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DANIEL F. GAINES, ESQ. SBN 251488 
daniel@gaineslawfirm.com 
ALEX P. KATOFSKY, ESQ. SBN 202754 
alex@gaineslawfirm.com 
GAINES & GAINES, APLC 
4550 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard, Suite 100 
Westlake Village, CA 91362 
Telephone: (818) 703-8985 
Facsimile: (818) 703-8984 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Stephanie Becerra, on behalf of herself and all “aggrieved employees” 
pursuant to Labor Code § 2698 et seq. 

 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
 
 

STEPHANIE BECERRA, on behalf of 
herself and all “aggrieved employees” 
pursuant to Labor Code § 2698 et seq., 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
       v. 
 
CITRUS VILLAGE GC, INC., a California 
corporation, and DOES 1 through 10, 
inclusive, 

 
                                Defendants. 
 

    CASE NO: CIV-SB-2308118 
 
    Assigned to the Honorable Jessica Morgan,  
    Dept. S26 
 

DECLARATION OF DANIEL F. GAINES 
IN SUPPORT OF UNOPPOSED MOTION 
FOR AN ORDER APPROVING 
SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS BROUGHT 
PURSUANT TO THE PRIVATE 
ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT OF 2004, 
AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ FEES, COSTS, 
SERVICE AWARD, AND 
REIMBURSEMENT OF SETTLEMENT 
ADMINISTRATION EXPENSES; 
AUTHORIZING FILING OF SECOND 
AMENDED COMPLAINT; AND 
ENTERING JUDGMENT THEREON 
 
Date:   July 22, 2024 
Time:  8:30 A.M. 
Dept.: S26  
 
Complaint Filed: May 9, 2023  
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I, DANIEL F. GAINES, hereby declare and state as follows: 

1. I am an attorney duly admitted to the practice of law in the State of California.  I am 

the managing shareholder of Gaines & Gaines, APLC, counsel for Plaintiff Stephanie Becerra 

(“Plaintiff” or “Becerra”) in this action.  I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and 

if called as a witness to testify to them, I could and would do so competently. 

Counsel’s Experience and Recommendation: 

2. I obtained my BS degree from the University California at Berkeley in 2003.  I 

majored in Business Administration at the Haas School of Business. 

3. Thereafter, I attended the University of Virginia School of Law.  At Virginia, I was 

a member of the editorial board of the Virginia Tax Review.  I was also the recipient of the Lacy 

Armour Scholarship, awarded to recognize academic excellence.  At Virginia, I focused my studies 

on tax and real estate.  I earned my JD and became a member of the California Bar in 2007. 

4. Until his retirement, I practiced law with my partner/father, Kenneth, at Gaines & 

Gaines, APLC.  Our practice specializes in litigation, with an emphasis in employment disputes 

like this one.  Over 95% of my practice is devoted to complex employment litigation similar to the 

instant action. 

5. As this Court knows, my firm regularly represents employees in complex 

employment matters such as this one, with an emphasis in wage and hour issues.  I have participated 

in and have been certified as Court-approved class and representative counsel in hundreds of class 

and representative action matters since my admission to the Bar.  Attached hereto as Exhibit A is 

a true and correct list of some of the cases in which I have represented employees in wage and hour 

matters and been appointed as class and representative counsel. 

Background and Procedural History 

6. On January 26, 2023, March 2, 2023, March 7, 2023, and November 1, 2023, 

pursuant to Labor Code section 2699.3, Plaintiff gave written notice by online filing with the 

LWDA and by certified mail, return receipt requested, to Defendant of the specific provisions of 

the Labor Code alleged to have been violated, including the facts and theories to support the alleged 
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violation.  On April 6, 2023, and after the LWDA declined to take action within the statutorily 

permissible time with respect to Plaintiff’s January 26, 2023 letter, Plaintiff filed her representative 

action complaint in this Court.  True and correct copies of the notice letters to the LWDA are 

attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

7. Thereafter, Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint on May 18, 203 to clarify the 

claims alleged.  As part of this motion, Plaintiff seeks to file a Second Amended Complaint to assert 

all claims to be released in the Settlement, as exhausted in the LWDA notices and set forth in the 

Settlement. 

