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TO THE COURT, TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT on July 28, 2015 at 8:45 a.m., in Department 21 of this Court
located at 1225 Fallon Street, Oakland, California, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 382
and California Rules of Court 3.769, Plaintiffs, ALEXANDER GUREVICH and Plaintiffs
KEVIN DICKENS, PATRICK OPPIDO, SPENCER STECZ, CHRIS HERN, and PHILIP
JONES  (“Plaintiffs”) will move will move this Court for an order, pursuant to Rule 3.769 of the
California Rules of Court, granting final approval of the proposed Stipulation and Settlement of
Class Action Claims (the “Settlement Agreement™) between Named Plaintiffs and Defendant.
Good cause exists for granting this Motion in that the proposed settlement is fair,
reasonable, and adequate. This Motion is based upon this Notice of Motion and Motion, the
Memorandum of Points and Authorities in support thereof, the accompanying declarations of
Gerson H. Smoger, David M. Arbogast, Steven M. Bronson, Art Siegel, Robert S. Jaret, and
Brian Devery, the files, records, and pleadings on file in this action, and all other evidence or

argument that may be presented by Named Plaintiffs at, or prior to, the hearing on this Motion.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: July 14, 2015 Plamntitfs, Kevin Dickens, Patrick Oppido, Spencer Stecz
Chris Hern, Phillip Jones and Class

>

By attokneys

ES OF ARTHUR R. SIEGEL

Arthyfr R. Siegel
351 California Street, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel.: (415) 395-9335

- Fax: (415) 434-0513
aslegel{@igc org
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JARET & JARET
Robert S. Jaret

Phillip A. Jaret

1016 Lincoln Avenue
San Rafael, CA 94901
Tel.: (415) 455-1010
Fax: (415) 455-1050

pajaret@jaretlaw.com
DATED: July 14, 2015 Plaintiff Alexander Gurevich and the Class

By attorneys
SMOGER & ASSOCIATES

Gerson H. Smoger, Esq.
Steven M. Bronson, Esq.
350 10th Avenue, Suite 880
San Diego, CA 92101

Tel.: (619) 324-7360

Fax: (619) 568-3365

ARBOGAST LAW APC
David M. Arbogast, Esq.
8117 W. Manchester Ave., Suite 530
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293
Tel.: (310) 477-7200
Fax: (310) 943-0416
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION
Plaintiffs Alexander Gurevich, Kama Dickens, Patrick Oppido, Spencer Stecz, Chris He
and Philip Jonég(collectively, “Named Plaintiffs”) and defendant Royal Ambulance, Inc.

(“Defendant;” and collectively with Named Plaintiffs, as the “Parties”)eetplly move for final

approval otthe Revised Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the “Settlement Agt8eme

between Named Plaintiffs, the Settlement Class, and DeferiRtayal Ambulance, Inc.
(“Defendant” or “Royal Ambulance?)

After over 4 years of litigation and after sigoént arm’slength negotiations, the Parties
agreed to a settlement of all claims asserted against Defendant. The Seflgreentent provide
for a cash payment to all Settlement Class members, and thus, constiditesd feasonable
resolution of his case against Defendant. Indeed, not a single Settlement Class member ha
objected to the settlement to date, and no Settlement Class members reqeistemhexn
addition, subject to Court approval of the concurrently filed Motion for An Awa#Attofneys’
Fees and Litigation Costs, and for Service Payments, the settlement provigagnients from thq
settlement proceeds of up to $10,000 to the Settlement Administrator for adminidtering
settlement (with any balance being paid by Defendpat)nents of $32,000 total in Enhanceme
payments to the Class Representatives, including $10,000 each for AlexandeciGamevKevin

Dickens, and $3,000 each for Patrick Oppido, Spencer Stecz, Chris Hern, and Philip Jtieas

services to the Settlement Class, and a paymeattaheys’ fees as awarded by the Court, not to

exceed 33.3% of the Total Settlement Fund, or $216,666.67, and litigationfc$d15097.7C

1 Beforethe Courtareconsolidatectlassactions:(1) AlexanderGurevich v. RoyaAmbulance,
Inc., AlamedaCountySuperiorCourtCaseNo. RG12631895 ("th&urevichAction"); and (2)

Kevin Dickens, PatriclOppido, SpencebteczChris Hern, and Philip Jones v. RoyAmbulance,
Inc., AlamedaCountySuperiorCourtCaseNo. RG12639791 ("th®ickensAction™).
Collectively, theGurevichAction and theDickensAction shall be referredo asthe Actions.

