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Eric K. Yaeckel [CSB No. 274608]
yaeckel@sullivanlawgroupapc.com
Ryan T. Kuhn [CSB No. 324538]
ryan@sullivanlawgroupapc.com 

SULLIVAN & YAECKEL LAW GROUP, APC
2330 Third Avenue
San Diego, California 92101
(619) 702-6760 * (619) 702-6761 FAX

Attorneys for Plaintiffs REBECCA ORTEGA (SUAREZ) and SUSANA A. JIMENEZ LUJAN in a
Representative capacity only, and on behalf of other members of the general public similarly situated,

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

REBECCA ORTEGA (SUAREZ) and
SUSANA A. JIMENEZ LUJAN in a
Representative capacity only, and on behalf
of other members of the general public
similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
v.

G & B HOTEL EMPLOYEE LEASING,
LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company;
C&L CLEANING SERVICES, INC., a
California Corporation; SWVP MDM LLC,
a Delaware Limited Liability Company; and
DOES 1-10, inclusive

Defendants

CASE NO. 37-2024-00022041-CU-OE-CTL
 
DECLARATION OF RYAN T. KUHN IN
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ UNOPPOSED
MOTION FOR PAGA SETTLEMENT
APPROVAL

Date: September 19, 2025
Time: 9:00 a.m.
Dept.: C-69
Judge:  Hon. Evan P. Kirvin
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I, Ryan T. Kuhn, declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law before all the courts of the State of California, and am

employed with the law firm of SULLIVAN & YAECKEL LAW GROUP, APC, attorneys of

record for Plaintiffs REBECCA ORTEGA (SUAREZ) and SUSANA A. JIMENEZ LUJAN

in a Representative capacity only, and on behalf of other members of the general public

similarly situated,in this matter.

2. I make this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Unopposed Motion for PAGA Settlement

Approval. I am personally familiar with the facts set forth in this declaration and, if called to

testify, could and would do so.

Background, Investigation and Settlement Terms

3. As this is a “PAGA” action only, the Limitations Period begins on March 8, 2023.

4. On March 17, 2025, and following the exchange of discovery, analysis of numerous sets of

time and wage data, the Parties attended a full day mediation before respected “Wage and

Hour” Mediator Michael D. Young. The case did not settle on this date. After subsequent

arms-length negotiations, the Parties reached a proposed settlement that includes a payment

of penalties to the LWDA. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the

Settlement Agreement.

5. On July 15, 2025, Plaintiff’s counsel gave notice of the instant Settlement to the LWDA. To

date, Plaintiff’s counsel has not received notice that the LWDA would intervene.  Attached

hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the “auto-generated” E-Mail received from the

LWDA.

6. On August 13, 2025, Plaintiff’s counsel uploaded via the LWDA’s electronic filing portal the

parties’ Settlement Agreement and Hearing date submitted with this application. Attached

hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the “auto-generated” E-Mail received from the

LWDA.

7. On August 27, 2025, Plaintiffs’ counsel uploaded via the LWDA’s electronic filing portal

copies of this Motion, including the Notice, this supporting Memorandum, Declaration, and

Proposed Order & Judgment. To date, Plaintiffs’ counsel has not received any opposition from
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the LWDA. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of the “auto-generated” E-

Mail received from the LWDA.

8. Defendant has confirmed that as of the date of this settlement, there are 657 PAGA group

members and 12,500 pay periods at issue. After deduction of all “contingent costs” set forth

below, each PAGA member will receive an average payment of $48.79. 

9. The Total Value of the proposed Settlement is  $250,000.00 which is broken down as follows:

* $83,333.33 Attorneys’ Fees (33% of total settlement value);

* $12,933.25 PAGA Counsel Expenses Payment 

* $5,500.00  Settlement Administrator Fees

* $20,000.00 Plaintiffs’ Enhancement Award ($10,000.00 each)

* Sub-Total of $128,233.42 75% ($96,175.01) shall be assigned/paid to the

LWDA as penalties. 

* The remaining 25% ($32,058.41) in cash will be disbursed among all

employees based on work weeks employed during the PAGA period.

10. There are no restrictions for any of the employees to file individual actions, as the settlement

agreement only covers PAGA claims.  

Experience of Counsel

11. The Lead Trial Counsel, Mr. William Sullivan, has been a California-licensed attorney for 31

years. He has approximately 30 years of experience in “class action” litigation, both as plaintiff

and defense counsel. Mr. Sullivan has acted as Trial Counsel (for Plaintiff) in multiple “Wage

and Hour” Class/Representative actions, including the (San Diego Superior Court) Trial which

is the subject of the Published decision entitled Carrington v. Starbucks (2018) 30 Cal.App.5th

504. Mr. Sullivan (who is currently and temporarily unavailable, due to a medical issue),

estimates that, throughout the course of his 31-year career, he has acted as Lead Plaintiffs’

counsel on “Wage and Hour” Class/Representative actions that have collected more than $300

million for employees and/or the State of California, either through judgment following trial,

or via negotiated settlement.

