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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES – NORTH CENTRAL JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 
 

 
YOLANDA LEZAMA, 
 
              
                          Plaintiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
 
 
GLEN PARK AT GLENDALE – BOYNTON 
ST., a California corporation; 
GLEN PARK AT GLENDALE – 
MARIPOSA ST., a California corporation;  
GLEN PARK AT LONG BEACH, INC., a 
California corporation;  
GLEN PARK AT MONROVIA, a California 
corporation;  

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)  
) 

Case No.: 23GDCV00049 
 
 
[Assigned For All Purposes To Hon. Judge Ralph 
C. Hofer, Dept. D] 
 
 
STIPULATION FOR APPROVAL OF PAGA 
SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE; 
[PROPOSED] ORDER 
 
 
[Declaration of Arthur Sezgin, Esq. filed 
concurrently herewith] 
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GLEN PARK AT OJAI, a California 
corporation;  
GLEN PARK AT VALLEY VILLAGE, a 
California corporation;  
TILLMAN PINK, JR., an individual; and  
DOES 1 THROUGH 100, inclusive, 
 
 
                          Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff YOLANDA LEZAMA (hereinafter “Lezama” or “Plaintiff”) and Defendant 

GLEN PARK AT GLENDALE – BOYNTON ST. (hereinafter “Glen Park” or “Defendant”) have 

reached an agreement to settle the above-captioned action (hereinafter the “Action”), which 

includes a cause of action pursuant to the California Private Attorneys General Act (“PAGA”). The 

parties have memorialized the terms of the PAGA settlement in a Settlement Agreement 

(hereinafter the “Settlement Agreement”). Attached as “Exhibit A” hereto is a copy of the 

Settlement Agreement.  

By this Stipulation, and pursuant to California Labor Code § 2699(l), Plaintiff seeks an 

order permitting settlement on the terms outlined in the Settlement Agreement. Plaintiff and 

Defendant are collectively referred to as the “Parties” and any one of them individually may be 

referred to as a “Party.”   

Defendant adamantly denies any liability or wrongdoing of any kind whatsoever associated 

with the Action, and further denies that, for any purpose other than settling the Action, the Action 

is appropriate for representative treatment.  It is the desire of the Parties to fully, finally, and forever 

compromise and discharge all claims known or unknown related to those alleged in the Action. 

II. ALLEGATIONS AND INVESTIGATION 

A. Defendant operates assisted living facilities and retirement homes for the elderly. 

Plaintiff started working as a Caregiver for Defendant beginning in or around November 2021. Her 

employment ended in or around August 2022. At all times during her employment, Plaintiff was 

considered an hourly, non-exempt employee. 
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B. Plaintiff complied with the procedures of California Labor Code § 2699.3 for 

bringing suit under the Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, California Labor Code 

§§ 2698 et seq. (“PAGA”). On September 1, 2022, Plaintiff, on behalf of herself and Defendant’s 

other California non-exempt, hourly employees (hereafter collectively the “Aggrieved Employees”) 

gave written notice by electronic service to the California Labor and Workforce Development 

Agency (“LWDA”) and via certified mail to Defendant of her claims against Defendant. In her 

notice to the LWDA, Plaintiff asserted on behalf of herself and the Aggrieved Employees that 

Defendant violated various laws, including California Labor Code §§ 203, 204, 226(a), 226.3, 

226.7, 510, 512, 558, 1174(d), 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 2800, 2802, 2698, 2699, and related IWC Wage 

Orders, including, but not limited to Wage Order No. 5, based on the various theories of liability, 

including, but not limited to, Defendant’s alleged failure to: provide meal periods; provide rest 

periods; pay for all hours worked; pay minimum wages; pay overtime wages; provide accurate 

wage statements; timely pay all wages due in accordance with time periods prescribed by law; 

reimburse business expenses; keep accurate payroll records; and timely pay all final wages at 

separation of employment. Plaintiff filed her initial lawsuit on January 09, 2023 in the Superior 

Court for the State of California, County of Los Angeles, Case No. 23GDCV00049, including a 

cause of action for penalties under PAGA. See concurrently filed Declaration of Arthur Sezgin, 

Esq. (hereinafter “Sezgin Decl.”), ¶ 3. 