2 Plaintiffs havefiled, concurrentiyherewi otice_ofMotion and.Motion for an Award of
Attorneysslt—leesangu |gaﬁon 0Sts, ancmbgélrwchayments, which'inc ué’memoran um

in support.
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For the reasons discussed below, the settlement is fair, reasonable andeaaled waerits
final approval. Accordingly, the Court should enter the concurrditely-Proposed Order granting
final approval of the proposed settlement.

. SUMMARY OF THE SETTLEMENT TERMS

The proposed settlement resolves all claims of the Plaintiffshenplroposed Settlement
Class against Defendants related to alleged failure to pay wages, fajuogitte meal breaks,
failure to authorize and permit rest breaks, failure to furnish timely andateauvage statements,
unlawful or unfair business practices in violation of California Business &Bsains Code
Section 17200, et seq., including waiting time penalties, interest, civil penatiiedqa by the
Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 (“PAGA”) and other penalttkey federal an
state law. The detailed terms are contained in the Settlement Agreement attachedia$ txthe
Declaration of Robert S. Jaret Attaching Revised Joint Stipulation ancdh@sttidgreement, filed
on April 10, 2015, for consideration with the preliminary approval motion (“Jaret Piegwl.”).
Key provisions of the proposed settlement include the following:

. Defendant stipulates to certification of a Settlement Class for purposes of this

Settlement only;

. Defendant will pay a total of $650,000, whiis referred to as the Gross Settlemsg
Amount, in installments of $450,000 (which has already been deposited in a
restricted account), $100,000 (deposited no later than one yeanftiahrdeposit)
and $100,000 (deposited no later than two years iiniral deposit).

. Net Paymentsre to be divided as follows: 45% to wages (Paid to all Settlemer
Class Members), 15% to Waiting Time (Labor Code §8203) Penalties (paid to f
employee Settlement Class Members only), and 40% to Other Penaltieseaest)
(Paid to all Settlement Class Members).

. The Employer's share of payroll taxes and contributions shall be paid by Defer
from its separate funds, and these will be paid separate and apart from the Gr

Settlement Amount.
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. No claim or other suhission is necessary in order to become a member of the
Settlement Class;

. Settlement Class Members will be mailed a check automatically if they do not
out of the Settlement;

. The settlement will release wagadhour claims for those Settlement Glas
Members who are mailed a check;

. The release for those Class Members is precisely tailored to only thosg claim
alleged in the Consolidated Master Complaint;

. After deducting Class Counsel's attorneys' fees and costs, service miotbe
Plaintiffs, a portion of settlement administration costs, and a payment to Califo
Labor Workforce Development Agency, the Net Settlement Amount will be
distributed and paid to Settlement Class Members who do not opt out of the
Settlement, with each SettlemeZiass Member's share to be determined based
the gross earnings of each Settlement Class Member, as a percentage of the

aggregate gross earnings of all Settlement Class Members;

. Any settlement checks that are mailed to the Settlement Class Membeesnanal
uncashed after 180 days of the date of issuance will be cancelled, and the mo
will be directed to one or more cy pres recipients benefitting California Emgloy

. The Settlement will be administered by Angeion Group, a-partly Administrato;

. Defendant will not oppose service payments in the total amount of $32,000 to

Named Plaintiffs, to be paid out of the Gross Settlement Amount;
. Defendant will not oppose payment to Class Counsel for fees up to the 33.3%
Gross Settlement Anumt and costs of up to $25,000, to be paid out of the Gros

Settlement Amount.
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[ll.  THIS COURT GRANTED PRELIMINARY APPROVAL FOR THE
SETTLEMENT AND THE CLASS HAS RECEIVED NOTICE
A. Preliminary Approval, and Settlement Notice to Settlement Class Members
The Named Rintiffs filed a Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlemen
and on April 10, 2015, the Court entered its Order (“Preliminary Approval Order”), in which t
Court, among other things, provisionally certified the Settlement Class, asddagine

All individuals who are currently or were formerly employed by Defendant as Emerge

Medical Technicians - Ambulance Drivers, from May 24, 2008, through April 10, 2015.