8. Defendant operates Great Clips franchises, which provide hairstyling and related 

services.  

9. Plaintiff was employed by Defendant from October 2021 through September 2022 

as a non-exempt employee in Victorville, California (San Bernardino County).  The Aggrieved 

Employees are all individuals who were employed by Defendant in California as hourly non-

exempt employees at any time from January 26, 2022 through December 12, 2023.  

10. Plaintiff asserts claims that Defendant failed to: (1) pay all wages due to Plaintiff 

and other Aggrieved Employees by making unlawful deductions from their wages, in violation of 

Labor Code §§ 221, 224, 225.5, 510, and 1194; (2) properly blend bonuses and other non-base 

hourly wages, including, but not limited to, travel incentive wages, earned by Plaintiff and other 

Aggrieved Employees into their regular rate of pay for purposes of paying them meal and rest 

period premiums, overtime wages, and sick pay wages at the correct rates, in violation of Labor 

Code §§ 226.7, 246, 510, 512, 558, and 1194; (3) pay Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees all 

overtime wages due during the course of employment, in violation of Labor Code §§ 510, 558, and 

1194; (4) pay correct premium wages to Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees who were denied 

off-duty rest periods, in violation of Labor Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 2-2001; (5) pay 

correct premium wages to Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees who were denied proper meal 

periods, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512, and 558, and IWC Wage Order No. 2-2001; (6) 

provide Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees with wage statements that fully and accurately 
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itemized the requirements set forth in Labor Code § 226(a); and (7) timely pay Plaintiff and other 

Aggrieved Employees all wages due at the separation of their employment based on the time frames 

required by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202.  Plaintiff asserts these claims under PAGA, on behalf of 

herself, individually, and on behalf of the State of California and other Aggrieved Employees, 

seeking civil penalties for the alleged Labor Code violations.   

11. Defendant has generally and specifically denied Plaintiff’s claims and the 

proposition that any PAGA penalties should be awarded in this action.  Nonetheless, following a 

substantial exchange of information and payroll records, the parties agreed to participate in 

mediation, before an experienced PAGA mediator, and ultimately reached a mutually acceptable 

settlement, subject to Court approval, which has been reduced to writing in the Settlement 

Agreement.   

Compliance with Procedural Requirements of PAGA: 

12. My office, on behalf of Plaintiff, submitted the Private Attorneys General Act 

(Labor Code § 2698 et seq.) Settlement Agreement (the “Settlement Agreement”), together with 

this Motion and all supporting documents, to the LWDA via online upload on April 5, 2024, 

concurrently with the filing of this Motion.  

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

13. My office engaged in targeted, informal discovery of Defendant’s alleged Labor 

Code violations, which specifically evaluated the strength and value of the PAGA claims in 

preparation for a resolution of this Action.   

14. My office obtained and reviewed multiple documents, including (i) Plaintiff’s wage 

statements, (ii) policy documents relating to the employment of Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, 

and (iii) data relating to the number of alleged violations and the value of the recoverable penalties, 

including time and payroll data.   

15. The Parties have independently analyzed and investigated the facts and law relevant 

to this case through informal discovery and substantial pre-mediation disclosures, including, but 

not limited to, the employment policies, procedures, and practices implicated by the Complaints 
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and/or the LWDA Letters; a 25% sampling of all timekeeping and payroll records for employees 

on whose behalf the Complaints and/or the LWDA Letters are asserted by Plaintiff; and summaries 

of data pertaining to the number of employees allegedly affected by the policies, procedures, and 

practices implicated by the Complaints and/or the LWDA Letters.   

16. Based on the information received, as well as through discussions with Defendant’s 

Counsel, my colleagues and I were able to (i) determine the total number of distinct individuals 

falling within the definition of “Aggrieved Employee” for the relevant statutory period, (ii) the 

number of affected pay periods at issue among them, and (iii) construct a damage model that 

calculated the maximum realistic amount of PAGA penalties that could be levied against Defendant 

within the PAGA Period based on employee timekeeping and payroll data produced by Defendant.  