C. According to Defendant’s records, they employed 94 Aggrieved Employees from 

November 1, 2021 through January 11, 2024, and issued paychecks for a total of approximately 

2,011 pay periods worked for that same time period.   

D. On January 11, 2024, the Parties attended a full-day mediation session with 

experienced wage-and-hour mediator, Hon. Jeff Winikow (Ret.). At the mediation, the Parties 

agreed to settle the PAGA claim. Before agreeing to the terms of the settlement, the Parties engaged 

in formal discovery regarding Defendant’s policies, practices, operations, time and payroll 

information, and other topics. In advance of mediation, Defendant produced Plaintiff’s personnel 
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file, including time and payroll data for Plaintiff, and also produced the time and payroll records 

for the Aggrieved Employees. Through extensive arm’s length negotiations at the mediation and 

only after discovery and investigation were performed, the Parties agreed to settlement terms. See 

Sezgin Decl., ¶ 4.  

E. The Parties conducted investigation of the facts and law both before and after the 

lawsuit was filed. Counsel for the Parties have further investigated the applicable law as applied to 

the facts discovered regarding Plaintiff’s claims, the defenses thereto, and the Labor Code violations 

claimed by Plaintiff. Based on their own independent investigations and evaluations, the Parties 

and their respective counsel are of the opinion that the settlement for the consideration and on the 

terms set forth in this Stipulation are fair, reasonable, and adequate and are in the best interests of 

Plaintiff, the Aggrieved Employees, and Defendant in light of all known facts and circumstances 

and the risks inherent in litigation. See Sezgin Decl., ¶ 5. 

F. The Parties further recognize that the issues presented in the PAGA claim are likely 

only to be resolved with extensive and costly pretrial and trial proceedings, and that further 

litigation will cause inconvenience, distraction, disruption, delay, and expense disproportionate to 

the maximum potential benefits. See Sezgin Decl., ¶ 6. 

III. FAIRNESS OF THE SETTLEMENT 

A. While this lawsuit includes a PAGA claim, the Parties are not obligated to follow 

the class action procedural rules for obtaining approval of this settlement. See Arias v. Superior 

Court (Angelo Dairy), (2009) 46 Cal.4th 969. 

B. Plaintiff alleges that the strongest claims is that Plaintiff and other Aggrieved 

Employees were not provided timely, uninterrupted meal and rest breaks and that there would be 

derivative penalties under Labor Code Section 226 based on the failure to itemize meal and rest 

break premiums on the paystubs. Defendant vehemently denies that there were any meal and rest 

break violations, especially in light of the fact that Defendant contends it had adequate meal and 

rest policies. In terms of Plaintiff’s other claims for minimum wage violations and failure to 
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compensate for all hours worked, no rounding issues unfavorable to Plaintiff and other Aggrieved 

Employees were observed.  

C. Plaintiff contends that the civil penalty statutes applicable to the PAGA claim are 

California Labor Code §§ 210, 226.3, 558, 1174.5, 1197.1, 2802, and 2699(f)(2).  Under these civil 

penalty statutes, an employee who suffers a Labor Code violation may be awarded a sum of money 

for each pay period in which he or she was underpaid. However, under California Labor Code § 

2699(e)(2), the Court can reduce an award of civil penalties if the award is unjust, arbitrary, 

oppressive, or confiscatory.  

D. Moreover, one of the risks Plaintiff faces is that the Court would refuse to “stack” 

civil penalties arising under the various Labor Codes. Furthermore, judges have awarded extremely 

small sums to PAGA claimants in the past. In addition, Defendant would likely make an argument 

under Naranjo v. Spectrum Security Services, Inc., and other similar cases, that meal or rest period 

violations are not a predicate for civil penalties for improper wage statements and untimely final 

wages under Labor Code Sections 201-203, 226, 226.3, and 2699. See Naranjo v. Spectrum Security 

Services, Inc., (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 444. Defendant also adamantly disputes all of Plaintiff’s 

allegations in the operative Complaint.  

