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DECLARATION OF KANE MOON 

I, KANE MOON, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice as such before all of the Courts of 

the State of California and am one of the attorneys of record for Plaintiff Malu Vaesau and the 

putative Class.  

2. I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein and could competently 

testify to the facts described herein. 

CASE BACKGROUND 

3. This is a wage and hour class action.  Plaintiff Malu Vaesau seeks to represent a 

class of individuals who worked for Defendant in California in an hourly-paid, non-exempt 

position at any time from January 7, 2015 through January 31, 2020, or the date upon which the 

Court grants preliminary approval, whichever is sooner, for various violations of the California 

Labor Code. Plaintiff Malu Vaesau worked for Defendant as a cashier from approximately 

August 2013 to March 2017 and was paid on an hourly basis. During parts of the class period, 

Plaintiff and the class members were not paid all wages owed. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant 

implemented several unlawful employment practices including, but not limited to, requiring 

employees to arrive 10 minutes before the start of their shifts for opening procedures, and to stay 

30 minutes after the end of their shifts for closing procedures, without pay. Moreover, since the 

employees almost always worked alone on shifts, they were unable to take compliant meal and 

rest periods. 

4. Because of Defendant’s clear violations of various provisions of the Labor Code, 

Plaintiff filed this action. On January 7, 2019, Plaintiff filed a class action Complaint, which 

alleges Defendant’s systematic: (1) Failure to Pay Minimum and Straight Time Wages [Lab. Code 

§§ 204, 1194, 1194.2, and 1197]; (2) Failure to Pay Overtime Compensation [Lab. Code §§ 1194 

and 1198]; (3) Failure to Provide Meal Periods [Lab. Code §§ 226.7, 512]; (4) Failure to Authorize 

and Permit Rest Breaks [Lab. Code §§ 226.7]; (5) Failure to Timely Pay Final Wages at 

Termination [Lab. Code §§ 201-203]; (6) Failure to Provide Accurate Itemized Wage Statements 

[Lab. Code § 226]; and (6) Unfair Business Practices [Bus. & Prof. Code §§ 17200, et seq.]. 
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5. Defendant ardently opposes the merits of this case and denies Plaintiff’s factual 

allegations. Defendant maintains that it complied with all of its meal and rest period obligations, 

that Plaintiff and the putative class members were provided with the opportunity to take all meal 

and rest periods to which they were entitled, and that it compensated Plaintiff and class members 

for all hours worked. Moreover, to the extent that Plaintiff received wage statements that were 

allegedly inaccurate, Defendant asserted that Plaintiff suffered no actual damage or harm as a 

result.  (See, e.g., Angeles v. U.S. Airways, Inc. (N.D. Cal. Feb. 19, 2013) No. C 12-05860 CRB, 

2013 WL 622032, at *10 [“A plaintiff must adequately plead an injury arising from an 

employer’s failure to provide full and accurate wage statements, and the omission of the required 

information alone is not sufficient.”].)  With respect to Plaintiff’s claim for waiting time 

penalties, Defendant alleged that its good-faith belief that they paid all wages precluded the 

imposition of waiting time penalties since Plaintiff could not prove that Defendant’s alleged 

failure to pay all final wages at the time of separation was “willful.”  (See, e.g., Pedroza v. 

PetSmart, Inc. (C.D. Cal. June 14, 2012) No. ED CV 11–298 GHK (DTBx), 2012 WL 9506073, 

*5.)  For these reasons, Defendant claimed that it did not engage in any unfair business practices.  

Defendant also maintained that Plaintiff’s claims were improper for class treatment. 

DISCOVERY AND INVESTIGATION 

6. Following the filing of the Complaint, the parties agreed to mediation and a 

protocol for exchanging documents and information before the mediation. Defendant produced a 

sample of pay records for class members, as well as policy manuals in effect during the statutory 

period, and additional documents.  Defendant also provided information regarding the total 

number of current and former employees in its informal discovery responses.   