12. Mr. Eric K. Yaeckel has over 14 years of experience as a licensed California attorney who is
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primarily engaged in prosecuting class and representative actions. Mr. Yaeckel has spent his

entire practice engaged in prosecuting class and representative actions. Mr. Yaeckel became

a partner in 2020.

13. I have approximately 7 years of experience as a licensed California attorney, and have

dedicated my entire practice to prosecuting class and representative actions.

14. Our office are the attorneys of record in a matter recently (and favorably) decided before the

California Supreme Court titled Donohue v. AMN Services, LLC, 11 Cal.5th 58 (2021).  The

Donohue matter is a certified class and PAGA action. 

15. Our office is lead counsel on at least 40 employment “wage and hour” claims with class action,

or representative action, allegations. These cases are set within the California Superior Court

and Federal District Courts in California.  Our office is currently lead counsel on claims that

have been certified by both Court Order and by stipulation of the parties. In the last three years,

Sullivan & Yaeckel Law Group has settled at least 15 employment “wage and hour” claims on

behalf of a Certified Class.

16. In the last seven years, Sullivan & Yaeckel Law Group has successfully tried three “Wage and

Hour” Representative (PAGA) cases.

17. Our firm has the requisite experience knowledge of California law and the Federal Rules of

Civil Procedure required to act on behalf of the Class. I consider the Settlement Agreement in

this matter to represent a fair, adequate and reasonable settlement that is well within the

accepted range of recoveries for similar wage and hour class actions. I also believe the

Agreement is in the best interests of the Settlement Class Members. I am also aware that

Defendants’ counsel (both the firm, and individual attorneys working on this case) have

extensive experience defending similar wage and hour class actions.

18. Based on the above experience, it is this firm’s opinion that this settlement represents a fair and

adequate payment to the LWDA and aggrieved employees.

The Lodestar Analysis

19. Plaintiffs seek attorneys fees in the amount of one-third of the total settlement amount, which

is $83,333.33. For purposes of a lodestar cross-check the firms’ attorneys’ fees incurred (to
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date) are estimated to amount to approximately $96,783.00. The Attorney’s fees on behalf of

Plaintiffs’ counsel are broken down as follows:

a. Mr. Sullivan served as lead investigator and trial counsel, per the specific request of

Plaintiffs. Over the course of the investigation (including pre-filing), Mr. William

Sullivan has currently expended approximately 22.3 hours in the service of this action.

22.3 hours times $800.00 equals $17,840.00.The work includes nearly all preliminary

investigation, the majority of the client and employee interaction/meetings, and much

of the other pre-settlement work, including the preparation of the original Mediation

Brief and damages analysis. This time also includes traveling to at least 4 interviews

with potential aggrieved employees. The preliminary investigation included the review

and analysis of several thousand documents, as well as additional phone interviews

with at least 3 other employees. Mr. Sullivan undertook significant hours of pre-filing

investigation, wherein many of the interviews took place. During this time, Mr.

Sullivan also investigated Defendant, its business practices, and any variations in

employee job duties and rates of pay.

b. Mr. Yaeckel was the partner primarily assigned to oversee the “day to day” activity of

the primary associate assigned to this case. My billing rate is $700.00 per hour. I have

currently expended approximately 52.6 hours in the service of this action.  52.6 hours

times $700.00 equals $ 36,820.00. Aside from supervising the Associate Attorney, this

work includes attending hearings, drafting and reviewing correspondence, legal

research, and communication with opposing counsel.

c. I served as the primary Associate Attorneys assigned to the case. My billing rate is

$475.00 per hour. I expended approximately 88.7 hours in the service of this action

88.7  hours times $475.00 equals $42,123.00.My work performed consisted of, for the

most part, analysis of Defendants’ documents and records, in preparation for

mediation. Thousands of pages of documents were produced over time throughout the

litigation. I was also assigned to discovery creation/review, assisting with all discovery

responses, the preparation of “meet and confer” letters and other contact with defense
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counsel. I also provided a detailed analysis of all employment records to determine

liability and penalties. I also attended a full day mediation, and participated in

extensive follow up, arms length negotiations that led to the instant settlement. I was

also primarily responsible for drafting and finalizing the settlement agreement, as well

as the instant Motion for PAGA Approval. I will also attend the approval hearing and

will assist in ensuring the settlement is fully performed.

e. Given the actual attorneys fees incurred is $96,783.00, no lodestar multiplier is

necessary.