E. The source of penalties available is under PAGA, which allows employees to seek 

civil penalties for certain violations of the Labor Code so long as the penalties are not unjust, 

arbitrary, oppressive, or confiscatory. There are no State Court decisions under the PAGA to date 

with substantial awards of civil penalties. There is a substantial risk that the Court could reduce 

civil penalties to an insignificant amount if it is unpersuaded by Plaintiff’s evidence of willful and 

intentional conduct. The PAGA expressly counsels against such awards. See California Labor Code 

§ 2699(e)(2) (stating “[A] court may award a lesser amount than the maximum civil penalty amount 

specified by this part if, based on the facts and circumstances of the particular case, to do otherwise 

would result in an award that is unjust, arbitrary and oppressive, or confiscatory.”).  
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F. The Parties further recognize that the issues presented in the PAGA claim are likely 

only to be resolved with extensive and costly pretrial and trial proceedings, and that further 

litigation will cause inconvenience, distraction, disruption, delay, and expense disproportionate to 

the maximum potential benefits to the Aggrieved Employees and Plaintiff from continued litigation.  

G. The settlement of the PAGA claim involves monetary relief to all Aggrieved 

Employees, Plaintiff, her attorneys, and the State of California.  

H. Furthermore, Plaintiff recognizes that continued litigation presents significant risks 

that support a significant downward departure from Plaintiff’s estimated civil penalties amount. In 

view of the risks, the settlement represents a fair, adequate, and reasonable compromise amount for 

these claims and is in the best interest of Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees and thus warrants 

approval. See Laguna v. Coverall N. Am., Inc., (9th Cir. June 3, 2014) 2014 WL 2465049 at 3. The 

PAGA settlement and its terms are fair, just, reasonable, adequate, and equitable to Defendant, 

Plaintiff, and the State, and are the product of good faith, and informed arm’s length negotiations 

between the Parties consistent with public policy and fully comply with applicable provisions of 

law. 

IV.  TERMS AND PROCEDURES OF THE SETTLEMENT 

A. The Settlement Agreement covers any and all civil penalties claims arising from 

Plaintiff’s PAGA claim in the Complaint, as laid out above. 

B. Defendant agrees to pay $27,500.00 toward the settlement (the “Gross Settlement 

Amount” or “GSA”) which will be distributed as follows: 

1) $1,000.00 to Plaintiff as an Enhancement Award; 

2) $9,165.00 (33 1/3% of the GSA) in attorney’s fees to Sezgin Khousadian LLP;  

3) $1,535.00 in attorney litigation costs and expenses to Sezgin Khousadian LLP; 

4) $2,450.00 in PAGA Settlement Administrator costs to the Settlement Administrators 

(ILYM Group, Inc.); 

5) $13,350.00 (the “Net Settlement Amount” or “NSA”) will be divided as follows: 
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i. $10,012.50 (75% of “NSA”) to the LWDA, which represents civil penalties 

payable to the LWDA under the Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act 

(“PAGA”), Labor Code Sections 2698 et seq.; and 

ii. $3,337.50 (25% of NSA) (the “Aggrieved Employee Amount”) to the 

Aggrieved Employees which represents civil penalties payable to the 

Aggrieved Employees as compensation for civil penalties that are allegedly 

owed on the representative PAGA claim for the period from November 1, 

2021 through January 11, 2024. See Sezgin Decl., ¶ 7. 

C. Plaintiff and each Aggrieved Employee shall receive a portion of the Aggrieved 

Employee Amount on a pro-rata basis by multiplying the Aggrieved Employee Amount by the ratio 

of (i) the number of pay periods worked by the Aggrieved Employee during the release period and 

(ii) the total number of pay periods worked by all Aggrieved Employees during the release period.  