The Court also preliminarily approved the Settlement Agreement; appointed Named
Plaintiffs as Class Representatives; appointed Class Counsel as counsel for the Settlement
appointed Angeion Group as the Settlement Administrator; approved the plan for dissemina
Settlement Notice to Settlement Class members, approved the form of the Settlement Notic
ordered Angeion Group to mail the Settlement Notice; and scheduled the Final Approval He
for July 10, 2015, which was continued by stipulation to July 28, 2015.

On April 20, 2015, Defendaprovided Angeon Group witha lig of 622 Settlement Class
membersand their addresses. Angeion Group performsebach forupdated addressdyy
accessinghe National (hange ofAddress NCOA”) database, andlentified updéed addessesdr
Settlement Class members. Declaration of Brian Devery,ddedurrently herewith (“Devery
Decl.”), 5. On May8, 2015, Angeion Group mailed Settlement Notitcesll 622 Settlement
Class members. Id. §tt. Angeion Group received no returned notices with forwarding addr
from the postaservice. Angeion Group also received 54 returned notices witfomutarding
addresses, favhich Angeion Group obta#éd updated addresses usiagkip traceand identified
24 updated addressdd. at{ 8. In totalAngeion Group re-mailed noticés 24 addressesld. at{
8. Angeion Group called the 30 Class members for whom no new address was located. Of those
thirty, 21 could not be contacted. /d. at § 10. Angeion continues to work to contact these 21. Id.

The Settlement also had its own website,
www.jaretlaw.com/royalambulanceclassaction.html, accessible to the dedicated link at

www.sanfranciscolitigators.com/royalambulanceclassaction.html, thus informing Settlement

4
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members about relevant deadlines and making certain documents, including the Settlement
Settlement Agreement and Preliminary Approval Order, available to Settlement Class meml
Declaration of Robert S. Jaret in Support of Motion for Final Approval of Class Action Settle
filed concurrently herewith, at I 3 (“Jaret Decl.”).
B. Settlement Administration

Theresponse from Settlement Classmbershas beencompletely posdive. Settlement
Notices vere mded to al Settlement Class nnebers,and re-mailed b forwarding addesses and
updated addressasidentified. As ofthedate ofthis Motion, Angeion Group has notceived
a singleobjection, and haseceived no exclusion requests. Devery Decl., { 11. rEg@onse
demonstrates thahe Settlement Class ovehelmingly sipports theParties’ iequest forihal
approval otthe settlement.

The proposed settlement is now ripe for final approval pursuant to Section 382 of the

California Code of Civil Procedure and Rule 3.769, et s#dhe California Rules of Court. This

Court has already held that the requirements for certification of a class of current and formef

employees have been satisfied and individual notice of the terms of the Settlement has beel
to the Settlement Class, with no objections filed. The Parties believe that the proposed Settl
fair, reasonable, and adequate, and in the best interests of all Settlement Class members.
V. THE COURT SHOULD GRANT FINAL APPROVAL TO THE SETTLEMENT
a. Legal Standard for Final Approval

Court approval is required for the settlement of a class action. See Cal. Civ. Code § 1
Cal. Rule of Court 3.769. The Court has broad discretion in reviewing a proposed class sett
for approval, which may be reversed only upon a strong showing of clear abuse of discretiof
Wershba v. Apple Computers, In@l Cal. App. 4th 224, 234-35 (2001); Kulla Foot Locker
Retail, Inc, 168 Cal. App. 4th 116, 127-128 (2008).

This Court now must make a final determination whether the proposed settlement sef
in the Settlement Agreement is fair, reasonable, and adequate. See Officers for JusticBesrvC
Comm’n. of the City & Cnty. of S,/88 F.2d 615, 625 (9th Cir. 1982); Manual for Complex

Litigation (4th ed. 2004) (hereinafter “Manual”), § 21.61 at 308. Final approval is warranted
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“the interests of the class are better served by themettit than by further litigation.” Manual 8§
21.61 at 309. The law favors settlement, particularly in class actions and other coasgiex
where substantial resources can be conserved by avoiding the time, cost, arad fayoral
litigation. See 7Eleven Owners for Fair Franchising v. Southland Coi@b Cal. App. 4th 1135,
1151 (2000) (“7-11")Neary v. Regents of Univ. of Ca@ Cal. 4th 273, 277-81 (1992)alao v.
Beneficial Cal., Ing 82 Cal. App. 4th 19, 52 (2000); 4 Newberg on Class Actions § 11.41 (4th
2002) (hereinafter “4 Newberg”) and cases cited therein.