At all relevant times, Defendant has disputed Plaintiff’s claims and contested both the existence of 

and extent of liability as alleged by Plaintiff 

17. My office’s experience in litigating similar “representative” wage and hour claims, 

the degree of investigation that was conducted here, the amount of data that was obtained, and the 

discussions guided by mediation was sufficient to determine the potential value of the PAGA claim 

and to evaluate the strength of this claim for purposes of settlement.  Defendant, however, disputed 

Plaintiff’s claims and disputed both the existence of and extent of liability as alleged by Plaintiff.  

18. Prior to settlement, my office, with the assistance of an expert statistician, Bennett 

Berger of Berger Consulting Group, created the above comprehensive damage analysis using 

sampling information obtained through informal discovery.  This damage analysis reveals that the 

negotiated settlement falls within a realistic range of recovery on Aggrieved Employees’ claims.   

19. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to properly blend bonuses and other non-base 

hourly wages, including, but not limited to, travel incentive wages, earned by Plaintiff and other 

Aggrieved Employees into their regular rate of pay for purposes of paying them meal and rest 

period premiums, overtime wages, and sick pay wages at the correct rates, in violation of Labor 

Code §§ 226.7, 246, 510, 512, 558, and 1194. Defendant paid Plaintiff and other Aggrieved 

Employees bonuses and other non-base hourly wages, including, but not limited to, travel incentive 
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wages; however, Defendant allegedly failed to properly blend these wages, and instead paid 

Plaintiff and other Aggrieved Employees meal and rest period premiums, overtime wages, and sick 

pay wages based only on the base hourly rate of pay, thus depriving Plaintiff and other Aggrieved 

Employees of all meal and rest period premiums, overtime wages, and sick pay wages earned.   

20. California Labor Code § 510 requires the payment of premium overtime 

compensation based on employees’ regular rate of pay.  This includes all forms of non-base hourly 

wages, including bonus wages.   

21. Here, when Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees worked overtime hours, earned meal 

or rest period premiums, or used sick wage pay, they were paid their base hourly rate instead of the 

regular rate of pay. The bonus wages and other non-base hourly wages earned by Plaintiff and 

Aggrieved Employees were not discretionary within the meaning of the applicable regulation (29 

U.S.C. § 207(e)), and accordingly, must have been included in their regular rate of pay for purposes 

of determining their proper compensation. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees are entitled to PAGA 

penalties as a result.  Plaintiff calculates the PAGA civil liability for this claim at $84,200. 

22. Defendant allegedly failed to permit or authorize Plaintiff and Aggrieved 

Employees to take timely 30-minute meal periods for shifts greater than 5 hours in length, in 

violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512, 558 and IWC Wage Order 2-2001.  Labor Code § 512 

provides that employers (like Defendant) may not employ an employee for a work period of more 

than 5 hours without providing a 30-minute meal period starting no later than the end of the fifth 

hour. Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were routinely unable to take a proper meal break when 

they worked shifts in excess of 5 hours in duration and a second meal break when they worked 

shifts in excess of 10 hours in duration. When Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees were able to take 

a meal period, they were often late or cut short. This violates Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512, and 558 

and IWC Wage Order 2-2001. 

23. Based on an analysis of a sampling of Defendant’s time and wage data during the 

PAGA Period, after subtracting all meal period premiums paid (extrapolated from the sampling, 

Defendant paid 127 meal period premiums, which represents 5.4% of all meal period violations), 
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Defendant’s meal period PAGA liability totals $171,500 based on 2,395 total extrapolated meal 

period violations (representing a 4.7% violation rate).  More than 27% of all pay periods worked 

include one or more meal period violations. 

24. Defendant allegedly failed to provide Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees with 

legally compliant rest periods, or premium wages of one hour’s pay in lieu thereof, as required by 

Labor Code § 226.7 and Wage Order 2-2001.  When they did take their rest periods, they were not 

completely free of employer control—rest breaks were not scheduled; employees were only 

allowed to take them when business was “slow” and only then did that time become their rest 

period. However, if a customer required assistance, employees would be required to cut their breaks 

short and respond immediately. Furthermore, unlike meal periods, Plaintiff and Aggrieved 

Employees were never paid premium wages for missed rest periods. This violates Labor Code § 

226.7 and IWC Wage Order No. 2-2001.  Plaintiff calculates the PAGA civil liability for this claim 

at up to $631,500. 