D. For purposes of computing taxes, one-hundred percent (100%) of the Aggrieved 

Employee Settlement Award shall be considered to be a civil penalty and shall therefore not be 

subject to withholding, unless otherwise required by law.  The Claims Administrator shall file proof 

of payment. 

V. THE PROPOSED AMOUNT FOR ATTORNEY’S FEES AND LITIGATION 

COSTS & EXPENSES IS FAIR, ADEQUATE, AND REASONABLE AND SHOULD 

BE APPROVED 

A. Plaintiff’s counsel represents Plaintiff on a straight contingency basis. Plaintiff 

counsel’s request for $9,165.00 in attorney fees and $1,535.00 in litigation costs is fair and 

reasonable. “Empirical studies show that, regardless of whether the percentage method or the 

lodestar method is used, fee awards in class actions average around one-third of the recovery. 

Chavez v. Netflix, Inc., (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 43, 47 fn. 11; see also Lafitte v. Robert Half Int’l 

Inc., (2016) 1 Cal.5th 480, 503 (holding courts can use the percentage method for the calculation 

of attorneys’ fees). This is also consistent with Plaintiff’s counsel’s experience in cases involving 
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PAGA claims. This award is justified here because Plaintiff’s counsel achieved a strong result for 

the Aggrieved Employees and the State while bearing the substantial burdens of contingency 

representation.  

B. It is an accepted practice in a wage-and-hour class action settlement to award 

attorney’s fees to plaintiff’s counsel based on a percentage of the total settlement value agreed upon 

by the parties. California courts have long recognized that an appropriate method for awarding 

attorney’s fees in class actions is to award a percentage of the common fund. See Serrano v. Priest, 

(1977) 20 Cal.3d. 25, 48-49 (holding “when a number of persons are entitled in common to a specific 

fund, and an action brought by a plaintiff or plaintiffs for the benefit of all results in the creation or 

preservation of that fund, such plaintiff or plaintiffs may be awarded attorney’s fees out of the 

fund”); see also Wershba v. Apple Computer, Inc., (2001), 91 Cal.App.4th 230, 254; see also Lealao 

v. Beneficial California, Inc., (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 19, 26-30. 

C. The litigation costs expended to aid in the representation of the Aggrieved 

Employees include the following: (1) PAGA notice initial filing fee of $75.00; and (2) expert data 

analysis fee of $1,460.00. All of these costs are documented and reasonably incurred. See Sezgin 

Decl., ¶ 8. 

VI. NO ADMISSION OF LIABILITY OR WRONGDOING 

The payment of consideration or any other obligation are not and shall not be construed in 

any way as an admission of wrongdoing or liability on the part of Defendant, or any other person 

or business entity. Defendant adamantly denies all allegations of wrongdoing arising out of the 

employment relationship between the Parties, including the Aggrieved Employees. The Parties 

intend merely to avoid the expense, delay, uncertainty, and burden of continued litigation.  

VII. PAGA SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

A. Administration: The Parties agree to use ILYM Group, Inc. to handle the 

administration of this Settlement. 
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B. Administration Costs And Expenses: All costs and expenses due to the Settlement 

Administrator in connection with its administration of the Settlement described in the Agreement, 

including, but not limited to, formatting and mailing the Settlement Letter and Individual Settlement 

Payments, performing a National Change of Address database search to update Settlement Group 

Members addresses prior to the mailing, performing skip-traces to locate and update Settlement 

Group Members’ addresses, calculating, and distributing Individual Settlement Payments, and any 

other tasks requested by the Parties or by the Court, among other tasks as reflected within this 

Agreement, will be paid through the Gross Settlement Amount.   

C. Funding And Distribution: 

Funding of the Gross Settlement Amount: The Settlement Administrator will provide Defendant 

with its bank wire instructions to establish the Qualified Settlement Fund (QSF). Within thirty (30) 

calendar days of the Effective Date, Defendant shall transmit the Gross Settlement Amount to the 

Settlement Administrator. 