Please Note: there is no authority Plaintiff is aware of requiring a lodestar analysis in a PAGA

matter.  Moreover, the results obtained here, including the average net recovery per PAGA

Member exceed those normally observed in PAGA only settlements. Finally, the results

obtained here, versus the risk of a zero recovery, given the numerous asserted defenses, support

this request.

The Reasonableness of Plaintiffs’ Hourly Rates

20. I printed a copy of the Updated Laffey Matrix from the following website:

www.laffeymatrix.com. A true and correct copy is attached as Exhibit 5. While not binding,

a trial court has discretion to use the Laffey Matrix when it comes to establishing attorneys’

reasonable hourly rates in California State Courts. See e.g. Syers Properties III, Inc. v. Rankin,

236 Cal.App.4th 691, 702 (2014).

21. The referenced "Laffey" chart states that for the time periods in this case, for an attorney with

“20+” years experience, such as Mr. Sullivan, the matrix states a reasonable fee is between

$1,141–$899 per hour. Mr. Sullivan has over 30 years of experience and bills at $800 per hour.

Please Note: While $800 an hour may seem like a high figure at first glance, multiple Court’s

(including all San Diego Superior Court Judges) have accepted this figure for Mr. Sullivan.

Moreover, this rate is justified given that “wage and hour” Class and/or Representative Action

cases very rarely go to trial. Mr. Sullivan is one of the few attorneys who have (successfully)

tried numerous of these types of cases. He has also successfully argued in front of the

California Supreme Court in a Class and Representative action that is frequently cited in “wage
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and hour” litigation involving Meal Period claims. Donohue v. AMN Services, LLC, (2021) 11

Cal.5th 58.

22. For an attorney with 11-19 years experience, the matrix states a reasonable fee is between

$948- $747 per hour. Mr. Yaeckel has over 15 years experience working on class action

litigation and only bills at the rate of $700 per hour.

23. For an attorney with 4-7 years experience, the matrix states a reasonable fee is between $581

- $465 per hour. I billed at the rate of $475 per hour. 

24. Accordingly, we submit our rates are comparable to, or less than, those charged by other class

action plaintiffs' counsel and the firms defending class actions.

25. Our hourly rates have routinely been approved by numerous federal and state Courts. 

26.  In a recent successful PAGA trial, tried before in the San Diego Superior Court, our office was

awarded our full requested attorneys fees and was approved at the requested hourly rates

(which are similar to the fees/rates billed here). Please See Carrington v. Starbucks Corp. San

Diego Superior Court, Case No. 37-2014-00018637-CU-OE-CTL and published appellate

opinion 30 Cal.App.5th 504. 

Costs of Litigation

27. The total costs expended by our office in this matter will be $12,933.25. The attached Cost

Worksheet on behalf of Plaintiffs was contemporaneously maintained and updated by my

office. (See Exhibit 6). This is a true and accurate summary of the costs incurred by Plaintiffs’

counsel. The costs include, filing and service fees (including the Complaint and all other

pleadings, all e-file charges, LWDA filing fees and attorney messenger fees; Mediation Fees,

Legal Research and Postage and Copying Costs). All costs were necessary to the continued

prosecution of this matter. Defendant agreed not to oppose reimbursement of costs up to

$13,000.00. Plaintiff requests the Court approve the request for costs in the specific amount

of $12,933.25.

Additional Factors Relevant to PAGA Approval 

28. Plaintiffs allege that they - and other employees - received “short,” “late,” or “missing” Meal

Periods, including those documented within Defendant’s Time Records. Plaintiffs also
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challenged whether Defendant maintained lawful meal and rest periods. Plaintiffs alleged they-

and other employees -were not properly compensated due to Defendant’s failure to maintain

accurate time records. Finally, Plaintiffs also challenged whether Defendant maintained lawful

meal and rest period policies.

29. The catalyst of this litigation concerned allegations that the aggrieved employees were denied

legally compliant meal and rest periods, and were not paid for all hours worked. Investigations

completed by Plaintiffs’ counsel revealed that Defendant’s timekeeping policies and employee

records were not in compliance with California law. However, these investigations also

revealed that the “rate of violation” by Defendant was significantly less than 100%.  On many

of those occasions, it appears that Defendant did, in fact, comply with the law. 

30. Prior to settlement, Plaintiffs’ Counsel conducted a thorough analysis of the documents and

data produced by Defendant. This included an analysis of  all relevant written policies and all

time and wage records for other putative aggrieved employees. Plaintiffs’ Counsel was able

to realistically assess the value of Plaintiffs' claims, and intelligently engage Defense Counsel

in settlement discussions that culminated in the proposed settlement now before the Court.

Plaintiffs Counsel calculated the estimated maximum scope of liability as being between

$1,000,000.00 and $2,000,000.00. 