25. Defendant allegedly failed to issue Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees accurately 

itemized wage statements. Specifically, as Aggrieved Employees were not paid all wages due, as 

detailed above, their wage statements do not state the correct gross wages earned, in violation of 

Labor Code §§ 226(a)(1) and 226.3, total hours worked, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(2) 

and 226.3, net wages earned, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(5) and 226.3, and all applicable 

hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the corresponding number of hours worked, in 

violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(9) and 226.3.  Plaintiff calculates the PAGA civil liability for 

this claim at $631,500. 

26. Defendant allegedly failed to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees all wages due 

upon separation of employment, in violation of Labor Code §§ 201-203.  As Defendant failed to 

pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees all wages due during the course of employment, as 

discussed above, these wages remained due and owing upon separation of employment.  Plaintiff 

calculates the PAGA civil liability for this claim at $9,300 (based on 93 former employees).  
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27. If Plaintiff stacked penalties, the maximum value of the PAGA claims would be 

approximately $1,528,000. However, recovery on these claims was not certain.  PAGA claims are 

discretionary, such that the Court could (and almost certainly would) decline to award their full 

value.  The Court could award far less than the maximum value on these penalty claims, particularly 

where, as here, they greatly exceed the value of the underlying wage claims.  Considering the 

numerous claims asserted by Plaintiff and the obstacles to prevailing on many of them, it is possible 

that she would not prevail on one or more of them, such that her PAGA claims as to some or all of 

her claims would also fail.  The compromised settlement amount takes these risks into account.  A 

discount on the maximum value of Aggrieved Employees’ claims was required (and warranted) to 

resolve the matter at this stage of the litigation.  

28. On August 23, 2023, the Parties participated in a mediation session with a respected 

mediator and Steve Pearl, Esq.  During the mediation, the Parties engaged in arm’s-length 

negotiations and reached a resolution of the PAGA claims asserted in this Action.   

29. The parties jointly prepared the Settlement Agreement.  A true and correct copy of 

the Settlement Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit C.  

Settlement Terms: 

30. Defendant represents there are approximately 283 Aggrieved Employees who 

worked up to 6,797 aggregate pay periods during the PAGA Release Period.  

31. All Aggrieved Employees will receive a pro rata share of the $16,942.22  allocated 

to Aggrieved Employees, which shall be distributed based on the number of pay periods each 

Aggrieved Employee worked for Defendant in California during the PAGA Release Period.  

Although these calculations will not be made until after approval, a rough estimation of the value 

to the approximately 283 individuals falling within the definition of “Aggrieved Employee” may 

be gleaned from the fact that an equal division would provide about $59.87 to each Aggrieved 

Employee, net of payments to the LWDA, the Settlement Administrator, attorney’s fees and costs, 

and a service payment to Plaintiff.  The LWDA will be paid a substantial $50,826.67.   
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32. Phoenix Settlement Administrators, a reputable settlement administration company, 

has agreed to administer the settlement for no more than $7,950, submitting a competitive bid.  

33. Finally, under the terms of the Settlement Agreement, the value of checks uncashed 

more than 180 days after issuance shall be remitted to the Unclaimed Property Fund of the 

California State Controller’s Office to be held in the name of the Aggrieved Employee.  The Parties 

agree that it is in the best interest of the Aggrieved Employees for the value of checks uncashed 

more than 180 days after issuance to be remitted to the Unclaimed Property Fund of the California 

State Controller’s Office to be held in the name of the Aggrieved Employee. My office regularly 

receives calls from class members or aggrieved employees years after a case has settled to inquire 

about obtaining their settlement share because they did not cash their check in time, lost their check, 

or never received their check.  By remitting the unclaimed checks to the State Controller, the 

Aggrieved Employees have a chance to receive their individual settlement payment after the check 

cashing deadline.  