7. After reviewing documents regarding Defendant’s wage and hour policies and 

practices, and analyzing Defendant’s pay records, Class Counsel was able to evaluate the 

probability of class certification, success on the merits, and Defendant’s maximum monetary 

exposure for all claims. Class Counsel reviewed these records and prepared a damage analysis 

prior to mediation.  Class Counsel also investigated the applicable law regarding the claims and 

defenses asserted in the litigation.  Moreover, Class Counsel retained an expert to analyze the 
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records produced.  Thus, Plaintiff and her counsel are familiar with the facts of the case and the 

legal issues raised by the pleadings and were able to act intelligently in negotiating the 

settlement. 

SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS 

8. On November 20, 2019, the Parties participated in private mediation with 

professional neutral Honorable Ronald M. Sabraw (Ret.) The settlement negotiations were at 

arm’s length and, although conducted in a professional manner, were adversarial.  The parties 

went into the mediation willing to explore the potential for a settlement of the dispute, but each 

side was also prepared to litigate their position through trial and appeal if a settlement had not 

been reached.  After extensive negotiations and discussions regarding the strengths and 

weaknesses of Plaintiff’s claims and Defendant’s defenses, Honorable Ronald M. Sabraw (Ret.) 

issued a mediator’s proposal that was accepted by all parties, the material terms of which are 

encompassed within the Joint Stipulation for Class Action Settlement (“Settlement”), a true and 

correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 1 to this declaration. 

9. No claim form is required in order to receive a settlement payment.  Each 

Settlement Class Member who does not opt-out will be entitled to his or her share of the 

Settlement Fund that is directly proportional to the number of workweeks during which the class 

member was employed with Defendant during the class period.   

10. The Settlement includes a class representative service award to the named 

Plaintiff.  Subject to Court approval, Plaintiff shall be paid a service payment of $5,000.00.  This 

amount is for Plaintiff’s time and effort in bringing and presenting the action, and in exchange 

for a general release of all claims, known or unknown, pursuant to Civil Code Section 1542. 

11. The Settlement provides that Defendant will not oppose a fee application of up to 

33 1/3% ($58.333.33) of the Gross Settlement Amount, plus out-of-pocket costs not to exceed 

$12,000.00.  At this time, Plaintiff’s costs are approximately $10,607.59.  A true and correct 

copy of Plaintiff’s costs to the date is attached to this declaration as Exhibit 2.   

/// 

/// 
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12. Settlement administration costs are estimated to be $7,355.55.  A true and correct 

copy of the settlement administration quote I received from ILYM Group, Inc. is attached to this 

declaration as Exhibit 3.  

THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT IS FAIR AND REASONABLE 

13. Class Counsel has conducted a thorough investigation into the facts of this case.  

Based on the foregoing discovery and their own independent investigation and evaluation, Class 

Counsel is of the opinion that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate and is in the best 

interests of the Settlement Class Members in light of all known facts and circumstances, the risk 

of significant delay, the defenses that could be asserted by Defendant both to certification and on 

the merits, trial risk, and appellate risk. 

14. Based on my analysis of the payroll records provided by Defendant, Plaintiff’s 

expert’s analysis of the payroll records provided by Defendant, and information from Plaintiff, I 

evaluated Defendant’s maximum exposure.  I took into account the risk of not having the claims 

certified and the risk of not prevailing at trial even if the claims are certified.  According to the 

data Defendant provided, there are 1021  class members and 8,000 total workweeks. Based on 

Defendant’s payroll data, there are 42 former employees who fall within the 3-year statute of 

limitations period for Labor Code § 203 penalties.  Accordingly, I calculated Defendant’s 

potential exposure as follows:   

Claim Relevant Time 
Period 

Rate Number of 
Violations  

Amount 

Off-the-clock 
(unpaid 
overtime)  