In analyzing whether a settlement is fair and reasonable, courts cansiderber of factors,

including: (1) the amount offered in settlement; (2) the risk, expense, complexitikely

duration of further class action litigation; (3) the extent of discovery condpdete the stage of the

proceedings; (4) the experience and view of counsel, and (5) the reaction ofsthéoGlee
proposed settlemerbunk v. Ford Motor Cq 48 Cal. App. 4th 1794, 1801 (1998yllar, 168 Cal,
App. 4th at 133 (the court must be provided with information about the nature and magnitud
claims in question and the basis for concluding that the consideration being paidte@ese
reasonable compmise);Clark v. Am. Residential Services, LLAZ5 Cal. App. 4th 785, 790, 802
3 (2009).

The Court’s role is limited to making a reasoned judgment that the proposec:tiassent]
agreement is not the product of fraud or overreaching by, or collustareén, the negotiating
parties, and that the settlement, taken as a whole, is fair, reasonable and ad¢he&iétassSee
Manual § 21.61 at 309. The Court has broad discretion in making this juddgnent.

Importantly, “the settlement or fairnessdnmg is not to be turned into a trial or rehearsa
for trial on the merits.”7-11, 85 Cal. App. 4th at 1145. Rather, “[d]ue regard should be given
what is otherwise a private consensual agreement between the pBuials.48 Cal. App. 4th at
1801.

I
I
I
i
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b. The Settlement Terms Are Presumptively Fair, Reasonable, and Adequate
Based on Process Of Reaching an Agreement and the Overwhelming Support
by Class Members.

A settlement agreement is presumptively fair where it is (1) theupt@d armslength
bargaining; (2) supported by sufficient investigation and/or discovery to allow assessment of
Plaintiff's claims; (3) supported by experienced counsel; and (4) subject to only a small perc
of objectionsSee Dunk, 48 Cal. App. 4th at 1802; 7-11, 85 Cal. App. 4th at 1146. Because t
Settlement agreement satisfies all of these factors, it is presumptively fair and reasonable.
First, the parties reached this Settlement only after engaging inl@mgth bargaining that
included twofull-day mediation sessions with an experienced mediator familiar with-aragje
hour claims, Mark Rudy. See Declaration of Art Siegel, submitted with the Preliminary Apprd
Motion (“Siegel Prelim. Decl.”) at 1 7.

Second, the significant formal and informal discovery and motion practice conducted
parties allowed them to adequately assess the merits of Plaintiffs’ claims. See Siegel Prelim
at 1 6.

In preparation for the mediation, the parties also independently investigated the claim
defenses at issue in this matter. See Siegel Prelim. Decl-H.JAdl of this discovery informed
the parties and the mediator about the merits of Plaintiffs’ claims and provided them with suj
information to assess the strength and weaknesses of those claims.

Third, Class Counsel strongly supports this Settlement Agreement based on their ext
experience litigating class actions and, in particular, veagenour class actions alleging these
types of expense reimbursement claims. See Siegi@hPDecl. at 1 2, 30.

Fourth, theoverwhelmingsupportof the classfor theSettlementfurthersupportsa
presumptivdinding of fairness. No Cladslemberobjected to th&ettlement;and no Class
Memberrequested to oput. All ClassMembers willparicipate and receive reliéfom this
Settlement. See Devery Declfdll. Thisuniform endorsement dhe Settlemenstronglysupports
final approval.

I
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C. The Settlement Terms Provide Benefits to the Class That Are Demonstrigh
Fair, Reasonable and Alequate in Relation to the Potential Benefits and
Risks of Further Litigation .

Even if the Settlement did not rise to the above-stated standard for presumptrgsfair
easily passes the test for being fair, reasonable, and adequate, as thig€xmyripakliminarily
ruled on April 10, 2015.

1. The Value of the Settlement Favors Final Approval Especially When

Considered Against the Risks of Continued Litigation.