34. This case addresses violations of important employee protections embodied in the 

California Labor Code – namely, that Defendant failed to properly compute commission wages and 

other non-base hourly wages earned by Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees into their regular rate 

for purposes of paying them overtime and double time wages at the correct rates, in violation of 

Labor Code §§ 510, 558, and 1194; failed to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees all minimum 

wages and overtime wages earned, in violation of Labor Code §§ 510, 558, and 1194; failed to pay 

Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees all overtime and double-time wages due, in violation of Labor 

Code §§ 510, 558, and 1194; failed to provide Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees with legally 

compliant rest periods, or compensation in lieu thereof, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, 510, 

558, and 1194; failed to provide Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees with legally compliant meal 

periods, or compensation in lieu thereof, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, 510, 558, and 1194; 

failed to issue accurately itemized wage statements to Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees, in 

violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a); and failed to timely pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees all 

wages due at the separation of their employment, in violation of Labor Code §§ 201-202.  
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35. Defendant’s realistic maximum theoretical exposure in this Action, without stacking 

penalties, totals approximately $679,700 computed by multiplying 6,797 aggregate pay periods by 

$100 each.  There is no California authority that expressly permits the practice of counting multiple 

violations/penalties that occur within the same pay period, known as “stacking” penalties. I am 

aware of no court that has actually stacked such PAGA penalties for multiple violations (meaning 

the “market” for PAGA settlements is based on no stacking of penalties) and given the 

circumstances of this case, it is unlikely that this Court would impose a massive penalty by stacking 

the PAGA penalty claims against Defendant.  Although stacking penalties is not unlawful, the 

majority of cases that address awards of PAGA penalties focus on the court’s discretion to reduce 

awards. Based thereon, the non-stacking/one penalty per pay period is an appropriate evaluation 

for maximum potential exposure in this case.  

36. Additionally, the Ninth Circuit has held that heightened penalties are not appropriate 

where the defendant was not notified by the Labor Commissioner or any court that it was subject 

to the California Labor Code.  Further, courts are often hesitant to award a heightened penalty 

where there is no prior citation by the Labor Commissioner.  Defendant was not notified by the 

Labor Commissioner or any court that it was subject to the California Labor Code, and has not been 

previously cited by the Labor Commissioner for Labor Code violations. Therefore, any violations 

prior to Plaintiff’s initial September 11, 2020 LWDA letter are not subject to heightened penalties. 

37. Furthermore, Defendant contends it acted within the requirements of California law 

at all times as to all Aggrieved Employees.  In particular, Defendant contends that it paid all 

employees all wages due.  Defendant also contends that it has compliant meal and rest break 

practices.  Defendant further contends that not every pay period at issue involved an alleged Labor 

Code violation subject to civil penalties.  Moreover, Defendant maintained that even if the Court 

did award penalties, the Court could and would substantially reduce the penalties awarded based 

on the discretionary factors contained in Labor Code § 2699(e)(2). 

38. Based on these disputes, which had the potential to completely eliminate Plaintiff’s 

recovery, the range of realistic “litigation outcomes” on the Plaintiff’s PAGA claim was defined 
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by a “maximum possible liability” amount of approximately $1,528,000, and a net-zero recovery 

based on the defenses asserted by Defendant.  Notwithstanding the existence of such issues, the 

Settlement achieves a significant benefit – approximately 9.5% recovery of the maximum possible 

liability.  As such, this factor weighs very heavily in favor of resolution by way of the compromise 

set forth in the Settlement Agreement.   

Attorneys’ Fees: 

39. My office is submitting an attorney fee request of $50,750. Based on a projected 

final lodestar of $47,815, this yields a multiplier of approximately 1.06 over the $50,750 fee 

request. The billing rates used to compute the lodestar are reasonable in view of the evidence 

submitted herewith. A true and correct copy of my firm’s time-task chart is attached hereto as 

Exhibit D. 

40. As detailed in the first few paragraphs of this declaration, I have practiced law in 

California since 2007 and most of that time has been dedicated exclusively to representing 

employees in wage and hour matters, many of which have been litigated and resolved in the PAGA 

and class action contexts.  My reasonable hourly rate is $700; this rate has been approved by judges 

throughout California over the past year. 

