Defendant TROC, LLC’s Production of Documents (Bates Nos. BBO01-BB084)
(Produced on July 27, 2021)

Written Discovery as to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.

Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Form Interrogatories — Employment Law, Set One,
Propounded Upon Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc. (August 12, 2021);
Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Form Interrogatories — General, Set One, Propounded
Upon Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc. (August 12, 2021);

Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Request for Admissions, Set One, Propounded Upon
Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc. (sixteen requests) (August 12, 2021);
Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Request for Production of Documents, Set One,
Propounded Upon Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc. (one hundred fifteen
requests) (August 12, 2021);

Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Special Interrogatories, Set One, Propounded Upon
Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc. (one hundred and six requests) / Declaration in
Support of the Number of Special Interrogatories (August 12, 2021);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Form
6
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iil.

1v.

Interrogatories—Employment Law, Set One (December 21, 2021);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories—General, Set One (December 21, 2021);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Request for
Admissions, Set One (December 21, 2021);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents, Set One (December 21, 2021);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set One (December 21, 2021);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Amended Responses to Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories—Employment Law, Set One (March 25, 2022);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Amended Responses to Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories—General, Set One (March 25, 2022);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Amended Responses to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set One (March 25, 2022);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Amended Responses to Plaintiff’s Request
for Production of Documents, Set One (March 25, 2022);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Production of Documents (Bates Nos.
BB0001-BB0086) (Produced on March 25, 2022);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises Inc.’s Request for Production of Documents to
Plaintiff Paradice Brooks, Set One (forty-two requests) (April 5, 2022);
Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Special Interrogatories to Plaintiff Paradice
Brooks, Set One (thirty-four special interrogatories) (April 5, 2022);

Data/Documents Produced Re: Mediation in the Brooks Action held on 12.7.21

Wage Statement Sampling for 25 employees (88 pages) (November 23, 2021)
Class List (Excel Sheet) (October 28, 2021)
Punch Data Excel Sheets (2 Excel Sheets) (November 3, 2021)

Belaire West Notice / Class List
7
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Belaire West Notice Mailed on March 8, 2022;

Class List produced on April 15, 2022.

B. Discovery in the Consolidated Action

1.

Written Discovery

Plaintiffs’ Demand for Production of Documents (Set One) Propounded to
Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc. (44 Requests) (January 23, 2023);

Plaintiffs’ Special Interrogatories (Set One) Propounded to Defendant Big Bang
Enterprises, Inc. (35 Special Interrogatories) (January 23, 2023);

Plaintiffs’ Notice of Deposition of the Person Most Qualified to Testify from Big
Bang Enterprises, Inc. on Designated Areas Regarding Operations (Draft provided to
Defendant on January 23, 2023 to assist in identifying the appropriate individual(s)
to designate);

Protective Order Draft provided to Defendant for review (January 23, 2023);
Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents, Set One (February 24, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set One (February 24, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Request for Production (Set One) to Plaintiff
Paradice Brooks (42 Requests) (April 14, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Request for Production (Set One) to Plaintiff
Gail Ann Gaines (42 Requests) (April 14, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Request for Production (Set One) to Plaintiff
Ignacio Maciel (42 Requests) (April 14, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Special Interrogatories (Set One) to Plaintiff
Paradice Brooks (34 special interrogatories) (April 14, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Special Interrogatories (Set One) to Plaintiff
Gail Ann Gaines (34 special interrogatories) (April 14, 2023);

Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Special Interrogatories (Set One) to Plaintiff
8
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Ignacio Gomez (34 special interrogatories) (April 14, 2023);

e Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Request for Production (Set Two) to Plaintiff
Paradice Brooks (2 Requests) (May 18, 2023);

e Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Request for Production (Set Two) to Plaintiff
Gail Ann Gaines (2 Requests) (May 18, 2023);

e Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Request for Production (Set Two) to Plaintiff
Ignacio Maciel (2 Requests) (May 18, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s
Request for Production of Documents, Set One (June 13, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s
Request for Production of Documents, Set Two (June 13, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s
Special Interrogatories, Set One (June 13, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ production of documents (Bates Nos. Brooks-00001-
00094) (June 13, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Gail Ann Gaines Response to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s
Request for Production of Documents, Set One (June 21, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Gail Ann Gaines Response to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s
Request for Production of Documents, Set Two (June 21, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Gail Ann Gaines Response to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s
Special Interrogatories, Set One (June 21, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Gail Ann Gaines’ production of documents (Bates Nos. GAINES00001-
00104) (June 21, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Ignacio Gomez’s Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises Inc.’s
Request for Production of Documents, Set One (June 20, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Ignacio Gomez’s Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises Inc.’s
Request for Production of Documents, Set Two (June 20, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Ignacio Gomez’s Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises Inc.’s
9
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Special Interrogatories, Set One (June 20, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Ignacio Gomez’s production of documents (Bates Nos. Mara — T-
Roc000001-Mara — T-Roc000089; Mara - T-Roc000090.xlsx; Mara - T-
Roc000091 .xIsx; Mara - T-Roc000092.xlIsx; Mara - T-Roc000093.x1sx) (June 21,
2023);

e Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Further Responses to Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents, Set One (June 15, 2023);

e Defendant Big Bang Enterprises, Inc.’s Further Responses to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set One (June 15, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Amended Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises,
Inc.’s Request for Production of Documents, Set One (October 17, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Paradice Brooks’ Amended Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises,
Inc.’s Special Interrogatories, Set One (October 17, 2023);

e Plaintiff Gail Ann Gaines’ Amended Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises,
Inc.’s Request for Production of Documents, Set One (October 17, 2023);

e Plaintiff Gail Ann Gaines’ Amended Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises,
Inc.’s Special Interrogatories, Set One (October 17, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Ignacio Gomez’s Amended Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises,
Inc.’s Request for Production of Documents, Set One (October 17, 2023);

¢ Plaintiff Ignacio Gomez’s Amended Responses to Defendant Big Bang Enterprises,
Inc.’s Special Interrogatories, Set One (October 17, 2023);

¢ Plaintiffs’ Notice of Deposition of the Person Most Qualified to Testify from Big
Bang Enterprises, Inc. on Designated Subject Areas Regarding Operations (April 3,
2024);

1. Data/Documents Produced Re: Mediation in the Consolidated Action

Sampling of 20% of employee time keeping and wage and hour records.

III. SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS

16.  All of Plaintiffs’ counsel’s pre-filing investigation and discovery during litigation aided
10
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Plaintiffs in evaluating this case. Plaintiffs were thus able to enter settlement negotiations armed with the
information required to settle this matter for a fair and reasonable amount, having thoroughly assessed
the risks and prepared an estimated class-wide damages model. On March 18, 2025, the Parties
participated in a full-day mediation with mediator Doug Leach. The Parties did not resolve the case at
mediation. On June 30, 2025, the Parties participated in a half day second session mediation with
mediator Doug Leach. The Parties did not resolve the case at the second session mediation. After
subsequent discussions by and between the Parties and Mr. Leach, Mr. Leach issued a mediator’s
proposal that the Parties subsequently accepted, memorializing their agreement to resolve the Action.

17.  Furthermore, Plaintiffs’ counsel is familiar with wage and hour class actions that arise
with similar claims alleged herein. Plaintiffs’ counsel has been counsel of record and settled cases that
involve the same groups of employees, issues, and industry. Here there are approximately 856 employees.

18.  Plaintiffs’ counsel’s experience in litigating and settling similar wage and hour cases in
various industries provided Plaintiffs with a strong foundation to not only appreciate the strengths and
the weaknesses of each side’s position but also how to value the claims for purposes of a settlement.

19.  During the course of the parties’ settlement discussions, Defendant was forthcoming with
all the necessary information to evaluate the claims in this case.

20.  The parties negotiated the terms of the Settlement Agreement, and the Class Notice. These
negotiations lasted for more than one month and the parties encountered numerous difficulties in reaching
agreement as to the terms of the settlement and the language of the notice packet. Nevertheless, the
parties worked together as best they could to finalize the settlement terms, which are memorialized in the
Settlement Agreement. A true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement (hereinafter “Sett. Agmt.)
is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The Class Notice, which consists of a Notice of Class Action and PAGA
Settlement and instructions on how to opt-out or object, is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. The Class Notice
is also attached to the Proposed Order as Exh. 1.

21. The negotiations were conducted at more than arm’s-length and the resulting settlement
was the outcome of an informed and educated analysis regarding certification and liability issues and the
total exposure in relation to the costs and risks affecting Plaintiffs and the Class. This settlement was

accomplished after discovery and investigation, with Plaintiffs having invested in extensive factual and
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legal research, engaged in numerous discussions and exchanges of correspondence, reviewed and
analyzed time and payroll records and data, policy documents, and other relevant documents, and
conducted extensive negotiations thereafter. It was only after the parties thoroughly assessed the risks
that they entered into a well-reasoned settlement.

22. There were risks and uncertainty regarding several factors in the case, which gave the
parties the perspective and the incentive to thoroughly assess the risks of the case. In addition to
Defendant’s financial position and the fact it no longer does business in California, it is possible that
Plaintiffs would not be able to certify all of the claims. Plaintiffs believed it would be straightforward to
certify the claim for reimbursement of expenses for cell phones, however, the off-the-clock claim would
likely prove more challenging to certify since the payroll records and wage statements on their face
appear accurate and employees logged out of the system. Further, many of the rest break policies
appeared to be facially compliant, which would present challenges, which is supported by complaint meal
and rest break policies. Even if Plaintiffs succeeded in certifying some or all of the claims, there was no
guarantee that Plaintiffs would win on the merits, and surviving any post-trial motions or appeals would
have come at great litigation costs and expenses to the Class.