31. However, as is set forth more fully below, all counsel are aware “maximum” awards in PAGA

only cases are exceedingly rare. Moreover, most trial Courts (including this Trial Court, in the

Carrington matter) decline to “stack” PAGA penalties. “Stacking” refers to imposing multiple

penalties for one alleged “harm.” E.g. one single late meal period could arguably violate at

least four Labor Code provisions that allow for separate penalties pursuant to PAGA. 

32. Plaintiffs were able to identify hundreds of examples of “missing” or “late” Meal Periods

without the provision of a Meal Period Penalty Payment.  However, Defendant argued that

these records do not conclusively show whether (1) Defendant actually failed to provide the

Meal Period, (2) there was a voluntary waiver, (3) employees forgot to clock out, or (4)

employees voluntarily chose to skip or take them late even though they were provided. 

33. Plaintiffs also alleged Defendants’ written policies were illegal, and improperly restricted class
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members from leaving the premises during their Rest Periods. Defendants argued that witness

testimony would demonstrate that - in practice - Defendants did not restrict its employees from

"leave the premises" during Rest Periods. The rest period claims would have been harder to

prove on a representative basis given that rest breaks were not recorded on the time records.

Plaintiff calculates the scope of liability on the above claims as follows:

Meal and Rest Period Violations: 12,500 (total number of pay periods) x $100.00 (amount

of penalty) x 2 (number of Labor Code violations, §§ 226.7 and 512)  x 25% (amount of pay

periods that show at least 1 violation) = $625,000.00

Rest Period Policy Violations: 12,500 (total number of pay periods) x $100.00 (amount of

penalty) x 2 (number of Labor Code violations, §§ 226.7 and 512)  x 25% (amount of pay

periods that show at least 1 violation) = $625,000.00

34. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants failed to pay minimum wages to employees for all time spent

under Defendants’ control. This allegation is based on the following alleged facts: Defendants

failed to maintain accurate Time Records to the detriment of the employees. More specifically,

although Defendants would receive “to-the-minute” start and end times, Defendants would

thereafter alter - deduct time from - the Time Record, prior to payment of compensation to the

employees. 

35. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants failed to pay Plaintiff and all other Aggrieved Employees all

compensation, including overtime compensation, due in violation of, among other statutes,

Labor Code section 510. These violations occurred due to Defendants’ illegal policies,

referenced above, whereby employees experienced monetary under-compensation. The

systematic failure to provide proper overtime compensation is a violation of California law.

Additionally, Defendants also failed to provide the actual Overtime Rate of Pay by ignoring

certain compensation when calculating the Regular Rate of Pay including, but not limited to,

various forms of bonus and/or incentive pay, and the value of employee benefits and employee

discounts, in violation of Labor Code section 510. Plaintiff calculates the scope of liability on

the above claims as follows:

12,500 (total number of pay periods) x $100.00 (amount of penalty) x 3 (number of Labor Code

_______________________________________________________________________________
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violations, §§ 510, 558 and 1194) x 35% (amount of pay periods that show at least 1 violation)

 =    $1,312,500.00

36. The remaining claims are largely derivative, in that Wage Statement and Labor Code § 203

penalties would only be permissible if the above claims are proven. Plaintiffs had also alleged

violations for failure to reimburse business expenses pursuant to Labor Code § 2802. However,

it appeared Defendant had compliant reimbursement policies and any un-reimbursed expenses

would have been very minimal.  Plaintiff calculates the scope of liability on the above claims

as follows:

12,500 (total number of pay periods) x $100.00 (amount of penalty) x 3 (number of Labor

Code violations, §§ 203, 204, 2802)  x 15 % (amount of pay periods that show at least 1

violation) =  $562,500.00

37. Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware of the Court’s discretion to mitigate penalties pursuant to

California Labor Code section 2699(e)(2). To confirm, Plaintiffs’ counsel experienced the

mitigation of “PAGA” penalties in Carrington v. Starbucks Corp. (2018) 30 Cal.App.5th 504.

In Carrington, Judge Bacal significantly mitigated PAGA penalties ($5 per violation), due to

the efforts made by the employer to comply with the law.

38. Plaintiffs’ counsel agrees  that penalties should be mitigated where violations are minimal (or

rare), or where the employer makes significant efforts to comply with the Labor Code. 

39. Given the above, a full award of penalties by the Trial Court would result in a judgment of

approximately $3,812,500.00 dollars. However, the total penalties were then discounted as it

is highly unlikely the Court would award a maximum penalty. It is also unlikely derivative

penalties would be awarded at all.