41. Mr. Katofsky is a highly skilled and experienced litigator with 23 years of 

experience.  He earned his J.D. in 1999 from the University of the Pacific McGeorge School of 

Law. His hourly rate of $750 reflects his extensive experience and education and comports to the 

market rate.  This rate has been approved by judges throughout California over the past year. 

42. Mr. Evan S. Gaines is a 2012 graduate of Michigan State University College of Law.  

He graduated from the University of California, Santa Barbara in 2005. Evan has substantial 

experience litigating wage and hour cases in California.  His proffered hourly rate of $625 has been 

approved by judges throughout California over the past year. 

43. Amelia Booth is a paralegal who graduated from the University of Puget Sound in 

2018 with a Bachelor of Arts in Political Science. She has over five years of civil litigation 
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experience as a paralegal, including extensive work on complex civil cases. Based on her training 

and experience her proffered hourly rate of $200 is reasonable.  

44. This case was taken on a contingency basis with the real risk that my office would 

receive no compensation whatsoever for our efforts.  The potential costs which we can be required 

to advance in wage and hour representative actions like this one are substantial. Furthermore, as 

described above, my firm has extensive experience in representative action litigation, particularly  

in the employment context, and as detailed herein, the Aggrieved Employees and the State of 

California reaped significant benefits.  The success achieved by the Settlement supports my firm’s 

fee request.  

45. This Court can undoubtedly appreciate that litigating a representative action case in 

dynamic, ever-changing areas of law is not appealing to most lawyers, particularly when the 

plaintiff’s lawyer undertakes the obligation to finance the litigation and effectively bears the risk in 

the event of an unsuccessful outcome, at trial or otherwise.  This case was taken on a contingency 

basis with the real risk that my office would receive no compensation whatsoever for our efforts.  

The potential costs which we can be required to advance in wage and hour actions like this one are 

substantial. 

46. Notwithstanding the existence of issues having the potential to eliminate recovery 

on the PAGA claim, the Settlement Agreement not only achieves a recovery that exceeds typical 

PAGA awards routinely approved by the courts, but it also recovers monies for Aggrieved 

Employees which they otherwise would not receive. 

47. Representative action work also requires specialized learning and the willingness to 

take large risks.  My office has extensive experience in wage and hour representative action 

litigation, particularly in the employment context, as detailed herein.  

48. Furthermore, as described above, the Aggrieved Employees and the State of 

California reaped significant benefits.  The success achieved by the Settlement supports my firm’s 

fee request. 
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49. A small firm like ours can only properly litigate a limited number of cases at one 

time.  The requirements of this case were significant.  Had we not reached a settlement with 

Defendant, the demands of this case would have required a significant portion of our resources.  

We were precluded from taking other employment cases due to the demands of litigating this case. 

Counsel’s Costs: 

50. My firm’s total costs are $13,531.11 and include, among other expenses, filing fees, 

postage, expert analysis fees, and mediation fees, plus anticipated future expenses of $150.  A true 

and correct copy of an itemized list of costs incurred by my firm in this action is attached hereto as 

Exhibit E.  These costs were reasonably incurred in litigating this matter. 

Plaintiff’s Service Payment: 

51. The Parties have agreed that Plaintiff will be paid a service payment in the amount 

of $5,000.  This payment is intended to recognize the time and effort that Plaintiff spent on behalf 

of other Aggrieved Employees and the State.  

52. Without Plaintiff’s efforts, there would be no recovery at all.  The requested award 

is appropriate to compensate Plaintiff for the risk and expense she incurred in conferring a benefit 

on the Aggrieved Employees and the State of California.  As a result of the named Plaintiff’s efforts, 

the Aggrieved Employees will receive monetary settlement payments, and the State of California 

will receive $50,826.67 to be put toward education about and enforcement of California’s labor 

laws.   

53. Plaintiff and Defendant have negotiated a separate general release of Plaintiff’s 

individual claims, for additional consideration through a separate agreement.  No other employee 

is subject to such a release of underlying wage claims. 

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

foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on April 4, 2024, at Westlake Village, California. 

 
      __________________________ 
      DANIEL F. GAINES 
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