23.  Plaintiffs’ counsel thoroughly analyzed all of the available information and documents to
evaluate the strength of each claim and prepare a class-wide damages analysis, taking into account the
strengths and weaknesses of the parties’ positions, the risks of litigation to arrive at this settlement.

24. The Settlement is the product of protracted arm’s-length negotiation by mediating with
mediator Doug Leach. Class Counsel advocated vigorously on behalf of the Class throughout the
negotiations in order to negotiate a settlement that is in the best interest of the Class Members and
provides adequate class-wide relief.

25. The vigorous negotiations between the Parties resulted in a reasonable compromise that
is the product of genuine give and take justified by the facts of this case. Plaintiffs’ counsel requested
certain information from Defendant in order for the parties to engage in mediation and have any
meaningful discussion towards settlement. Specifically, Plaintiffs’ counsel sought and received
information about the number of employees, the number of pay periods, the number of workweeks, dates

of employment, the average pay rate, and any meal and rest break premiums paid. Defendant provided
12
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information based on the wage and time records for 856 class members. Defendant also provided
Plaintiffs with over one hundred pages of document production in order to prepare for mediation.
Plaintiffs are represented by highly experienced class action litigators, who believe that the Settlement is
an excellent result for the Class Members.

IV. THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT

Settlement Class:

26.  The proposed settlement class is defined as:
All individuals employed in California by Defendant in hourly, non-
exempt positions at any point between July 15, 2016, through August 30,
2025.
See Sett. Agmt. § 5

Gross Settlement Amount:

27. The Gross Settlement Amount is $550,000.00, which will be used to make a $18,750.00
payment to the LWDA (75% of the $25,000 PAGA allocation), and pay the Settlement Administrator’s
expenses, the Class Representatives’ service payments, and Class Counsel’s attorneys’ fees and costs.
Sett. Agmt. 4 6, 15, 23, 35, 59(a). The Net Settlement Amount is the Gross Settlement Amount, less
the Class Counsel Award, Class Representative Service Awards, PAGA Payment, and Settlement
Administration Costs. The Net Settlement Amount shall be used to compensate the Class Members. Sett.
Agmt. § 17, 18, 59(a)(i). Defendant shall be separately responsible for the employer share of payroll
taxes on the Wage Portion of each Settlement Share distributed to the Participating Class Members. Sett.
Agmt. §61.

Settlement Allocation Formula:

28. The participating Class Members (“Class Participants™) will be paid pursuant to an
allocation formula based on the number of workweeks they worked for Defendant during the Class
Period. From the Net Settlement Amount, the Settlement Administrator will calculate each Individual
Settlement Award by dividing the Net Settlement Amount by the total number of Workweeks, resulting
in the Workweek Value; and then multiplying the Workweek Value by the number of Workweeks worked

by each Class Member, as defined above. As necessary, and to the extent not already provided by
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Defendant, the Settlement Administrator will calculate the number of Workweeks worked by the Class
Members during the Class Period. The Settlement Administrator will also calculate the amount to be
paid per Workweek, and the Individual Settlement Awards to eligible Class Members. All Workweek
Disputes will be resolved and decided by the Settlement Administrator, in consultation with Class
Counsel and/or Defense Counsel, as appropriate, and subject to review by the Court as needed. Sett.
Agmt. 9§ 59(a)(1).

Tax Allocation:

29.  For tax purposes, Individual Settlement Awards shall be allocated as follows: twenty
percent (20%) as alleged unpaid wages subject to all applicable tax withholdings; forty percent (40%) as
alleged unpaid interest; and forty percent (40%) as alleged unpaid penalties. The Settlement
Administrator shall issue an IRS Form W-2 to each Participating Class Member for the portion of each
Individual Settlement Award payment allocated as alleged unpaid wages and subject to all applicable tax
withholdings. The Settlement Administrator shall issue an IRS Form 1099 to each Participating Class
Member including PAGA Member, for the portion of each Individual Settlement Award including
Individual PAGA Payment allocated as alleged unpaid non-wage penalties and interest and not subject
to payroll tax withholdings. Sett. Agmt. 9 59(a)(v).

No Reversion and No Claim Form Required:

30.  This is a non-reversionary settlement. Sett. Agmt. 9§ 59(a). To make the relief provided by
the Settlement as accessible to Class Members as possible, the Parties have agreed to eliminate the claims
process. Sett. Agmt. 9 59(a). Each Class Member who does not submit a timely and valid request for
exclusion within 45 days after the Notice Packet is first mailed will be automatically mailed a check for
his or her pro rata portion of the Settlement. Sett. Agmt. 9 32, 33.