13,333 unpaid 
hours 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$15.00 average 
regular rate 
($22.50 
overtime rate)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13,333 unpaid 
overtime 
hours 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$29,999.25* 

 

1 This number was provided at the time of mediation. However, by the time the Parties 
drafted and finalized the long form settlement agreement, Defendant represented that there are 
108 class members.  
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Meal Period 

Violations  

40,000 meal 

break violations  
$15.00 average 
regular rate 

Violation rate 
based on 
analysis of 
records by 
expert $60,000.00* 

 
Rest Break 
Violations 

 
40,000 meal 
break violations 

 
$15.00 average 
regular rate 

 
Violation rate 
based on 
analysis of 
records by 
expert 

 
 
 
 
 
$60,000.00* 

Labor Code 
§203 

Based on 
approximately 
42 terminated 
class members 
with average of 
8 hours of work 
per day 

$15.00 average 
regular rate of 
pay (30 days 
per terminated 
employee) 

Violation rate 
based on 
analysis of 
records by 
expert $22,680.00** 

Total for Class Claims $172,679.25 
* These figures are discounted based on a 10% probability of prevailing at class certification and 
on the merits. ** These figures are discounted based on a 15% probability of prevailing at class 
certification and on the merits. 
 

15. Plaintiff’s claim that Defendant failed to pay all wages owed, including overtime, is 

two-fold. First, if an employee worked the first shift of the day, that employee had to arrive at the 

facility the average of ten minutes early to open the store and prepare so that the doors were 

ready to open to customers at the time each store opened. This ten-minute period was not 

compensated. Second, if an employee works the closing shift, that employee has to stay the 

average of 30 minutes past their scheduled shift to close out the register, lock-up, and perform 

other end of day tasks. This additional 30 minutes was not compensated. Since these two off-the-

clock periods were at the start or end of an eight-hour shift, all of this unpaid time should have 

been paid at the overtime rate. Importantly, Defendant did not maintain any time records, and as 

a result, has no credible basis to deny the facts as alleged by Plaintiff and the putative class.  

Plaintiff’s expert simply analyzed the data to determine that there are about 13,333 unpaid hours 

in the Class Period that should have been paid at the over time rate (i.e. 13,333 unpaid hours * 

$22.50.) The potential liability amount for this claim is $299,992.50.  This amount was 

discounted by 90% to account for the difficulty of certifying an off-the-clock claim and the 

defenses to the claim.  Specifically, this claim can only be proved through testimony of class 

members alone as there are no records to show this off-the-clock work. Additionally, Defendant 
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could rebut this testimony through their own testimony that no such thing occurs. Moreover, 

Defendant produced records from a security company which showed what times employees 

entered and left the premises, and those records sometimes showed that employees actually 

worked less than their scheduled hours. Accordingly, I arrived at a realistic damage estimate of 

$29,999.25 for off-clock claim. 

16. Plaintiff’s meal claims are based on the theories that Defendant did not provide or 

maintain sufficient policies or time records to reflect taken compliant meal breaks. Because there 

are no records to show if compliant meal breaks were taken, we had to assume 100% violation. 

Our assumption is especially true since Plaintiff was always on shifts by herself and therefor 

there was no other employee who could have relieved her of her duties to take a 30-minute, 

uninterrupted meal breaks. Plaintiff’s expert simply analyzed the data to determine that there are 

about 40,000 non-compliant meal breaks in the Class Period. Thus, potential liability for the meal 

period claim is $600,000.00 (40,000 violations * $15.00 per hour). This amount was discounted 

by 90% to account for the difficulty of certifying and the defenses to the claim. Accordingly, I 

arrived at a realistic damage estimate of $60,000.00 for the meal period claim. 

17. With respect to the rest period claim, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant failed to 

provide or maintain any rest period policy whatsoever. Plaintiff’s expert simply analyzed the data 

to determine that there are about 40,000 non-compliant rest breaks in the Class Period. Thus, 

potential liability for the rest period claim is $600,000.00 (40,000 violations * $15.00 per hour). 

