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Galen T. Shimoda (Cal. State Bar No. 226752)

Justin P. Rodriguez (Cal. State Bar No. 278275)

Renald Konini (Cal. State Bar No. 312080)

Shimoda & Rodriguez Law, PC.

9401 East Stockton Blvd., Suite 200

Elk Grove, CA 95624

Telephone: (916) 525-0716

Facsimile: (916) 760-3733

Email: attorney@shimodalaw.com
jrodriguez@shimodalaw.com
rkonini@shimodalaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff JANICE INSIXIENGMAY

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

JANICE INSIXIENGMAY, individually and
on behalf of all other similarly situated
employees,

Plaintiff,
VS.
HYATT CORPORATION DBA HYATT
REGENCY SACRAMENTO, a Delaware
Corporation; and DOES 1 to 100, inclusive,

Defendants.
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Case No. 2:18-cv-02993-TLN-DB

CLASS ACTION

DECLARATION OF JUSTIN P. RODRIGUEZ
IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR
ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS,
REPRESENTATIVE ENHANCEMENT, AND
SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATOR COSTS

Date: September 19, 2024
Time: 2:00 p.m.
Courtroom: 2, 15th Floor

Judge: Hon. Troy L. Nunley
Filed: October 4, 2018

AC Filed: April 7, 2020
AC Filed: April 6, 2023
Trial Date: None Set
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I, Justin P. Rodriguez, declare:

1. | am an attorney at law duly admitted to practice before all the courts of the State of
California and the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California. |1 am an attorney
of record for Plaintiff Janice Insixiengmay (“Plaintiff”) herein. | am making this declaration in support
of Plaintiff’s Motion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs, Representative Enhancement, and Settlement
Administrator Costs (“Motion”).

2. | am a Shareholder of the Shimoda & Rodriguez Law PC. | am familiar with the file,
the documents, and the history related to this case. In summary, Plaintiff is seeking a total of
$103,250.00, in attorneys’ fees and $29,051.07 in litigation expenses in this case. As of May 8, 2024,
our firm’s lodestar will be $396,947.50, (a firm total of 674.3 hours). A true and correct copy of our
firm’s billing entries for this matter as of May 8, 2024, is attached to this declaration as Exhibit A. The
requested 35% fee of the $295,000.00 common fund created in this case would result in a negative
lodestar multiplier of approximately .26x as of May 8, 2024. The negative multiplier will likely be
exacerbated by the time all money is distributed in this case as the lodestar does not include time spent
on drafting a final approval motion and attending related proceedings, and overseeing the complete
implementation of the settlement through final disbursement of money and compliance hearings.

3. A true and correct copy of a cost summary itemizing the litigation expenses incurred and
to be incurred through final approval is attached to this declaration as Exhibit B. True and correct
copies of receipts and/or invoices documenting the itemized litigation costs are being filed with this
declaration as Exhibit C. We were not able to obtain receipts from the PACER system regarding the
Court records obtained for two related cases. The charge was ten cents per page and the records
included approval motion filings, operative pleadings, and orders after hearing on the approval motions.
This was necessary to ensure there was no impact on the claims in our case. In the past, | have been
able to get the receipts from prior transactions off the PACER website for any Court records pulled, but
there appears to have been a change to the PACER service/website and | was not able to do so for these
costs. While the our was pending in Sacramento County Superior Court and up through December
2021, our firm charged $40 in costs for taking physical filings to Sacramento County Superior Court.