Distribution of the Gross Settlement Amount: Within fifteen (15) calendar days of Defendant 

transmitting the funds to the Administrator, the Administrator will pay to Settlement Group 

Members, their Individual Settlement Payments via first-class regular U.S. Mail; to PAGA Counsel, 

the Court-awarded Attorney’s Fees and Litigation Costs & Expenses Payment; to the LWDA, the 

Court-approved LWDA Payment; and to the Administrator, the Court-awarded Administration 

Fees and Expenses.   

Non-Cashed Settlement Checks: Settlement Group Members shall have one hundred eighty days 

(180) to cash their checks. Any funds associated with uncashed checks after one hundred eighty 

(180) days will be sent to the Controller of the State of California to be held pursuant to the 

Unclaimed Property Law, California Civil Code §§ 1500 et seq., for the benefit of those Settlement 

Group Members whose checks were voided.   

VIII.  TAXES 

Plaintiff and each Aggrieved Employee bear full responsibility for the payment of any taxes 
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or withholdings arising from the Aggrieved Employee Settlement Awards paid to them. 

IX. RELEASED CLAIMS

Upon the approval by the Court of this Settlement Agreement, Plaintiff, the State of

California, and each Aggrieved Employee shall fully release and forever discharge Defendant and 

the Released Parties from any and all claims, rights, demands, liabilities for violation of PAGA 

(California Labor Code §§ 2699 et seq.) that were set forth, or that could have been set forth based 

on the facts alleged in the Action during the PAGA Period, including but not limited to under 

California Labor Code §§ 203, 204, 226(a), 226.3, 226.7, 510, 512, 558, 1174(d), 1194, 1197, 

1197.1, 2800, 2802, 2698, 2699, and related and applicable IWC Wage Orders, based on the various 

theories of liability, including, but not limited to, Defendant’s alleged failure to: provide meal 

periods; provide rest periods; pay for all hours worked, pay minimum wages; pay overtime wages; 

provide accurate wage statements; timely pay all wages due in accordance with time periods 

prescribed by law; reimburse business expenses; keep accurate payroll records; and timely pay all 

final wages at separation of employment.  

X. CONCLUSION

The Parties respectfully request the Court grant this Stipulation.

Dated: March ___, 2024 SEZGIN KHOUSADIAN LLP 

   By:        
   ARTHUR SEZGIN, ESQ. 
   Attorneys for PLAINTIFF 
   YOLANDA LEZAMA  

Dated: March 13, 2024 FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 

   By:        
   BORIS SORSHER, ESQ. 
   Attorneys for DEFENDANTS

arthu
Typewriter
13
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[PROPOSED] ORDER 

Under California Labor Code Section 2699(1)(2) of the Private Attorneys General Act of 

2004 (“PAGA”), the Parties submitted a Stipulation for Approval of Settlement under PAGA.  

Plaintiff’s Complaint, filed on or about January 9, 2023, seeks civil penalties on behalf of 

the State of California and similarly situated aggrieved employees (the “Aggrieved Employees”), 

as authorized by PAGA under California Labor Code § 2699, in relation to alleged violations of 

the predicate statutes set forth in Plaintiff’s Complaint and the letter to the Labor Workforce and 

Development Agency (“LWDA”) dated September 1, 2022 (the “LWDA Letter”), on behalf of all 

current and former non-exempt employees of Defendant from November 1, 2021 through January 

11, 2024, inclusive. 