40. Here, for purposes of the exposure analysis, Plaintiff ran one model where penalties were

reduced approximately 65%, which would have resulted in an approximate judgment of

$1,334,375.00.Plaintiffs also ran a more favorable model where penalties would be reduced

by approximately 50%, which would have resulted in an approximate judgment of

$1,906,250.00. Accordingly, this is how Plaintiffs calculated the estimated maximum scope

of liability as being between $1,000,000.00 and $2,000,000.00.
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41. Based on all factors in this case and the experience of counsel it is the opinion of Plaintiffs’

counsel that the settlement fair, adequate, and reasonable. Specifically, Plaintiffs’ counsel’s

understanding is that Defendant has agreed to review its policies and practices, and amend

them to the extent they do not comply with California law. 

42. Plaintiffs have uploaded this entire motion to the LWDA, concurrent with the filing. (See the

concurrently submitted Proof of Service on the LWDA.) To date, Plaintiffs have not received

a response from the LWDA regarding the proposed settlement. If the LWDA contacts

Plaintiffs’ counsel at any time prior to the hearing, Plaintiffs’ counsel will provide an updated

declaration to the Court.

43. The parties proposed notice to accompany the settlement checks is attached as an Exhibit to

the Settlement Agreement (Exhibit 7). 

44. The named Plaintiffs contributed extensive time and resources in the prosecution of this case.

Plaintiff were able to provide information instrumental to the prosecution of this matter

including identifying numerous witnesses that could corroborate the claims. Plaintiffs also

assisted with reviewing and providing insight on Defendant's documents produced. Plaintiff

brought to our attention numerous Labor Code violations that formed the basis of the litigation

sad assisted counsel with finalizing the settlement.

45. I know (from experience) that any company who does a detailed background check, will be

able to determine that Plaintiffs are serving as PAGA and/or class representatives in a lawsuit

against their former employer.

46. Here, by "sticking out their neck out" as PAGA Representatives in a publicly filed lawsuit, 

Plaintiffs took a substantial risk that may adversely impact their ability to work in this field in

the future. An entire industry exists that allows employers to run extensive background

searches on potential employees. Companies who provide these services specifically highlight

the fact that their services allows employers to weed out litigious employment candidates. One

such service outlines ways that employers can "get a sense of whether a prospective employee

is likely to sue" the employer, through background checks and other means, to screen out these

e m p l o y e e s .
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www.reliableplant.com/Read/6959/a-solution-to-fear-of-hiring-litigious-employees. Onicra

Credit Rating Agency of India states: "Background screening has become a necessity in today's

litigious society." Back Track Screening also represents: "In today's litigious culture, employers

simply cannot afford to hire employees who will put their company at risk."

http://www.btscreening.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/Screening-101.pdf. 

47. Finally, any employer may simply check the various Superior Court of California websites and

conduct a party name search to uncover whether an applicant has previously filed litigation

against their employer.

48. Plaintiffs also risked personally owing a large cost award, which I estimate would be well into

the tens of thousands of dollars, had the claims been unsuccessful.

49. Despite all the risks, Plaintiff at all times remained committed to securing a monetary recovery

on behalf of the entire group of aggrieved employees. 

50. The parties have agreed to engage Xpand Legal Consulting (“Xpand”) as the Settlement

Administrator. Xpand has agreed to carry out all Administration duties for an amount not to

exceed $5,500.00. Attached hereto as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of the bid obtained

from Xpand.

51. Xpand has extensive experience acting as a Settlement Administrator and is prepared to carry

out all Settlement Administration duties consistent with the parties Agreement and the Final

Order of this Court. 

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

is true and correct.  Executed this 27th day of August, 2025 at San Diego, California.

_____________________________    
RYAN T. KUHN

_______________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 1

































EXHIBIT 2



From: no-reply@formassembly.com
To: Ryan Kuhn
Subject: Thank you for your Proposed Settlement Submission
Date: Tuesday, July 15, 2025 12:37:53 PM

07/15/2025 12:37:33 PM

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency.

Item submitted: Proposed Settlement

On 07/15/2025 12:37:33 PM your Proposed Settlement was successfully processed for case number LWDA-CM-
1012050-24

If you have questions or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to
pagainfo@dir.ca.gov.

DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of
Labor and Workforce Development Agency

Website: http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm



EXHIBIT 3



From: DIR PAGA Unit
To: Ryan Kuhn
Subject: Thank you for your Other Response or Document Submission
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2025 9:33:38 AM

08/13/2025 09:33:16 AM

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency.

Item submitted: Other Response or Document Submission
If you have questions or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to
pagainfo@dir.ca.gov.

DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of
Labor and Workforce Development Agency

Website: http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm



EXHIBIT 4



EXHIBIT 5







EXHIBIT 6



Ortega/Jimenez vs. G B Hotel Leasing, LLC. #7399

Transportation $233.55
One Legal $697.00
Copies $189.45
Postage $88.95
Knox $343.65
LWDA $75.00
Research $855.65
Sub-Total $2,483.25 2/19/2025
Judicate West $10,450.00

2nd subtotal $12,933.25 2/28/2025



EXHIBIT 7



 
NOTICE OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

NOTICE OF PAGA SETTLEMENT 

Rebecca Ortega, et al. v. G&B Hotel Employee Leasing, LLC, et al. 
(Superior Court of California, County of San Diego, Case No. 37-2024-00022041-CU-OE-CTL) 

 
INSERT TPA INFO 

« e» «BarcodeString» 
SIMID  «SIMID» 
«FirstName» «LastName» 
«Address1» «Address2» 
«City» «State»  «Zip» 

 

 You are receiving this notice as a result of a lawsuit brought on a representative basis under the Private Attorneys 
General Act, Labor Code § 2698 et seq. (“PAGA”) (“the Action”).  The plaintiffs are Rebecca Ortega and Susana A. Jimenez 
Lujan (“Plaintiffs”), and the Defendants are G&B Hotel Employee Leasing, LLC; C&L Cleaning Services, Inc.; and 
SWVP MDM LLC. (“Defendants”). The Action seeks civil penalties for purported violations of the California Labor Code 
on behalf of all individuals who worked for Defendant in California who were employed during the PAGA Period (“PAGA 
Group Employees”).  The PAGA Period is March 9, 2023 through the present.  

 It is important to note that Defendants deny all claims and allegations in the Action, denies that it owes any penalties, 
and asserts that it have fully complied with all applicable Labor Code provisions.  Nevertheless, to avoid further costs and 
time in defending the Action, Defendants have settled the Action, and the Court has approved the settlement and release of 
the PAGA claims.  All aggrieved employees are deemed to waive and release, on behalf of themselves and their respective 
former and present representatives, agents, attorneys, heirs, administrators, successors, and assigns, the Defendants from 
any and all claims for civil penalties pursuant to PAGA arising at any time during the PAGA period and alleged pleadings, 
alleged in the LWDA notice, prosecuted in this lawsuit, as well as claims for civil penalties arising at any time during the 
PAGA period that could have been alleged based on the facts alleged in the pleadings, stated in the LWDA notice, or raised 
in this case. You will be bound by the release of PAGA claims even if you do not cash your settlement check.  

The Settlement resolves all PAGA claims alleged in the Action, including but not limited to remedies available 
under Labor Code section 2699, for violations of the California Labor Code governing: meal and rest breaks, unpaid 
wages, minimum wage, overtime pay, wage statements, business expense reimbursement, and final pay. You will retain 
your right to bring claims against Defendant in your individual capacity. 

By Order dated Date of Court Approval, the Superior Court approved the Settlement and the release of the Claims.  
According to the Defendant’s records, you are a PAGA Group Employee and therefore entitled to a share of the settlement 
based upon the Court approved allocation.     

 Please Note: One hundred percent (100%) of your Individual PAGA Payment under this Settlement will be 
considered penalties and may be subject to local, state, or federal tax withholdings and will be reported to the IRS and state 
tax authorities.  You should rely on your own tax advisors as to the tax consequences of your Individual PAGA Payment.  
Neither Plaintiff nor Defendant have made any representations or warranties regarding the taxation of your Individual 
PAGA Payment.  Nothing within this notice or any other communication shall constitute or be construed or relied upon as 
tax advice within the meaning of United States Treasury Department Circular 230 (31 C.F.R. Part 10, as amended). 

 Do not call or write the Court or Office of the Clerk to ask questions about the settlement or to ask questions 
about the claims process.  If you have any questions, you may call or write to the Settlement Administrator using the 
contact information at the top of this correspondence. 
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EXHIBIT 8



Case Name: Ortega v. Dimension

Date:

Client Name: Shareef Farag

Client Email: sfarag@bakerlaw.com

Xpand Contact: Jonathan Paul

Xpand Contact Email Address: jonathan@xpandlegal.com

Xpand Contact Phone Number: 310.948.7117

*Cost Estimate for Legal Administration Services

*Pricing Good for 90 Days

*Assumes Scope Within - Additional Services Priced Accordingly

Class Size 657

Undeliverable Mail (estimated %) 10%

Forwarded Mail (estimated %) 5%

Toll Free Telephone Support Yes

Website Yes

Spanish Translation Yes

National Change of Address (NCOA) Yes

Wage Tax Reporting Yes

Number of States for Tax Reporting 1

Number of Payment Distributions 1

Tax Reporting Years 1
Remaining Funds After Distribution Controller

Service Type Cost Per Piece Volume Total

Project Manager - Case Setup, Document Review & Timeline Hourly $150.00 1 $150.00

Data Analyst - Data Analysis, Formatting, Uploading to Database* Hourly $150.00 1 $150.00