We did this in lieu of using a third-party service as the costs being charged by available third-party

DECL. JPR ISO PLTF’S MOTION FOR FEES AND COSTS Case No.: 2:18-cv-02993-TLN-DB 1




© 0O N oo o B~ W N

N N RN N N N N N DN P PR R R R R R R
© N o U B W N P O © 0 N o 0O M W N B O

Case 2:18-cv-02993-TLN-DB Document 79-2 Filed 05/09/24 Page 3 of 65

services for physical filings were the same or higher. Our firm taking the physical filings allowed us
greater flexibility and reliability in making sure papers were filed when needed. Thus, there are no
separate receipts for those charges as they are simply entered as a cost in our billing system when the
service is provided. The State Court continued to require case management conference statement
filings even after our motion to remand was denied and did not stop requesting these filings until
December 17, 2021. Our firm also charges a flat $500 costs to cover litigation expenses associated
with copies, faxes, basic postage, and legal research services attributable to the case (e.g. Westlaw) that
are incurred in litigation. Thus, there are no separate receipts for this charge as it is simply entered as a
cost in our billing system after a case is opened. Charging a flat fee for these items as opposed to
itemizing each charge is more typical and practical in plaintiff side employment litigation where
individuals often seek legal services after they have lost their jobs and are otherwise unable to forecast
their ability to cover such expenses as litigation progresses. A flat fee provides certainty in the amounts
to be charged for these items and makes it easier for clients to plan for the financial impact of litigation.
These costs represent charges that | would normally bill to fee paying clients.

4. My firm is a boutique law practice that focuses primarily in employment litigation,
emphasizing wage and hour litigation, including class actions and Private Attorneys’ General Act
(“PAGA”) cases. In agreeing to represent Plaintiff and take on the case for all class members, our
office agreed to take this case on a contingency basis, meaning that we would take the risk of obtaining
no money for the time and effort our firm expended on the case unless our firm was able to recover
compensation for the class. We took a risk that we would not recover any money in this matter if we
were unsuccessful at trial. We also took on the risk that the case may be subject to an unfavorable
summary judgment ruling. This is a substantial risk in class litigation because in addition to the normal
perils of litigation associated with overcoming merits and damages issues in the case, class certification
must typically be granted if our firm is to recovery anything close to the value of our time put in the
case. Typically, the damages suffered by any one individual, including the named representative, is
disproportionately low compared to the time and expense of litigating that case on an individual basis.

However, we believe it is important to make sure employees are able to find affordable representation
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in order to ensure that employers are complying with all their legal obligations towards employees and
paying employees all their hard-earned wages.

5. My firm does not have a large number of attorneys or cases and taking on class actions
to vindicate the rights of class members represents a substantial risk and burden as class action
litigation requires a substantial amount of time and financial resources to successfully litigate. During
the course of this case, our firm had only three to five attorneys at any given time, including myself. 1
believe the risk experienced by my firm taking on class action litigation cases is much more substantial
than what typically larger law firms would face as they could spread the risk across multiple practice
departments and a large number of cases. Because we are a smaller firm, the amount of time it takes to
litigate class cases will naturally take away time we could spend on other cases and limit the amount of
cases we can take at any given time.

6. We rely on attorneys’ fee awards in order to continue working to ensure enforcement of
California wage and hour protections. Recovery of our full lodestar plus an appropriate multiplier is
necessary to compensate for the risk undertaken. Otherwise, we could not continue to represent
employees who are denied wages, but whose cases may be time-consuming and difficult to prove.
There have been many class cases we have litigated where ultimately we get zero for our time because
we are unable to meet certification requirements or the company becomes financially insolvent.
Additionally, there are occasions, such as in this case, where the fee actually results in a negative
multiplier of our lodestar. In addition to investing our time, our firm will have incurred $29,051.07 in
litigation costs that have not been paid. This is a financial burden and risk that should be recognized as
well.

7. The risks faced in this case were made apparent by defense counsel and the arguments
they made throughout this case. The meal and rest period claims were one of the main claims for
Plaintiff. Plaintiff alleged that meal and rest period premiums paid by Defendant were not paid at the
correct rate of pay. Prior to June 2019, Defendant paid meal and rest period premiums at Class
Members’ base hourly rate and did not incorporate the value of any premium pay (e.g.,
nondiscretionary bonuses, incentives, etc.). After June 2, 2019, Defendant modified its policy and