This amount was discounted by 90% to account for the difficulty of certifying and the defenses 

to the claim. Moreover, Defendant argued that it satisfied all of its obligations with respect to rest 

breaks. Accordingly, I arrived at a realistic damage estimate of $60,000.00 for the meal period 

claim.  

18. With respect to Plaintiff’s derivative claim for statutory penalties, Plaintiff 

estimated that Defendant’s potential liability is $151,200.00. However, it would be unrealistic to 

expect the Court to award the full amount given Defendant’s defenses and Plaintiff’s lack of 

proof. Weighing these factors and applying an 85% discount to account for the risk and 

uncertainty of prevailing at trial, I arrive at $22,680.00.  
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19. Using these estimated figures, Plaintiff predicted that the realistic maximum 

recovery for all claims, including penalties, would be $172,679.25.  This means that the 

$175,000.00 settlement figure represents approximately 101% of the realistic maximum 

recovery.  This is an excellent result for the Class.  Indeed, because of the proposed Settlement, 

class members will receive timely, guaranteed relief and will avoid the risk of an unfavorable 

judgment.   

20. While Plaintiff is confident in the merits of her claims, a legitimate controversy 

exists as to each cause of action.  Plaintiff also recognize that proving the amount of wages due 

to each Class Member would be an expensive, time-consuming, and uncertain proposition.   

21. The settlement obviates the significant risk that this Court may deny certification 

of all or some of Plaintiff’s claims.  Furthermore, even if Plaintiff obtained certification of all or 

some of the claims, continued litigation would be expensive, involving a trial and possible 

appeals, and would substantially delay and reduce any recovery by the Settlement Class 

Members.   

22. This settlement avoids the risks and the accompanying expense of further 

litigation.  Although the parties had engaged in a significant amount of investigation, informal 

discovery and class-wide data analysis, the parties had not yet completed formal written 

discovery.  Plaintiff intended to depose corporate officers and managers of Defendant.   

23. The Net Settlement Amount available for Class Member settlement payments is 

estimated to be $89,666.67 for a class of 108 persons.2  As a result, each Settlement Class 

Member is eligible to receive an average net benefit of approximately $830.25. Considering 

that the Class Members’ average hourly rate is $15.00, the average net benefit is 

approximately 55.35 hours of work. 

24. The proposed settlement of $175,000.00 therefore represents a substantial 

recovery when compared to Plaintiff’s reasonably forecasted recovery.  When considering the 

 

2 The Net Settlement Amount is: $175,000.00 minus $5,000.00 for class representatives 
service payments, minus up to $10,000.00 in administration costs, minus $58,333.33 for Class 
Counsel’s attorneys’ fees, and minus up to $12,000.00 in attorneys’ costs for Class Counsel’s 
litigation expenses.   
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risks of litigation, the uncertainties involved in achieving class certification, the burdens of proof 

necessary to establish liability, the probability of appeal of a favorable judgment, it is clear that 

the settlement amount of $175,000.00 is within the “ballpark” of reasonableness, and preliminary 

settlement approval is appropriate.   

SERVICE PAYMENT TO PLAINTIFF IS REASONABLE 

25. Throughout this litigation, Plaintiff, who is a former employee of Defendant, has 

cooperated immensely with my office and have taken many actions to protect the interests of the 

class.  Plaintiff provided valuable information regarding her duties and missed meal and rest 

periods.  Plaintiff participated in decisions concerning this action, assisted in preparation for the 

mediation, attended a full-day deposition, and provided my office with the names and contact 

information of potential witnesses. The information provided by Plaintiff was instrumental in 

establishing the wage and hour violations alleged in this action, and the recovery provided for in 

the settlement agreement would have been impossible to obtain without her participation. 