The first two elements for determining whether a settlement is fair, reasomabégleqjuate

are the amount offered in the settlement and the risk, expense, complexity, grdlli&gon of
further class action litigation. Both of these factors support approving thengettle

The $650,000 Total Settlement Fund provides Class Menwdr meaningful financial
relief. 100% of the Class Members will participate in this Settlement, and eachcenlea
monetary awardSeeSiegel Prelim. Decl. at § 28, 31.

In assessing the value conferred by a settlement, courts are requiraditiecthe amount
of damages paid by the settlement, the maximum amount of damages availaale, and
impediments to full recovergee Kullar 168 Cal. App. 4th at 133 (noting that an adequate rec
must be available to the parties and the Court to sisiseselative value of a settlement).
Importantly, the court’s independent assessment of the value of a settlembathzsed on
substantiated explanations of counsel’s evaluations where no significant indormas
overlookedlId. at 132-133.

Here,the financial relief provided by the Settlement is commensurate with the risé&d pg
by continuing litigation and is based on substantiated damages calculationsdemtevi
SeeSiegel Prelim. Decl. at 1 43D.

Even compared against a maximum damag&sitation that assumes an unlikely
“everything goes right” scenario, the Settlement Fund represents an ragerapkadjusted
recovery based upon Plaintiff's maximum damadpbsThis percentage of recovery is consistent

with settlements that courtsyeapproved as reasonalfiee, e.g., In re Omnivision Techs.,.Inc

8
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559 F. Supp. 2d 1036, 1042 (N.D. Cal. 2008) (approving settlement that constituted 6% of th
maximum potential damages).

But the maximum damages calculation is not a realistic measliabibfy. There are
several significant impediments to a full, beasescenario recovery that justify the discounts
applied to Plaintiff's claims.

Defendant raised several defenses against Plaintiff's claims, includinDefendant presented
evidencehat there had been an Alternate Workweek Election in December, 2009 for the wo
consisting of “all non-exempt employees classified as EMT's and employleel Company's San
Leandro and San Jose, California offices.” Siegel Prelim. Decl. Inldwiom, Defendant claimeq
the unit had adopted an alternate workweek. The documentation presented showed thekwor
adopted called for a four day workweek of 10 hour days with no overtime for work performeq
within that schedule. Defendant further produced numerous individual "Alternate Work Wee
Schedule, Overtime and Hieur Shift Agreements”. These agreements (which stated that thq
were intended to comply with .LW.C. Order No. 9-2001, 83(K) and other legal authority), if
accepted by the Court as caniling, would have obviated claims for meal period premium pay,
daily and weekly overtime during most of the liability period, which began on May 24 f@00t
Overtime and Meal and Rest Break claims. Derivative claims and PAGA penaftiesdénon
proof of these violations would have been substantially reduced or eliminatedgf¢leenants
were credited. Defendant claimed, and the documentation tended to show, that a nuineber of
Class Representatives themselves had signed these agreenaarttfsRialculations assume tha
there was no such valid election and no individual agreements. These defenses ptivedtetd
Plaintiff's ability to certify the Class or prevail at trial on the mefttseSiegel Prelim. Decl. at
16-21.

Finally, the Class Member recovery compares well with the recovery amountseobitai
cases with similar facts. Whether the Court considers the realistic or the maxamageas
number, the significant and immediate relief provided by this Settlement amaontnsensurate
with the risks presented by Defendants’ defenses and the inherent uncertdiotietinued
litigation.
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2. Plaintiff Conducted Thorough Discovery and Investigation Prior to
Entering into Settlement and Was Assisted in Evaluating and
Accepting the Settlement Terms by an Experienced Mediator.

The third element in assessing whether a settlement is fair and reasonabéxisrihef
discovery completed and the stage of the proceedings. This matters becaudesthanuhthe
Court neechave sufficient information before them to assess the merits of the claims, tand th;
information comes from discovergee Dunk48 Cal. App. 4th at 1802 (extensive discovery ang
pretrial litigation supported final approval of settlemeat)ullar, 168 Cal. App. 4th at 129
(failure to present any evidence of investigation or discovery regardiagnamiecluded final
approval).