Distribution of Uncashed Settlement Checks

31.  The Settlement Agreement provides that Class Members shall have one-hundred eighty
(180) calendar days from the postmark date of the checks to deposit or otherwise cash their settlement
checks. After the expiration of the 180-day period to cash/deposit the Individual Settlement Award
checks, the Settlement Administrator will prepare the Final Report regarding the distribution of the Gross

Settlement Amount as detailed above. The total amount of any uncashed settlement checks will be
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transmitted to the California State Controller’s Office Unclaimed Property Fund, in the name of the
individual. Sett. Agmt. 9 14, 59(a)(vi).

Scope of the Released Claims:

32.  Plaintiffs, Participating Class Members will release all claims arising from the same set
of facts alleged in the FAC or in the LWDA letters and as set forth in the Settlement Agreement 99 30,
55, 56.

33. In addition to the releases of the Released Claims and PAGA Released Claims, Plaintiffs,
Plaintiffs expressly waive and relinquish all rights and benefits of section 1542 of the Civil Code of the
State of California. Sett. Agmt. 99 57.

34. The time period covered by the release is July 15, 2016, through August 30, 2025. Sett.
Agmt. g5, 30.

35. PAGA Members release all claims for penalties under PAGA that arise out of or relate to
California Labor Code sections 201 through 203, 204, 205.5, 210, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225.5, 226,
226.7, 233,234,246,510,512, 558, 1174, 1174.5,2810.5, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, 1199, 2751, and
2810.5 as pled in the Operative Complaint and the PAGA Notices, during the PAGA Period (November
14, 2018, through August 30, 2025). Sett. Agmt. 99 24, 25.

36. The released parties are defined as:

Defendant and its respective present and former parents, owners, subsidiaries, and any
affiliated or related persons or entities and each of their respective officers, directors,
partners, shareholders, attorneys and agents and any other successors, assigns, or legal
representatives.

Sett. Agmt. 4 31.

37. The release also includes all claims for PAGA penalties that were alleged or could have
been alleged by Plaintiffs based on the facts alleged in the FAC. Sett. Agmt. § 25, 56.

/1
/1
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Requested Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and Proposed Service Payments to the Class

Representatives:

38.  The Settlement Agreement allows Class Counsel to apply for an award of attorneys’ fees
of not more than 33.33% of the Total Settlement Amount ($183,315) and litigation costs not to exceed
$60,000. Sett. Agmt. g 2, 15.

39.  Plaintiffs will apply to the Court for a service payment of $10,000 each to compensate
Plaintiffs for their time and service to the class. Sett. Agmt. § 6. These amounts are preliminarily
reasonable and justified based on the work performed and the costs incurred by Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’
counsel in order to obtain a successful result on behalf of the Class Members.

40. To provide further justification for awarding these amounts, Plaintiffs will apply for award
of Class Representatives Service Payments, Settlement Administrator’s Expenses, and Class Counsel’s
Attorneys’ Fees and Costs to be heard at the Motion for Final Approval. If the Court approves a Class
Counsel Fees Payment or a Class Counsel Litigation Expenses Payment of less than these amounts, which
are presently $183,315 and $60,000, respectively, the remainder will be retained in the Net Settlement
Amount for distribution to Participating Class Members. Sett. Agmt. § 59(a)(iii).

PAGA Allocation:

41. $25,000.00 will be allocated for resolution of the State of California’s claims under the
PAGA, California Labor Code section 2699 et seq., with 75% thereof earmarked for the California
Workforce Development Agency and 25% payable to the PAGA Employees. Sett. Agmt. 4 23.

Net Settlement Amount:

42. The Net Settlement Amount is the Gross Settlement Amount, less the Class Counsel
Award, Class Representative Service Awards, PAGA Payment, and Settlement Administration Costs.
The Net Settlement Amount shall be used to compensate the Class Members. Sett. Agmt. q 17, 18,
59(a)(i). Defendant shall be separately responsible for the employer share of payroll taxes on the Wage
Portion of each Settlement Share distributed to the Participating Class Members. Sett. Agmt. § 61.

Notice to the Class and Exclusion:

43. The Class Members have already been identified from Defendant’s records and the Class

Notice will be mailed to them using the last known mailing address in Defendants’ records. Sett. Agmt.
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9 58(a). Prior to mailing, the Settlement Administrator will perform a search in the National Change of
Address database to update the addresses. Sett. Agmt. q 58(a)(i). If a Class Notice is returned because of
an incorrect address, the Settlement Administrator will promptly, and not later than five (5) days from
receipt of the returned Class Notice, search for a more current address for the Class Member and re-mail
the Class Notice to the Class Member. Sett. Agmt. q 58(a)(ii). There will be a 45-day period to opt out
of and object to the settlement. Sett. Agmt. 9 33.