practice to include premium pay in its regular rate calculation. However, Defendant did not include the
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value of free meals provided to Class Members, which Plaintiff contends should have been included.
Defendant produced in excess of 10,000 pages of documents through discovery. Additionally, several
excel spreadsheets containing payroll data for earnings and hours worked for two different payroll
systems that Defendant used during the Class Period were produced, which had to be cross referenced
for each employee, for each period, in order to perform the appropriate regular rate of pay calculations
relevant to Plaintiff’s asserted claims. The spreadsheets contained more than 300,000 rows of data and
between one (1) to four (4) different spreadsheets had to be referenced at a time to get the necessary
information from more than fifty (50) different pay codes when performing the regular rate calculations
and comparing them to Defendant’s interrogatory and deposition responses. This was an incredibly
tedious and time-consuming task that required the use of an expert to help calculate the amounts. This
also required the use of a vendor, iBridge, to convert several thousand pages of PDF payroll document
into a useable excel format, which also had to be cross referenced with the payroll spreadsheets
produced by Defendant to perform the regular rate calculations. At the time of mediation, the
maximum possible damages for these claims based on Defendant’s records was $22,597.25. This
amount does not take into account any potential risks with respect to Plaintiff proving the merits or
damages. Plaintiff’s strongest claims are for meal and rest premiums owed prior to June 2019, which
equates to $8,534.50. For the claim period after June 2019, recovery depends on Plaintiff proving that
the value of free meals should have been included in Defendant’s regular rate of pay calculation. There
is a substantial risk a trier of fact or the Court would find the value of meals did not need to be included
in the regular rate calculation because Defendant’s policy was to provide one (1) meal per day. See 29
C.F.R. 8548.3(d); 29 C.F.R. 8 548.304. The issue would be whether occasional instances where some
Class Members were able to get additional food were sufficient to become “customary” for Defendant
to provide more than one (1) meal a day despite its express written policy to the contrary. If Defendant
was successful in its arguments, the value of the claim post June 2019 would be $0. Through discovery
we determined that the only pay not incorporated into the regular rate of pay during the Class Period for
the purpose of paying overtime and sick leave wages was the value of free meals provided to Class
Members. For the reasons described above, there is a substantial risk a trier of fact or the Court would

find the value of meals did not need to be included in the regular rate calculation. If Defendant
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prevailed on its argument, the value of these claims would be $0. These claims were the primary
source of Plaintiff’s damages calculations, so this was a substantial risk and would affect all other
derivative claim calculations, such as statutory and civil penalties and waiting time penalties. For
example, the waiting time penalties claim is derivative of the overtime, meal, rest, and paid sick time
claims. Itis based on allegations that Class Members had wages due and owing to them that remained
unpaid after the end of their employment due to Defendant’s failure to correctly calculate Class
Members’ regular rates of pay. Because this claim is derivative, it carries the same risks identified for
Plaintiff’s overtime, meal and rest period, and paid sick time claims. Plaintiff’s failure to prevail on
any of the above claims would reduce the number of former Class Members with unpaid wages who
would be eligible to recover waiting time penalties. Further, there is a substantial risk that Defendant’s
belief that it correctly calculated Class Members’ regular rates of pay would cause a trier of fact to find
the failure to pay wages was not willful or that Defendant had a good faith affirmative defense, which
would eliminate the value of this claim entirely. See Cal. Lab. Code § 203 (a good faith dispute that
any wages are due will preclude imposition of waiting time penalties); Estrada v. Royal Carpet Mills,
Inc., 76 Cal.App.5th 685, 729 (2022) (““A good faith dispute that any wages are due occurs when an
employer presents a defense, based in law or fact, which if successful, would preclude any recovery on
the party of the employee.”) (internal citations omitted); Kao v. Joy Holiday, 12 Cal. App. 5th 947, 963
(2017) (a good faith dispute as to whether an employee is exempt will preclude an award of waiting
time penalties). The maximum possible damages at the time of mediation for the portion of this claim
arising from Plaintiff’s strongest argument, that Defendant did not correctly pay meal and rest period
premiums prior to June 2019, was $738,000. However, as mentioned above, it was not conclusively
established until May 2022 that meal and rest period premiums were required to be paid at the regular
rate of pay. See Naranjo v. Spectrum Security Services, Inc., 13 Cal.5th 93 (2022). Taking these
factors into account, a more realistic range of recovery for this claim is approximately $0 to $738,000.
The California Supreme Court recently extended the applicability of the good faith defense to wage
statement penalties, substantially increasing the risk associated with that derivative claim as well. See