Under PAGA, in any action brought by an aggrieved employee, the Court “shall review and 

approve any settlement of any civil action filed pursuant to this part.” California Labor Code § 

2699(l)(2). Accordingly, the Court, having considered the proposed settlement set forth in the 

Settlement Agreement, including the proposed PAGA penalties, under Labor Code § 2699(l)(2), 

having considered the papers filed in support of the proposed settlement and the arguments of 

counsel, and good cause appearing, HEREBY ORDERS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. The Court finds the instant Action presents a good-faith dispute of the PAGA claim alleged; 

2. The Court finds in favor of settlement approval, and therefore approves settlement of the 

PAGA claim in above-captioned action, as set forth in the Settlement Agreement, and each 

of the releases and other terms, as fair, just, reasonable, and adequate; 

3. The Court finds further that Plaintiff, acting on behalf of herself, the Aggrieved Employees, 

and the State of California, by operation of this Order and Judgment hereby releases and 

forever discharges Defendant from any and all PAGA Released Claims (as defined in the 

Settlement Agreement), including penalties asserted in Plaintiff’s PAGA claim, including 

any and all known and unknown claims for civil penalties under the Private Attorneys 

General Act (California Labor Code §§ 2698 et seq.) that arise; 
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4. The Court finds further that the foregoing release shall be binding on Plaintiff and the State 

of California, and shall bar any claim under PAGA brought by any person, including the 

Aggrieved Employees, on behalf of the State of California, as to the PAGA Released 

Claims; 

5. The Parties are directed to comply with all terms of the Settlement Agreement, and 

Defendant is directed to make all payments required by the Settlement Agreement; 

6. Under the Settlement Agreement, Defendant agrees to pay an all-in gross amount of 

Twenty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($27,500.00) (the “Gross Settlement 

Amount”). The Gross Settlement Amount is inclusive of payments to the LWDA, the 

Aggrieved Employees, an Enhancement Award to Plaintiff, Settlement Administrator Costs, 

Attorney’s Fees, and Litigation Costs & Expenses. No portion of the Gross Settlement 

Amount will revert to Defendant. Plaintiff’s counsel requests an award of attorney’s fees in 

the amount of Nine Thousand One Hundred Sixty-Five Dollars and Zero Cents ($9,165.00); 

litigation costs and expenses in the amount of One Thousand Five Hundred Thirty-Five 

Dollars and Zero Cents ($1,535.00). The Settlement Administrator, ILYM Group, Inc., 

requests administration costs of Two Thousand Four Hundred Fifty Dollars and Zero Cents 

($2,450.00). There is an Enhancement Award to Plaintiff in the amount of One Thousand 

Dollars and Zero Cents ($1,000.00). Defendant does not oppose these requests. The Court 

finds the Gross Settlement Amount is fair, reasonable, and adequate, and approves each of 

these payments, and directs the Settlement Administrator to make the above payments to 

payments from the Gross Settlement Amount as follows:  

a. $9,165.00 in attorney’s fees to Sezgin Khousadian LLP; 

b. $1,535.00 in litigation costs and expenses to Sezgin Khousadian LLP; 

c. $2,450.00 in administration costs to ILYM Group, Inc.; 

d. $1,000.00 to Plaintiff as an enhancement award; 

e. After deducting the foregoing payments, the estimated remainder of approximately 
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$13,350.00 shall form the Net Settlement Amount (“NSA”). Pursuant to Labor Code 

Section 2699(i), the NSA will then be distributed 75 percent ($10,012.50) to the 

LWDA, and the remaining 25 percent ($3,337.50) to the Aggrieved Employees on 

a pro rata basis, as set forth in the Settlement Agreement. The Court approves these 

payments and directs the Settlement Administrator to issue checks to the LWDA 

and Aggrieved Employees, along with the Notice of PAGA Settlement, Plaintiff, 

Plaintiff’s counsel, and to otherwise carry out its duties as set forth in the Settlement 

Agreement; and  

7. The PAGA cause of action is hereby DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE as to all parties. The 

Court reserves exclusive and continuing jurisdiction over the Action and the Parties under 

California Code of Civil Procedure § 664.6 for the purpose of supervising implementation, 

enforcement, construction, administration, and interpretation of the Settlement Agreement. 

 

IT IS SO [PROPOSED] ORDERED. 