26. At the same time, Plaintiff faced many risks in adding herself as the class 

representatives in this matter.  Plaintiff faced actual risks with her future employment, as putting 

herself on public record in an employment lawsuit could also very well affect their likelihood for 

future employment.  Furthermore, as part of this settlement, Plaintiff is executing a general 

release of all claims against Defendant. 

27. In turn, class members will now have the opportunity to participate in a settlement, 

reimbursing them for wage violations they may have never known about on their own or been 

willing to pursue on their own.  If these class members would have each tried to pursue their 

legal remedies on their own, that would have resulted in each having to expend a significant 

amount of their own monetary resources and time, which were obviated by Plaintiff putting 

herself on the line on behalf of these other class members. 

28. In the final analysis, this class action would not have been possible without the aid 

of Plaintiff, who put her own time and effort into this litigation and placed themselves at risk for 

the sake of the class members.  The requested service payment for Plaintiff for her service as the 

class representative and for her general release of all individual claims are relatively small 
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amounts of money when the time and effort put into the litigation are considered and in 

comparison, to enhancements granted in other class actions.  The requested incentive award is 

therefore reasonable to compensate Plaintiff for her active participation in this lawsuit.   

THE REQUEST FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS IS REASONABLE 

29. The Settlement provides for attorneys’ fees payable to Class Counsel in an amount 

up to one-third (33 1/3%) of the Settlement Amount, for a maximum fees award of $58,333.33, 

plus actual costs and expenses not to exceed $12,000.00.  The proposed award of attorneys’ fees 

to Class Counsel in this case can be justified under either method – lodestar or percentage 

recovery.  Class Counsel, however, intend to base the proposed award of fees, costs and expenses 

on the percentage method as many of the entries in the time records will have to be redacted to 

preserve attorney-client and attorney work product privileges. 

30. I am informed and believe that the fee and costs provision is reasonable.  The fee 

percentage requested is less than that charged by my office for most employment cases.  My 

office invested significant time and resources into the case, with payment deferred to the end of 

the case, and then, of course, contingent on the outcome.   

31. It is further estimated that my office will need to expend at least another 50 to 100 

hours to monitor the process leading up to the final approval and payments made to the class.  

My office also bears the risk of taking whatever actions are necessary if Defendant fails to pay.   

32. The risk to my office has been very significant, particularly if we would not be 

successful in pursuing this class action.  In that case, we would have been left with no 

compensation for all the time taken in litigating this case.  Indeed, I have taken on a number of 

class action cases that have resulted in thousands of attorney hours being expended and 

ultimately having certification denied or the defendant company going bankrupt.  The contingent 

risk in these types of cases is very real and they do occur regularly.  Furthermore, we were 

precluded from focusing on, or taking on, other cases which could have resulted in a larger, and 

less risky, monetary gain. 

33. Because most individuals cannot afford to pay for representation in litigation on 

an hourly basis, Moon & Yang, APC represents virtually all of its employment law clients on a 
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contingency fee basis.  Pursuant to this arrangement, we are not compensated for our time unless 

we prevail at trial or successfully settle our clients’ cases.  Because Moon & Yang, APC is taking 

the risk that we will not be reimbursed for our time unless our client settles or wins his or her 

case, we cannot afford to represent an individual employee on a contingency basis if, at the end 

of our representation, all we are to receive is our regular hourly rate for services.  It is essential 

that we recover more than our regular hourly rate when we win if we are to remain in practice so 

as to be able to continue representing other individuals in civil rights employment disputes. 

34. As of the drafting of this motion, my office has incurred around $10,607.59 in 

expenses litigating this action, and we anticipate accruing additional costs up to Final Approval 

of the Settlement.  These expenses were reasonably necessary to the litigation and were actually 

incurred by my office.  They should be reimbursed in full, up to the maximum amount allowed in 

the Settlement Agreement. In the event costs do not reach or exceed the maximum amount 

allowed in the settlement agreement, the difference will revert to the class members. 