Naranjo v. Spectrum Sec. Servs., Inc., No. S279397, 2024 WL 1979980, at *1 (Cal. May 6, 2024).
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8. | believe the $295,000.00 non-reversionary settlement achieved in this case represents a
substantial value to the Class Members. There is an estimated average award of $119.85 and a
maximum award of $538.54, which is after all requested deductions for attorneys’ fees and costs,
representative enhancements, payment to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency, and claims
administrator costs. Defendants are also paying the employer taxes in addition to the gross settlement
amount. This average recovery represents approximately 470% more than the average recovery in a
recent related case against Hyatt Corporation, Crump v. Hyatt Corporation, Case No. 4:20-cv-00295-
HSG (“Crump”). On or about February 14, 2023, the United States District Court for the Northern
District of California granted final approval of a class action settlement in Crump. The scope of the
Crump settlement included all current and former non-exempt, hourly employees working for Hyatt
Corporation in California at any time between December 6, 2015, through June 9, 2019, which includes
many of the individuals covered by the settlement in this case. The class included approximately
15,870 individuals. The Crump action was based on allegations that Hyatt Corporation failed to pay its
employees all wages owed due to an unlawful rounding policy and practice and was liable for
derivative statutory and civil penalties. The gross settlement amount was $990,000. The released

claims in the Crump action included:

all claims asserted or that could have been asserted based on the facts and
theory that Defendant or an?/ of the Released Parties maintained a
timekeeping system that unlawfully rounded time as alleged in the Second
Amended Complaint in the Action, including those for: (1) all claims for
alleged failure to pay minimum, straight time, overtime, or double time
wages, wages or damages under the FLSA, California law, or common
law, based on a theory that Defendant or any of the Released Parties
maintained a timekeeping system that unlawfully rounded time; (2) failure
to pay final wages due at separation or upon termination; (3) failure to
timely pay wages during employment; (4) failure to provide accurate and
itemized wage statements; (5) failure to keep requisite payroll records; (6)
claims brought under Business & Professions Code section 17200 et seq.
including, but not limited to, all claims for unfair, unlawful and harmful
conduct to class members, the general public and Defendant’s competitors
and claims of unlawfully gaining an unfair advantage over other
businesses based on the facts and allegations contained in the Second
Amended Complaint; (7) PAGA claims for civil penalties due to any
Labor Code violations by Defendant arising out of or related to events
alleged in the Second Amended Complaint including, but not limited to,
Labor Code sections 201, 202, 203, 204, 226, 226.3, 510, 1174, 1194,
1197, 1197.1, and 1198; and California Industrial Welfare Commission
Wage Orders; (8) penalties of any nature; (9) interest; (10) liquidated
damages; (11) attorneys’ fees; (12) costs; and (13) any other claims arising
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out of or related to the Second Amended Complaint filed in the Action
through final approval of the Settlement. This Settlement, Settlement
Agreement, and the definition of Released Claims expressly exclude all
claims pled in Hartstein v. Hyatt Corporation, Case No. 2:20-cv-04874-
DSF-JPR and Insixiengmay v. Hyatt Corporation, et al., Case No. 2:18-cv-
02993-TLN-DB.

9. The average recovery per class member in Crump based on the net settlement amount in
that case was $26.08 ($413,841.44/15,870). As stated above, the settlement in this case is estimated to
provide an average net recovery per class member of $119.85, which is roughly 470% higher than the
Crump net recovery. Furthermore, any Class Members in this case were able to recover funds in the
Crump settlement, while still being able to receive payment in his action. To avoid any standing issues
that could arise if Plaintiff did not opt out of the Crump action, Plaintiff opted out and was not able to
recover any such payment like other Class Members.