44, The Class Notice (also attached to the Proposed Order) will describe the nature of the
action; the definition of the settlement class; the total settlement amount and the proposed deductions for
the payment to the LWDA, class representative service award, attorneys’ fees and costs, and settlement
administration costs; the scope of the release; the formula for calculating individual settlement payments
and how to challenge the number of workweeks and pay periods used to calculate the payments; how to
participate in, object to, and opt out of the Settlement, and the deadlines for doing so; that Class Members
may enter an appearance through an attorney if desired; the binding effect of the judgment on Class
Members; information about when and where the final approval hearing will be held, and how to check
if the hearing date has changed; and how to obtain further information about the lawsuit and the
Settlement. The Class Notice also includes Class Counsel’s contact information and the address for the
settlement administration website. /d. The notice will be sent in English and in Spanish. A true and
correct copy of the Class Notice is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

45.  In order to request exclusion from the Settlement, Class Members only need to follow the
instructions included in the Class Notice, which explains that in order to exclude one’s self they “must
send a letter, email, or fax with your name, signature, address, telephone number, and the last four digits
of your Social Security number, and a statement that clearly states you do not wish to be included in the
Settlement,” and provides an email address, fax number, and address that the request for exclusion must
be sent to and provides the deadline for doing so. The Notice Packet also states that Class Members may
submit a written objection to the Settlement Administrator and the deadline for doing so, or alternatively,
may appear at the Final Approval hearing in-person to present any objection for the Court to consider.

Written objections must state the ground for the objection, and Class Members will also be permitted to
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make oral objections if they appear at the final approval hearing. Additionally, the Class Notice provides
notice that the PAGA portion of the settlement cannot be opted out of.

Settlement Administration

46. The Settlement Agreement provides for Class Members to receive direct notice of the
Settlement by mail. /d. 4 58(a)(i). The notice administration plan will ensure that substantially all of the
Class Members will receive notice of the Settlement and will be adequately apprised of and able to
exercise their rights and options thereunder. Phoenix Class Administration Solutions (“Phoenix”), an
experienced third-party claims administrator, will handle all aspects of the notice process and settlement
administration. Phoenix’s CV is marked and attached hereto as Exhibit 3. Class Counsel will also be
available to the Class Members to answer their questions and encourage participation.

V. EVALULATION OF THE SETTLEMENT

47.  The Settlement provides a significant monetary relief to the Class Members to compensate
them for the alleged wage-and-hour violations at issue in this case. The proposed settlement provides a
total non-reversionary settlement amount of $550,000 to 856 Class Members who worked a total of
approximately 10,670 workweeks. The gross value to be paid to the Class Members is approximately
$51.55 per workweek per class member ($550,000.00 divided by 10,670 workweeks). The settlement
provides the settlement class with an average payment of approximately $642.52 gross per class member
for the non-exempt group before deductions for fees, litigation costs and costs of administration. The net
value to each class member is approximately $276.50. The net value of the settlement per workweek for
the non-exempt class members is estimated to be approximately $22.18 (($550,000 - $313,315) ~ 10,670
workweeks). The settlement represents approximately 58% of the total potential exposure if Plaintiff
was successful on all class claims for every week worked and provides the settlement class with an
average payment of approximately $642.52 gross per class member.

48.  Defendant’s employees were seasonal, on-demand/flex, or weekend warriors, who did not
work traditional schedules, often maybe working a few shifts per week with lengthy time periods
(sometimes weeks or even months) where employees did not work at all. The point of these flex and on-
demand positions was for Defendant to allow its employees to work when they wanted to. Even if not

working, the employees remained active in the employee records. Some employees would remain active
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without any work for up to a year, potentially more if they responded to recruiting outreach and indicated
they were interested in future work. The COVID pandemic also paused many of the positions as well
because the work was not available, but despite that many folks remained on the books. Less than 20%
of the California workforce was full-time; therefore, the vast majority of employees were part-time
employees working irregular shifts.

Claim Evaluation:

49.  The Settlement provides a significant monetary relief to the Class Members to compensate
them for the alleged wage-and-hour violations at issue in this case. Under California Code of Civil
Procedure section 382 and California Rules of Court, Rule 3.769, the Court must determine whether the
settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate for the class and the public interest. Evaluation of the
Settlement and analysis of claims, including PAGA penalties allocated pursuant to Labor Code sections
2698-2699.8. In determining whether to grant preliminary approval, the Court considers the factors
established by Kullar v. Foot Locker Retail, Inc., 168 Cal.App.4th 116 (2008); Moniz v. Adecco USA,
Inc., 72 Cal.App.5th 56 (2021); and Dunk v. Ford Motor Co., 48 Cal.App.4th 1794 (1996).

50.  Off the Clock: Plaintiffs’ “off the clock” claim contends putative class members are
expected to work “off the clock™ by before shifts start, after shifts end, and/or any other time in the day
when employees were performing work tasks subject to the control of Defendant and/or otherwise had
work duties. This claim is based on the theory that by the time Defendant’s employees showed up for
work b/w 1-2 times a week, they were required to wait for 10-15 minutes prior to clocking in either before
or at the end of their shift after clocking out. Defendant contends the managers always showed up on
time, that the company policies mandate clocking in before working or not clocking out until all work
activities have stopped and Defendant pays employees for all hours worked. Specifically, Defendant’s
timekeeping policies forbid off the clock work. The average hourly rate applicable to the putative Class
Members is $18.37 per hour. The average employee worked a total of 8 weeks for Defendant. If Plaintiffs
prevailed on this theory, then a reasonable estimate of the amount of unpaid wages putative class
members could recover in this action is between $5,766,440.90 [$18.37 per hour * 10,670 total
workweeks * 30/60 hour per week (representing 15 min @1 times a week on average] = a maximum

exposure of $98,003.95. The claim value ranges from $0 to $98,003.5. A realistic exposure number
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based on the risks for certification and trial would represent an approximate 75% of the total exposure
number or $73,502.62.