MY EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS 

35. Moon & Yang, APC has been engaged in the practice of employment and labor 

law for almost a decade, and presently focuses exclusively on plaintiffs’ employment law.  The 

firm and its lawyers have successfully settled hundreds of cases during that time, including class 

action cases.  The firm and its lawyers have also tried both bench and jury trials (representing 

both plaintiffs and defendants) relating to employment matters.  Moon & Yang, APC has been 

appointed lead or co-lead class counsel in federal and state courts in California.  In addition to 

the present case, I am also class counsel for dozens of other putative wage-and-hour class-action 

lawsuits pending in various state and federal jurisdictions throughout California. 

36. I received a B.A. in History in 1998 from UCLA.  I received my J.D. from Loyola 

Marymount Law School in 2006.  I became an Active Member of the State Bar of California in 

June 2007, and have been an Active Member in good standing continuously since then.  I am a 

current member of the California Employment Lawyers Association (CELA).   
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37. I co-founded Moon & Yang, APC in March 2010.  Currently, my practice is 

focused exclusively on advocating for the rights of employees in wage-and-hour litigation, 

primarily in class actions.  

38. For the past decade, I have built my practice to have an emphasis on employment 

and related civil litigation.  I have been heavily, successfully, and continuously involved in active 

litigation and trial work, and have conducted bench and jury trials on behalf of both employees 

and employers in wage and hour cases. 

39. I served as lead or co-lead in negotiating wage-and-hour class action settlements 

worth over $12.5 million in gross recovery to class members in 2018.  A selection of cases 

wherein I served as lead or co-lead class counsel in matters that have resolved includes: Mark 

Brulee, et al. v. DAL Global Services, LLC (C.D. Cal. Dec. 20, 2018) No. CV 17-6433 

JVS(JCGx), 2018 WL 6616659 (class size approx. 2,650) (In approving my $650 hourly rate, the 

Court found: “Class Counsel's declarations show that the attorneys are experienced and 

successful litigators. Other courts have approved the attorneys' current rates for the Moon & 

Yang, APC attorneys.”  (Id. at *10.)); Sison v. Cha Hollywood Medical Center, L.P., No. 

BC644129 (2,137 class members); Jones v. Fitness Alliance, LLC, No. PSC1404079 (class size 

approx. 995); Martinez v. Bail Hotline Bail Bonds, Inc., No. BC700131 (class size approx. 173); 

Solano v. Bhart & Harish International, LLC, No. BC659761 (class size approx. 90); Rivera v. 

Complete Landscape Care, Inc., No. BC663463 (class size approx. 185); Jones v. Citiguard, Inc., 

No. BC664890 (class size approx. 587); Slaughter v. ACA Security Stems, LP, No BC699137 

(class size approx. 300); Garcia v. Comfy U.S.A. Apparel, Inc., No. BC709630 (class size 

approx. 210); De Leon v. Nasa Services, Inc., No. BC682425 (class size approx. 150);  Lagos v. 

Thyssenkrupp Elevator Corporation, No. BC62972 ($750,000 for 65 class members). 

40. My office is qualified to handle this litigation because we are experienced in 

litigating Labor Code violations in both individual and class actions.  The attorneys at my office 

have been appointed as lead or co-lead counsel in numerous wage and hour class actions in State 

and federal courts by way of motion for settlement approval. Including myself, Moon & Yang, 

APC comprises seven attorneys, all of whom are actively and continuously practicing 
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employment litigation, representing almost entirely employee plaintiffs, in both individual and 

class actions, in this Superior Court, and other Superior Courts throughout the State, in the Court 

of Appeal, and in various federal courts. The attorneys at my firm have a high level of knowledge 

and experience in areas of wage and hour class actions, and labor and employment law.   