10. | am a shareholder at Shimoda & Rodriguez Law, PC. My law firm is a boutique law
practice that focuses primarily on employment litigation, emphasizing wage and hour litigation. |
attended and graduated college from U.C. Davis, receiving a Bachelor of Arts in Philosophy and the
Departmental Citation for Academic Achievement in the Philosophy program. | was one of only two
recipients of this award out of the entire Philosophy Department. After U.C. Davis, | attended the
University of the Pacific, McGeorge School of Law, graduating in 2011 and receiving a Juris
Doctorate. | graduated in the top 20% of my class and was a member of the Traynor Honor Society at
McGeorge. Other academic achievements of mine include receiving a Witkin Award (top grade) in my
legal research and writing course, a Witkin Award in complex civil litigation, being a member of the
Dean’s List from 2008 to 2011, being a Legislative Staff Writer for the McGeorge Law Review from
2009-2010, being an Associate Comment Editor for the Pacific McGeorge Global Business &
Development Law Journal from 2010-2011, and being selected as a Sacramento County Bar
Association Diversity Fellow in 2009. | was also a member of the Employment and Labor Law Society
and an officer for the Latino Law Students Association from 2009 to 2010.

11. | have been practicing law since 2011. From 2011 to 2016, | worked with the Shimoda
Law Corp. as an Associate. | became a Shareholder/Partner in the firm in 2017. Shimoda Law Corp.
became Shimoda & Rodriguez Law, PC, in 2022. Since 2017, | have received an AV Preeminent

rating from Martindale-Hubbell for my legal ability and ethical standards. From 2018 to 2023, | have
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been recognized as a Super Lawyer (Rising Star) and, in 2024, | was recognized at a Super Lawyer. |
have been a panel speaker and presented a number of seminars covering issues in wage and hour
litigation in general and complex class and PAGA litigation in particular. These engagements include
the following: (1) Epic Systems, PAGA, and the Future of Employment Arbitration in California
(Sacramento County Bar Assoc., Sept. 2018); (2) Class Actions and PAGA Claims (Assoc. of Defense
Counsel of Northern California & Nevada, Jul. 2020); (3) Mediation: The Experienced Trial Lawyers
Perspective (Sacramento County Bar Assoc., Sept. 2020); (4) How to Become a Pivotal Part of Any
Wage and Hour Practice Group (Sacramento County Bar Assoc,, Mar. 2021); (5) Emerging Trends and
Issues Relating to Arbitration and PAGA Claims in a Post-Viking River Cruises World (Sacramento
County Bar Assoc., Nov. 2022). | was elected to the Sacramento County Bar Association Labor and
Employment Law Section’s executive committee in 2019 and was the Chair of the executive committee
for 2022. 1 have also been a member of the Presiding Judge Civil Law Advisory Committee for
Sacramento County Superior Court since August 2020. My practice focuses on complex civil
litigation, including wage and hour class actions, PAGA claims, and Fair Labor Standards Act
(“FLSA”) claims. I am actively involved in most all of the complex litigation handled by our firm.
Some of the class and/or PAGA actions | have litigated or am currently litigating, including the instant
case, includes, but is not limited to, the following:

e Aanerud v. Neumann Ltd., et al., Case No. 34-2014-00169324 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Adams-Anguay v. Placer Title Company, et al., Case No. SCV0040845 (Placer Sup. Ct.);

e Adewumi v. GHS Interactive Security, LLC, Case No. 34-2017-00210768 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

e Arrington v. Capital Express Lines, Inc., et al., Case No. 34-2012-00134195 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

e Aslam v. American Custom Private Security, Inc., Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2018-0012080 (San
Joaquin Sup. Ct.);

e Aslam v. Cypress Security, LLC, Case No. 34-2017-00220143 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