NCOA (Includes CASS & LACS) Flat Fee $200.00 1 $200.00

Spanish Translation Flat Fee $500.00 1 $500.00

Toll Free Telephone Support Flat Fee $250.00 1 $250.00

Static Website Flat Fee $250.00 1 $250.00

Total $1,500.00

Service Type Cost Per Piece Volume Total

Project Manager - Client Inquiries, General Oversight & Management Hourly $150.00 1 $150.00

Status Reporting (Ongoing & Final) Hourly $75.00 1 $75.00

Declaration (Final Approval & Payment) Hourly $125.00 1 $125.00

Executive Oversight Hourly $200.00 1 Waived

Total $350.00

Service Type Cost Per Piece Volume Total

Project Manager - Setup & Preparation Hourly $150.00 1 $150.00

Data Analyst - Payment File Production & Quality Review Hourly $150.00 1 $150.00

Print & Mail Payments Per Piece $1.10 657 $722.70

USPS First Class Mail - 1oz Per Piece $0.70 657 $459.90

Undeliverable Payment Processing Per Piece $2.00 66 $131.40

Address Trace Undeliverable Mail Per Piece $2.00 66 $131.40

Remail Payments (Undeliverable & Forwards) Per Piece $4.00 85 $341.64

Tax ID Setup & Shutdown Flat Fee $250.00 1 $250.00

Qualified Settlement Fund (QSF) Creation, Reporting & Closure Hourly $125.00 3 $375.00

QSF Monthly Fees & Account Reconciliation Per Piece $75.00 3 $225.00

Process Remaining Funds Flat Fee $712.96 1 $712.96

Total $3,650.00

Total Case Cost - Flat Fee: $5,500.00

June 4, 2025

Distribution

*Xpand assumes mailing data will be provided in Microsoft Excel or other usable format 

and will not require substantial manipulation. Additional formatting and manipulation 

will be billed at $125/hour.

Project Management

Case Setup

Key Assumptions Used for Pricing

 

  



Terms & Conditions 

All services to be provided by Xpand Legal Consulting LLC (hereinafter, “Xpand”) to you (hereinafter, the “Client”) shall be subject to the following terms and conditions (these “Terms and 
Conditions”) of this Agreement:

1. Services: Subject to the terms hereof, Xpand agrees to provide the Client with administration services (hereinafter, “Services”) as specified in the Proposal provided to the Client to which 
these Terms and Conditions are referenced (the “Proposal” and together with these Terms and Conditions, this “Agreement”). The Services do not constitute legal services or advice. 

2. Independent Contractor Status: Xpand is performing the Services to the Client as an independent contractor for the purposes of federal, state, and local law, and neither it nor its employees 
shall be deemed to be employees of the Client. Xpand shall have full control over the methods, techniques, sequences, and procedures of the Services, is free to perform services for other 
clients, and is not subject to the supervision or control of the Client in the performance of the Services, except as to the results to be achieved.

3. Fees for Services: Fees to the Client for Services, including all fees and expenses in accordance with Section 4 below (“Fees”) shall be on a time and materials basis at our prevailing rates and 
are subject to change. Any estimates of Fees set forth in the Proposal are estimates only, based on information provided by the Client to Xpand and the Services referenced in the Proposal, 
and do not cover any applicable taxes nor third-party fees. Actual Fees payable by the Client may be greater or less than such estimates. Expenses incurred related to corrective files due to 
voids and re-issues of payments and related correspondence with state and federal taxing authorities will not be charged to the Client to the extent that funds are received from the taxing 
authorities offset such expenses. The Client acknowledges and agrees that Xpand may derive financial benefits from financial institutions in connection with the deposit and investment of 
relevant funds with such institutions, including without limitation, income proceeds derived therefrom, discounts on eligible banking services and fees, and loans at favorable rates.

4. Payment of Fees: Fees will be invoiced by Xpand and due and payable by the Client once the relevant payments are made to class members and counsel in accordance with direction from 
the court of the applicable case (the “Court”). If payment is not made in full within 30 days of the invoice date, penalty interest at a rate of .8333% per month (10% per year) on the amount 
past due may be imposed by Xpand. The Services are not provided on a contingency fee basis. For the avoidance of doubt, decisions of the court and actions of the parties, including 
disapproval or withdrawal of the relevant settlement or case dismissal, do not affect the Client’s obligation to Xpand for payment of Services. 

5. Indemnification: The Client will indemnify and hold Xpand and its affiliates (and their respective officers, employees, and agents) harmless against any losses, claims, damages, liabilities, costs 
and expenses (including reasonable attorneys’ fees and expenses) incurred by Xpand, arising out of, in connection with, or related to (i) any breach of the Agreement, including these Terms 
and Conditions, by the Client; or (ii) the processing and handling of any aspect of the project by Xpand, including but not limited to the Services, in accordance with Client’s instructions.