Throughout four years of litigation, Plaintiffs have engaged in substantial dig¢baé
informs their decision to settle thcase. As described in the Siegel Prelim. Decl. atA]{ 4
Defendant and Plaintiffs have exchanged written discovery, and Defendantgut@tiua class list
(including date of hire and, if no longer employed, date of termination); (2) pdgtal(1-2-09 to
5-18-12); (3) time punch data (July 2008 to May 2012); (4) information about the dates on W
relevant employees executedBdur work agreements (along with copies of each agreement)
(5) documentation relating to the claimed Alternative Workweek Election of Dewrels, 2009.
Id. This, along with the other gathered class data and evidence, served as the thaesrs for
damages calculations and assessment of the value of Plaintiff's didifBecause Plaintiff and
Class Counsel conducted a thorough evaluation of the exchanged discovery responses, an(
documents, their damages analysis fully assessed the strengths and weakfdasegf’s and thg
Class’s claims prior to entering into this Settlemé&htat 1 1430.

The parties’ evaluation of Plaintiff’'s claims was further assisted byrésepce and
guidance of an experienced mediator. Mr. Mark Rudy served as the mediator veo th#-tay
mediation sessions attended by the parties. Mr. Rudy has extensive expeadiatengwageand-
hour disputesSeeSiegel Prelim. Decl. at 6. His assistance in reaching this Settlement
agreement provides additional evidence that Plaintiff's claims were projadulyd against a robu

and developed evidentiary record.
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3. Class Counsel's Expeence and Views Favor Final Approval.
The fourth element courts consider in judging a settlement fair, reasonable, and aded
the experience and view of counsel. The endorsement of qualified and experienced counsel

settlement is fair and reasable strongly supports a grant of final approval. DdB8kCal. App. 4th

at 1802. Class Counsel are highly experienced at litigating esagjreur class actions, and have

been qualified as class counsel in numerous veagdtiour class actions. See SieBeelim. Decl.
at 11 2, 10, 30, 33-35. Accordingly, their opinion that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and
adequate; that it is in the best interests of the class; and that it is an excellent result for the (
set forth in detail in their preliminary approval papers, weighs in favor of final approval.

4. Class Members’ Positive Reaction to the Settlement Favors Final

Approval.

The Class’sovaewhelmingpostive responsao theSettlementhere strongly favorsfinal
approval. 7-11, 85 Cal. App. 4thBt5253 (1.5%0pt-out rateand 0.1%objection ratefor classof
5,454 supported finapproval). No ClasMemberhasfiled an objection to th&ettlemenand no
onehasrequested exclusion frothe SettlementSee Deverfecl. at] 11. In addition, allof the
ClassMembers Wl be issuedchecksfrom this Sttlement. Idat 1 4, 10. Thauniformly postive
response indicatebe Class’s ameptance ofhe Settlemendinddemonstrateshtat heir interests
have been adgiately potected.

V. CONCLUSION

Because the&tlement provides benefits trere demonstrably fair in relation to the
potential risks and benefit continued litigation, is supported by a sound evidentiary ck@nd
is endorsed by experienced and qualified waiggthour Class Gunsel as well ahe Class,
Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court: (1) grant final approval of the Settlement as faif
reasonable, and adequate;gBprovethe requestor paymento theSettlement Administrator;
1/

1/
7
1/
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and (3) approve distribution of the remaining funds according to the terms of the Settlement, as

further requested in the accompanying concurrently filed Notice of Motion and Motion for an

Award of Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Costs, and for Service Payments.

DATED: July 14, 2015

DATED: July 14, 2015

Plaintiffs, Kevin Dickens, Patrick Oppido, Spencer Stecz,
Chris Hern, Phillip Jones and Proposed Class

By attorneys

LAXV/O?CES OF ARTHURR. SIEGEL

egel
ieg grnall com
Cahforma Street, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel.: (415)395-9335
Fax: (415)434-0513

Plaintiff Alexander Gurevich and the Class

By attorneys
SMOGER & ASSOCIATES

yA

Gerson H. Smoger, Esq.
Steven M. Bronson, Esq.
350 10th Avenue, Suite 880
San Diego, CA 92101

Tel.: (619) 324-7360

Fax: (619) 568-3365

ARBOGAST LAW APC

David M. Arbogast, Esq.

8117 W. Manchester Ave., Suite 530
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293

Tel.: (310) 477-7200

Fax: (310) 943-0416
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