e Aslamv. Surveillance, Security, Inc., Case No. 34-2017-00220142 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

e Azzolino v. Brake Masters of Sacramento, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2017-00218293 (Sac. Sup.
Ct);

e Barkhousen v. Bank of Stockton, Case No. STK-CV-UOE-2019-17145 (San Joaquin Sup. Ct.);
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Benak v. MDStat Urgent Care, Inc., Case No. 34-2015-00188181 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Bigornia v. Quest Diagnostics Clinical Laboratories, Inc., et al., Case No. 34-2019-00271174
(Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Blig v. Medical Management International, Inc., Case No. 34-2017-00213906 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Caguioa, et al. v. Fortune Senior Enterprises, et al., Case No. 34-2014-00171831 (Sac. Sup.
Ct.);

Camacho, et al. v. Z Street, Inc., d.b.a. Tower Café, et al., Case No. 34-2014-00163880 (Sac.
Sup. Ct.);

Castorena v. Flowmaster, Inc., Case No. CV18-2191 (Yolo Sup. Ct.);

Cannon v. Miller Event Management, Inc., et al., Case No. 34-2014-00168103 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Carr, et al. v. CableCom, LLC, Case No. 34-2017-00212739 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Chace v. Daisy Holdings, LLC, dba Pine Creek Care Center, et al., Case No. 34-2017-00209613
(Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Clamens-Hollenback v. Atterro, Inc., Case No. 17-CV-305535 (Santa Clara Sup. Ct.);

Cress, et al. v. Mitsubishi Chemical Carbon Fiber and Composites, Inc., Case No. 34-2017-
00222101 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

De Arcos v. Amware Pallet Services, LLC, Case No. CV-17-629 (Yolo Sup. Ct.);

Ferreyra v. Point Digital Finance, Inc., et al., Case No. 20CVv373776 (Santa Clara Sup. Ct.);
Foye v. The Golden 1 Credit Union, Case No. 34-2018-00235003 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Garcia v. A-L Financial Corp., Case No. 34-2014-00171831 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Garcia v. Royal Plywood Company, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2017-00221627 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Gomes v. Progressive Casualty Insurance Company, Case No. 34-2018-00241979 (Sac. Sup.
Ct.);

Gomez v. Mayflower Farms Incorporated, et al., Case No. CVV24157 (Colusa Sup. Ct.);
Gilliam v. Matrix Energy Services, Inc. Case No. RG 11592345 (Alameda Sup. Court);
Gonzalez v. Northcentral Pizza, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2019-00252018 (Sac Sup. Ct.);
Gordon, et al. v. Hospice Source, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2019-00250022 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Gotts v. John L. Sullivan Chevrolet, Inc., Case No. 34-2018-00231576 (Sac Sup. Ct.);
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Hartwell v. Techforce Telecom, Inc., Case No. 39-2014-00307197 (San Joaquin Sup. Ct.);
Hellum v. Al Protective Services, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2018-00234449 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Hercules v. Maximus Services, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2019-00268385 (Sac Sup. Ct.);
Hernandez v. Snyir, Inc., Case No. 34-2017-00207641 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Heinz v. Wright Tree Services, Case No. 34-2012-00131949 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Hoover v. Mom365, Case No. 2:17-cv-01328-TLN-CKD (E.D. Cal.);

Insixiengmay v. Hyatt Corporation, et al., Case No. 2:18-cv-02993-TLN-DB (E.D. Cal.);
Josol v. Dial Medical Corp., Case No. 34-2008-00010040 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

McMahon v. Airco Mechanical, Inc., Case No. 34-2019-00259269 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Muhieddine v. KBA Docusys, Inc., Case No. 34-2014-00164720 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Nguyen v. Cardinal Health Pharmacy Services, LLC, et al., Case No. 2:19-cv-01939-KIJM-EFB
(E.D. Cal.);