6. Confidentiality: Xpand will maintain reasonable and appropriate security measures and safeguards to protect the security and confidentiality of data provided to Xpand by the Client or 
another party to the action. In the event Xpand is notified of any judicial order or other proceedings in which a third party seeks to obtain access to the confidential data created by or for the 
Client, Xpand will notify the Client, unless prohibited by applicable law. The Client shall have the option to, within ten (10) business days of receipt of such notification, (1) provide legal 
representation at the Client’s expense to avoid such access, or (2) promptly reimburse Xpand for any of its costs, including attorneys’ fees, reasonably incurred in avoiding, attempting to 
avoid or providing such access and not paid by the entity seeking the data. If the Client does not timely select its option, it shall be irrevocable deemed to have select option (2) and be 
obligated to reimburse Xpand in accordance therewith. If Xpand is required, pursuant to a court order, to produce documents, disclose data, or otherwise act in contravention of the 
obligations imposed by this Agreement, or otherwise, with respect to maintaining the confidentiality, proprietary nature and secrecy of the produced documents or disclosed data, Xpand will 
not be liable for breach of said obligation.

7. Data Rights: Xpand does not convey nor does the Client obtain any rights in the programs, system data, or materials utilized or provided by Xpand in the ordinary course of business in the 
performance of this Agreement.

8. Document Retention: Unless directed otherwise in writing by the Client, Xpand will maintain documents and other correspondence for the later of ( a) one (1) year after final distribution of 
relevant funds or benefits, or (b) until the date that the disposition of the relevant case is no longer subject to appeal or review.

9. Limitation of Damages: Xpand is not responsible to the Client for any special, consequential, or incidental damages incurred by the Client. Any liability of Xpand to the Client shall not exceed 
the total amount of Fees billed to the Client for the Services that give rise to such liability.

10. Termination: The Services to be provided under this Agreement may be terminated by the Client with or without cause upon at least thirty (30) calendar days’ prior written notice to Xpand. 
The Client’s obligation to pay Fees for Services still in progress at the time of notice of termination shall continue throughout that 30-day period. Xpand may terminate this Agreement (i) if 
the Client has not paid its Fees in accordance with Section 4 of these Terms and Conditions, upon at least ten (10) calendar days’ prior written notice; or (ii) in any other event, upon at least 
three (3) months’ prior written notice to the Client. The Client is obligated to pay for all Fees and Services at the time of termination under this paragraph; no deferral period shall take effect.

11. Notice: Any notice required or permitted hereunder shall be in writing and shall be delivered personally, or sent by registered mail, postage prepaid, or overnight courier service to the 
responsible officer or principal of Xpand or the Client, as applicable, and shall be deemed given when so delivered personally, or, if mailed, three (3) business days after the date of deposit in 
United States mail, or, if sent by courier, two (2) business days after delivery to such courier service.

12. Force Majeure: To the extent performance by Xpand of any of its obligations hereunder is substantially prevented by reason of any act of God or by reason of any other matter beyond 
Xpand’s reasonable control, then such performance shall be excused and this Agreement, at Xpand’s option, be deemed suspended during the continuation of such condition and for a 
reasonable time thereafter.

13. Waiver of Rights: No failure or delay on the part of either party hereto in exercising any right under these Terms and Conditions will operate as a waiver of, or impair, any right. No single or 
partial exercise of any such right will preclude any other or further exercise thereof or the exercise of any other right. No waiver of any such right will be effective unless given in writing by 
the relevant party’s authorized representative.

14. Jurisdiction: The parties hereto submit to the jurisdiction of the Court for purposes of any suit, action or proceeding to enforce any prov ision of, or based on any right arising out of, this 
Agreement. The parties hereto hereby waive any objection to the laying of venue of any such suit, action or proceeding in the Court.

15. Entire Agreement: These Terms and Conditions and the Proposal embody the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof, and cancels and supersedes all 
prior negotiations, representations, and agreements related thereto, either written or oral, except to the extent they are expressly incorporated herein. No changes in, additions to, or 
waivers of, the Terms and Conditions set forth herein will be binding upon any party, unless approved in writing by such party’s authorized representative.

16. Counterparts: These Terms and Conditions and the Proposal may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which when executed and de livered shall constitute a duplicate original, 
but all counterparts together shall constitute a single Agreement. Delivery of an executed counterpart of a signature page of these Terms and Conditions and the Proposal by electronic 
transmission, including DocuSign, shall be effective as delivery of a manually executed counterpart of these Terms and Conditions and the Proposal, as applicable.  

Acceptance of Terms and Conditions
By commencing services with Xpand, you acknowledge and agree to the terms and conditions outlined above. Your continued use of our services signifies your acceptance of these terms.