51.  Meal and Rest Break Claim: Plaintiffs and Class Members’ meal and rest breaks were
missed, interrupted, and/or shortened and were not provided compensation in lieu of for missed,
interrupted, and/or shortened meal and rest breaks. Defendant also failed to pay all wages owed upon
separation. For the meal break claim there were a total of 5,681 shifts worked by class members between
the 5-to-6-hour mark or that worked 10 or more hours. Calculating the 5,681 shifts * $18.37 (hourly rate)
= a maximum exposure of $106,405.13. For the rest break claim there were 16,049 shifts worked by class
members between 3.5-t0-4.99 hours or between 8-to-10 hours. Calculating 16,049 shifts * $§18.37 = a
maximum exposure of $294,820.13. Defendant denies the claim and asserts that Defendant’s policies
mandate class members take both meal and rest breaks. The records reflect meal breaks were taken and
premium payments were made to class members for meal break violations. Defendant denies the claims
and contends class members were entitled to take rest breaks which resulted in several employees taking
smoking breaks or using their cell phones to make personal calls. Similarly, a realistic exposure number
based on the risks for certification and trial would represent an approximate 75% or $79,803.84 of the
total exposure number for the meal break claim and 30% discount or $206,374.09 for the rest break claim.

52. Expense/Uniform Reimbursement: Plaintiffs contend class members were required to comply
with a use of their personal cell to clock in to work and communicate with Defendant’s corporate office
and managers. Reimbursement is required pursuant to Wage Order 7 §9 and Labor Code § 2802.
Defendant contends use of putative class members’ cell phones were a) optional, and b) infrequent. The
average cell phone bill for unlimited use is approximately $100 per month. There are 10,670 workweeks
in the Class Period/4 weeks to every month = 2,667.5 month of potential cell phone usage by putative
class members within the Class Period. 2,667.5 months * $50 per month for reimbursement of cell phone
expenses = $133,375.00. We believe the potential value for which putative Class Members could seek
reimbursement for cell phone expenses would be between $0 and $133,375.00. A realistic exposure
number based on the risks for certification and trial would represent a 10% discount for the claim.

53. Waiting Time: Section 203 penalties for willful delays in the payment of end-of-employment

wages are commonly referred to as “waiting time penalties.” Kim v. Reins International California, Inc.
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(2020) 9 Cal.5th 73, 82. “The settled meaning of “willful,” as used in section 203, is that an employer
has intentionally failed or refused to perform an act which was required to be done. (citations omitted)
‘[TThe employer's refusal to pay need not be based on a deliberate evil purpose to defraud workmen of
wages which the employer knows to be due.”” (Citations omitted).) Amaral v. Cintas Corp. No. 2, 163
Cal.App.4th 1157, 1201 (2008). A ““good faith dispute’ that any wages are due will preclude imposition
of waiting time penalties.”” Campbell v. PricewaterhouseCoopers, LLP, 602 F.Supp.2d 1163, 1185
(E.D.Cal.2009) (quoting Cal.Code Regs. tit 8, § 13520); Jimenez v. Servicios Agricolas Mex, Inc., 742
F.Supp.2d 1078, 1100 (D.Ariz., 2010). The average length of employment for all of Defendant’s
California employees worked a total of 7.5-8 total weeks and employees were paid bi-weekly. Based on
the waiting time penalties that would equate to an average of $350 per person. Theoretically, total
exposure (856 total putative class members *$350) is between $0 and $299,600. If you assume that there
is a violation for every claim (overtime, meal and rest breaks) this exposure could potentially triple =
$898,800. A realistic exposure number based on the risks for certification and trial and the fact the
violation must be willful would represent an approximate 30% of the total exposure number or $269,640.

54. Wage Statement: The Labor Code 226(a) wage statement claim is based on the contention
that class members wage statements are incorrect because the overtime and meal and rest break penalties
were not included in the wage statements. Defendant asserts the claim is deficient both on the merits and
whether its conduct rises to the level necessary for imposition of relief. To prevail, Plaintiffs would need
to show Defendant acted “knowingly and intentionally,” without any good faith belief in their policy and
procedure position. See, Naranjo v. Spectrum Security Service Inc., 13 Cal.5th 93 (Cal., 2022). While
the potential exposure for this alleged violation could be large, the practical/realistic exposure is much
less — and perhaps 10% — following the Naranjo decision and in the light of the evidence adduced during
discovery. This is similar exposure to the waiting time penalty claim including the total exposure of 20%
=$179,760.