 

Dated:              
                                                                                  Hon. Judge Ralph C. Hofer 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 









DocuSign Envelope ID: 7CD8D426-B417-4937-988A-5F1671AF806E

The Parties, PAGA Counsel and Defense Counsel represent that they are not
aware of any other pending matter or action asserting claims that will be extinguished
or affected by the Settlement.

2.5.

3. MONETARY TERMS.

3.1. Gross Settlement Amount. Except as otherwise provided by Paragraph 9 below,
Defendant promises to pay $27,500.00 and no more as the Gross Settlement Amount.
Defendant has no obligation to pay the Gross Settlement Amount prior to the deadline
stated in Paragraph 4.3 of this Agreement. The Administrator will disburse the entire
Gross Settlement Amount without asking or requiring Aggrieved Employees to submit
any claim as a condition of payment. None of the Gross Settlement Amount will revert
to Defendant.

3.2. Payments from the Gross Settlement Amount. The Administrator will make and
deduct the following payments from the Gross Settlement Amount, in the amounts
specified by the Court in its order granting final approval of the Settlement:

To Plaintiff; Plaintiff will apply for an Enhancement Award in the
amount of One Thousand Dollars and Zero Cents ($1,000), for her work in
prosecuting this Action and securing this Settlement, subject to the Court’s
approval. Defendant will not oppose Plaintiffs request for the Enhancement
Award. If the Court awards less than the Enhancement Award, the unawarded
amount shall become part of the Gross Settlement Amount.

3.2.1.

3.2.2.  To  PAGA  Counsel:  The  PAGA  Counsel  Fees  Payment,  not  to  exceed
33.3333%  of  the  Gross  Settlement  Amount,  and  which  is  currently  estimated  to  be  in
the  amount  of  Nine  Thousand  One  Hundred  Sixty-Five  Dollars  ($9,165)  and  the
PAGA  Counsel  Litigation  Expenses  Payment,  which  shall  not  exceed  Ten
Thousand  Dollars  and  Zero  Cents  ($10,000.00),  and  which  is  currently  estimated  to 
be  in  the  amount  of  One  Thousand  Five  Hundred  Thirty-Five  Dollars  ($1,535.00),
including  a  PAGA  notice  filing  fee  in  the  amount  of  $75.00  and  expert  data  analysis 
fee  in  the  amount  of  $1,460.00.  Defendant  shall  not  oppose  requests  for  the  Court  to 
approve  these  payments,  provided  that  they  do  not  exceed  these  amounts.  Plaintiff
and/or  PAGA  Counsel  shall  file  an  application  or  motion  for  the  PAGA  Counsel  Fees 
Payment  and  the  PAGA  Litigation  Expenses  Payment.  If  the  Court  approves  the 
PAGA  Counsel  Fees  Payment  and/or  the  PAGA  Counsel  Litigation  Expenses
Payment  in  amounts  less  than  those  requested,  the  Administrator  shall  allocate  the 
remaining  funds  to  the  Net  Settlement  Amount.  The  Released  Parties  shall  have  no 
liability  to  PAGA  Counsel  or  any  other  attorneys  for  Plaintiff  arising  from  any  claim 
to  any  portion  of  the  PAGA  Counsel  Fee  Payment  and/or  the  PAGA  Counsel
Litigation  Expenses  Payment.  The  Administrator  shall  pay  the  PAGA  Counsel  Fees 
Payment  and  the  PAGA  Counsel  Expenses  Payment  using  one  or  more  IRS  Forms 
1099.  PAGA  Counsel  assumes  full  responsibility  and  liability  for  any  and  all  taxes 
that  may  be  owed  on  the  PAGA  Counsel  Fees  Payment  and  the  PAGA  Counsel
Litigation  Expenses  Payment,  and  holds  the  Released  Parties  harmless,  and
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SEZGIN KHOUSADIAN LLP 

Arthur Sezgin, Esq. 
Alisa Khousadian, Esq. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees 

FISHER & PHILLIPS, LLP 

Boris Sorsher, Esq. 
Anurita S. Varma, Esq. 
Attorneys for Defendant, 
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