Prasad v. D. G. Smith Enterprises, Inc., Case No. 34-2017-00215046 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Ralston v. JMJ Incorporated, Inc. et al., Case No. 34-2017-00217047 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Roberts v. CableCom, LLC, Case No. 34-2017-00212739 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Robinson v. West of Chicago Restaurants, Inc., dba Chicago Fire, Case No. 34-2010-00082201
(Sac Sup. Ct.);

Salas, et al. v. Joint Ventures, LLC, et al., Case No. 34-2018-00227493 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Salmon v. Ovations Fanfare, L.P., et al., Case No. 34-2018-00244749 (Sac. Sup. Ct.) ;
Scarano v. J.R. Putman, Inc., Case No. 34-2018-00244753 (Sac. Sup. Ct.) ;

Smith v. Greyhound Lines, Inc., Case No. 34-2017-00219188 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Sullivan v. National Response Corporation, Case No. 34-2018-00244757 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);
Talent v. Leslie’s Poolmart, Inc., Case No. 34-2012-00128539 (Sac. Sup. Ct.);

Thornton v. McConnell Jones Lanier & Murphy LLP, Case No. No. 34-2017-00211553 (Sac.
Sup. Ct.);

Watson v. Quarter At A Time, LLC, Case No. 34-2017-00217570 (Sac. Sup. Ct.); and

Willis v. Premier Pools, Incorporated, Case No. 34-2017-00211710 (Sac. Sup. Ct.).
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12.  The preceding list does not include those cases where, for various reasons, the case was
filed as a class action and/or PAGA action, but did not maintain that status through the end of the case.

13. My partner, Galen T. Shimoda, Esq., worked with me on this matter and assisted with all
aspects of the litigation of this case. Mr. Shimoda and | are some of only a handful of plaintiff
attorneys located in Sacramento who handle wage and hour class actions. Mr. Shimoda attended and
graduated from the University of Utah in 2000 with a B.S. in Business Management and a B.A. in
Asian Studies, with a minor in Japanese language. He then attended and graduated from the University
of the Pacific, McGeorge School of Law and received his J.D. degree in 2003. He graduated from
McGeorge in the top 5% of his class and was a member of the Order of the Coif and Traynor Honor
Society. Since graduating from McGeorge, Mr. Shimoda has authored a number of employment law
articles for journals and our firm regularly publishes articles on our firm’s website. Mr. Shimoda has
been a regular panel speaker for the CEB (Continuing Education of the Bar) Employment Review
seminars from 2014 to the present. His speaking engagements include the following: 1) Lorman
Military Leave Law Speaker; 2) Restaurant Association Speaker at Annual Seminar (Los Angeles); 3)
Federal Bar Association, Sacramento Chapter: 2015 Amendments to the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure (Mar. 30, 2016); 4) CEB — Employment Law Practice: 2016 Year in Review (Jan. 20, 2017);
5) CEB — Employment Law Practice: 2015 Year in Review (Jan. 22, 2016); 6) CEB — Employment
Law Practice: Year in Review (2014) (Jan. 9, 2015); 7) CEB - Employment Law Practice: Year in
Review (2013) (Jan. 10, 2014); 8) Sacramento County Bar Association - Class Actions from the
Trenches: Real World Experiences from the Plaintiff and Defense Bar (Feb. 21, 2012); 9) Sacramento
Employer Advisory Council — Wage and Hour Workshop: Going Beyond the Exemption Discussion
(Apr. 7, 2016); 10) Sacramento Employer Advisory Council - Wage & Hour Panel and AB 1825
Training: Updates on California’s New Wage Laws and Manager Compliance Training (Apr. 25,
2017); 11) Sacramento County Bar Association, Labor and Employment Section — PAGA
Representative Litigation: Emerging Trends and Issues (May 17, 2016); 12) Sacramento Business
Journal Panel — Overtime Rules (Jun. 23, 2016); 13) Association of Defense Counsel of Norther
California & Nevada - Employment Law Update — Do the Math: Calculation Exposure and Damages in

Wage and Hour Cases (Aug. 12, 2016); 14) California Employment Lawyers Association - PAGA
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