55. Plaintiffs believe the realistic exposure for all claims to be approximately $942,455.55.
Taking into account Defendant’s defenses, and the risk at certification, this settlement of $550,000
represents 58% of the total potential exposure and is an excellent recovery for the Class Members,

particularly considering the risks of further litigation and the uncertainties of the off-the-clock claim and
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thus the waiting time claim. While we are confident about prevailing both at certification and at trial,
there is no guarantee of results in litigation — and of course certification is ultimately a discretionary
decision.

56. Further, $25,000.00 of the Total Settlement Amount was allocated to the PAGA claim.
Sett. Agmt. § 23. As required by statute, 75% ($18,750) will be paid to the LWDA. The remaining 25%
($6,250) will be distributed to approximately 856 PAGA Employees. Thus, the PAGA payments are
estimated to be approximately on average $7.30 (36,250 + 856). The Settlement provides a significant
monetary relief to the Class Members to compensate them for the alleged wage-and-hour violations at
issue in this case. Under California Code of Civil Procedure § 382 and California Rule of Court, Rule
3.769, the Court must determine whether the settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate for the class and
the public interest. Evaluation of the Settlement and analysis of claims, as set forth above, including
PAGA penalties allocated pursuant to Labor Code sections 2698-2699.8.

57.  This represents an excellent recovery for the Class Members, particularly considering the
risks of further litigation and the economic difficulties facing employers. Plaintiffs’ unpaid wages claim
is based on the allegations that Defendants had a practice of requiring Plaintiffs and Class Members to
arrive and report to work prior to their scheduled shift and wait off-the-clock for approximately 15-20
minutes for the store they were servicing to open. Defendants argue that such an informal policy does not
exist beyond the threadbare allegations from Plaintiffs, and that Defendants’ formal, written policies
clearly require employees to accurately record all time worked. If Defendants presented employee
testimony / declarations stating that no informal practice of working off-the-clock exists and that they
were paid for all the time they worked, the Court could rule for Defendants at both class certification and
on the merits as to this claim.

58.  With regard to the meal/rest breaks, Plaintiffs claim that employees are subject to being
called back during meal periods, and that they cannot leave the premises for rest periods. Defendants
point to their compliant written meal and rest period policies as the strongest evidence against Plaintiffs’
claims. To the extent Plaintiffs’ theory of liability on these claims requires employees to deviate from
these compliant policies, the Court could find that we would need to ask each and every employee how

they interpreted Defendants’ meal/rest period policies and whether they received compliant breaks under
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these policies, which would defeat class certification through individualized issues. If the Court were to
grant class certification, it could also simply find that Defendants’ meal/rest policies are compliant,
resulting in a judgment in favor of Defendants on the merits.

59.  Plaintiffs’ sick pay claim is based on allegations that Defendants discourage and punish
employees for using their sick leave. Just as with their meal and rest period policies, Defendants contend
that they have a facially compliant sick pay/leave policy. Defendants argue that the Court would have to
ask each and every employee if they felt like they were discouraged from using sick leave, creating a
litany of individualized issues that would prevent this claim from being certified. Further, if the Court
were to simply determine that Defendant’s sick pay/leave policy was wholly compliant with California
law, Plaintiffs’ damages on this claim would be zero.

60. Plaintiffs’ reimbursement claim is based on the allegations that Defendants require
employees to use their personal cell phones for work, but do not reimburse employees for this expense.
Defendants dispute this claim in its entirety, pointing to its facially compliant policies that provide for
reimbursement of all employee business expenses incurred. Were the Court to side with Defendant and
find that their policy adequately reimburses employees for business expenses, Plaintiffs” would recover
nothing under this claim.

61.  Plaintiffs’ wage statement and waiting time claims are wholly derivative of the above
unpaid wage, meal period, and rest period claims. If the Court were to side with Defendants’ arguments,
Plaintiff and Class Members would recover nothing for these derivative claims. Additionally, if
Defendants successfully argue that they acted in good faith, as opposed to wilfully, and that these
violations were not knowing and intentional, Plaintiffs and Class Members would still recover nothing
for these derivative claims, regardless of whether they were successful in the underlying unpaid wage,
meal period, and rest period claims.

62. The Settlement does not give preferential treatment to any Class Members. The settlement
provides for the funds to be allocated to each participating Class Member proportionally based on the
number of weeks they worked for Defendant, as shown by Defendant’s records. Sett. Agmt. 9 59(a)(1).
The settlement class is cohesive because it consists of employees subject to the same relevant wage-and-

hour policies, including but not limited to policies regarding work schedules and hours worked, overtime,
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rest breaks and meal breaks, and reimbursement policies.