41. My office invested significant time and resources into the case, with payment 

deferred to the end of the case, and then, of course, contingent on the outcome. My office’s 

efforts included, without limitation, the following:  

(a) Numerous interviews with Plaintiff and review of documents provided by 

her;  

(b) Legal research and investigation regarding the Defendant’s practices at 

numerous points in the litigation; 

(c) Preparation of multiple drafts of the original class action complaint and 

finalization and filing of the original class action complaint;  

(d) Extensive “meet and confer” correspondence and discussions with 

Defendant’s counsel to obtain relevant documents and information through 

informal discovery;  

(e) Contacting witnesses;   

(f) Preparing and attending for Plaintiff’s full-day deposition;  

(g) Analysis of the audit results and preparation of a damages model with the 

aid of a statistics expert; 

(h) Research and preparation of Plaintiff’s mediation brief;  

(i) Attendance at mediation;  

(j) Drafting, negotiating, and reviewing multiple drafts of the Settlement 

Agreement and attachments; and  

(k) Preparation of the motion for preliminary approval. 

42. Through the efforts of my office and Plaintiff in this case, a fair and reasonable 

resolution has been reached that includes a settlement payment by Defendant of $175,000.00 to 

compensate settlement Class Members for Defendant’s wage and hour practices.  I am informed 
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and believe that, without the efforts of my office, the Labor Code and Wage Order violations 

alleged in the Complaint would have gone completely unremedied.  

43. I do not believe that I have any conflicts of interest with the Class or with the 

Class Representative. I am not related to the Class Representative. Nor do I, or any member of 

my firm, have any financial interest in the cy pres recipient. I respectfully submit that I and 

Moon & Yang, APC are well suited to act as Class Counsel in this action, and we have and will 

continue to vigorously represent the interests of the Class.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the 

United States that the foregoing is true and correct.  

 Executed on April 28, 2020 at Los Angeles, California. 

 

      

Kane Moon 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    ) 
       ) ss 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES   ) 
  
 I am employed in the county of Los Angeles, State of California.  I am over the age of 18 
and not a party to this action.  My business address is 1055 W. Seventh St., Suite 1880, Los 
Angeles, CA 90017.  On April 28, 2020, I served the foregoing document described as: 
 

DECLARATION OF KANE MOON IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR 
PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT  

 
X     by placing ___ the original   X   a true copy thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed 
as follows: 
 

Richard A. Lezanby, Esq. 
Rlazenby@victorrane.com 
Geneva A. Collins, Esq. 
Gcollins@ victorrane.com  
VICTOR RANE 
101 Montgomery St.,suite 2300 
San Francisco, CA 90414 
Telephone: 415-365-1810 
Fasimile: 415-376-5136 

Jeffrey H. Lowenthal, Esq. 
Jlowenthal@steyerlaw.com 
Cody T. Stroman, Esq. 
Cstroman@steyerlaw.com 
STEYER LOWENTHAL BOODROOKAS 
ALVAREZ & SMITH LLP 
235 Pine Street , 15th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

 
Attorneys for Defendant Double AA Corporation 

 
[  ] BY U.S. MAIL: I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California.  The 

envelope was mailed with postage thereon fully prepaid.  I am “readily familiar” with 
the firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence for mailing.  Under that 
practice it would be deposited with U.S. postal service on that same day with postage 
thereon fully prepaid at Los Angeles, California in the ordinary course of business.  I 
am aware that on motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal 
cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for 
mailing in affidavit. 

  
[   ] BY PERSONAL DELIVERY: I delivered said document(s) to the office of the 

addressee shown above under whom it says delivered by personal delivery. 
 

[ X] BY Via Court Approved Efiling & Eservice Vendor: FILE & SERVE EXPRESS: 
by transmitting via electric service the document(s) listed above to the parties and or 
email address(es) set forth below. 

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

foregoing is true and correct. 
 

 Executed this April 28, 2020 at Los Angeles, California. 
 
 

Jackeline Hernandez     /s/ Jackeline Hernandez 
Type or Print Name  Signature 
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