VI. PLAINTIFFS AND THEIR COUNSEL WILL ADEQUATELY REPRESENT THE

CLASS

63.  Plaintiffs have no conflict of interest with the Class Members. Plaintiffs performed similar
work and were subject to the same policies and practices as the Class Members. Plaintiffs’ claims are
identical to the claims of the other Class Members and arise from the same course of conduct by
Defendant. Plaintiffs have embraced their responsibilities as the class representatives by actively
participating in this case, providing documents, identifying potential witnesses, providing valuable
information regarding the policies and practices at issue in this case and Defendant’s business structure,
engaging in the settlement process, and consulting with counsel throughout the litigation.

64.  Plaintiffs have devoted considerable time to this litigation and are prepared to continue to
do so, demonstrating their commitment to achieving the best possible result for the class.!

65.  Further, as indicated below and in my co-counsel’s declarations, Plaintiffs are represented
by qualified and competent counsel, who have the experience and resources necessary to vigorously
pursue this action.

66.  Plaintiffs’ counsel conducted a thorough investigation of the claims at issue before filing
the complaint and during litigation leading up to this settlement. Plaintiffs’ counsel has extensive
experience litigating wage-and-hour class actions and representative actions, is well-versed in the
applicable law, and has ample resources to dedicate to the case.

67. The work I performed in this case includes, but is not limited to: 1) Researching the claims
of Plaintiff Paradice Brooks prior to filing the lawsuit; 2) Preparing the initial complaint and amendments;
3) Preparing Original and Amended PAGA Notices; 4) Propounding discovery; 5) Reviewing and
working with administrator Re: Belaire-West notice to Class Members; 6) Interviewing more than 20
class members; 7) Preparing and exchanging written discovery and meet and confer efforts; 8) Preparing
for depositions including defending both Plaintiffs’ depositions; 9) Reviewing documents produced by

Defendants; 10) Preparing for and conducting depositions of Defendants’ designated PMK’s; 11)

! Further details regarding Plaintiffs” work on the case will be presented in a declaration with the motion

for final approval.
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Reviewing payroll data/information, wage production, and policies; 12) Conducting ongoing discussions
with retained experts relating to data provided to Plaintiffs; 13) Creating damage models; 14) Preparing
stipulations for a class certification schedule; and 15) Examining and analyzing data.
VII. THE PROPOSED ATTORNEYS’ FEE AWARD PRELIMINARILY APPROPRIATE
68.  Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, Plaintiffs’ counsel will seek attorneys’ fees not to
exceed $183,315,000 (33.33% of the Gross Settlement Amount) and actual litigation costs not to exceed
$60,000. Sett. Agmt. § 2. Class counsel appreciates that this Court will utilize the period of time before
the hearing on final approval to consider any comments from Class Members and inform itself of all
aspects of the settlement. Further, at the final approval stage, this Court will rule upon the reasonableness
of any attorney’s fees, the class representatives’ enhancement requests and general release payments, and
repayment of costs advanced by Plaintiffs’ counsel. In preparation for final approval, Plaintiffs will
provide this Court with further briefing pertaining to those requests.

VIII. EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE

69. I graduated from Western State University School of Law in 1999 after pursuing
undergraduate studies in the United Kingdom. I am admitted to practice law before all courts in the State
of California and I am licensed in Washington D.C.

70. I have been practicing law full time for approximately 25 years. My practice has been
devoted to complex class action and/or representative action litigation. Much of this litigation has
involved class action and representative action prosecution of wage and hour laws (state and federal),
state and federal privacy laws (FCRA, CCPA and CCCRA) and consumer laws.

71.  Thave been named a Super Lawyer from 2014-2022, 2025 and won awards such as Class
Action Attorney of the Year. I have represented and continue to represent plaintiffs in various types of
class action cases.

72.  Thave served as lead class counsel in several cases and as counsel in PAGA representative
actions, including some of the following, which are set forth below:

a. Reid v. Diedrich Coffee, Inc., et al., U.S. District Court, Central District
of California, Case No. SACV06-888 AG (MLGx);

b. Scerca v. Town & Country, et al., U.S. District Court, Central District of
25
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California, Case No. SACV06-889 AG (MLGXx);
c. Hilliard v. Ameriquest, et al. and Torok v. Ameriquest, et al., U.S.
District Court Central District of California, Case No. SACV06-892 JVS
(ANx);
d. Strich v. Solstice Capital, et al., U.S. District Court Central District of
California, Case No. CV05-8757 SGL (RNBx);
e. The Parking Concepts Wage & Hour Cases, Los Angeles County Superior
Court, Case No. JCCP 4531;
f. Griffin et al. v 725 Baker LLC, Orange County County Superior Court,
Case No. 30-2010-00397655-CU-OE-CXC;
g. Leon v. Allied Exhaust Systems, Los Angeles Superior Court,
Case No.: BC438653;
h. De Los Santos v. Lala’s Argentine Grill, Los Angeles Superior Court,
Case No. BC47221