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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
MARIA RODAS and CARINA 
ALFARO, individually and on behalf 
of other persons similarly situated,  
 

 Plaintiff, 

vs. 

FLYING FOOD GROUP, LLC; and 
DOES 1 through 10. 

 Defendants. 

 Case No. 2:19-cv-436-AB-GJSx  
 
CLASS ACTION 
 
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR AN 
AWARD OF FEES, COSTS AND 
ENHANCEMENT PAYMENTS IN 
CONNECTION WITH FINAL 
APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION 
SETTLEMENT  
 
Date:  July 12, 2024 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Ctrm: 7B (1st Street) via Zoom 

   

 

 Please take notice that, on July 12, 2024, at 10:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as 

counsel may be heard, in Courtroom 7B of the United States Courthouse for the United 

States District Court, Central District of California, located at 350 West First Street, Los 

Angeles, California, plaintiffs Maria Rodas and Carina Alfaro (“Plaintiffs”) will and 
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hereby do move for an order awarding them $300,000 in attorney’s fees, $19,288.71 in 

litigation costs, an enhancement payment of $9,000 to Plaintiff Rodas, and an 

enhancement payment of $5,000 to Plaintiff Alfaro, in connection with final approval of 

the class action settlement reached with defendant Flying Food Group, LLC 

(“Defendant”), which was preliminarily approved by the Court on March 11, 2024 (the 

“Settlement”). 

 Plaintiffs’ motion is made under Rule 23(h) of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure on the grounds the amounts for attorney’s fees, litigation costs, and 

enhancement payments requested by Plaintiffs are reasonable, and is based on this 

Notice; the Memorandum of Points and Authorities, Declaration of Gregory N. Karasik, 

Declaration of Sahag Majarian II, Declaration of Kane Moon, Declaration of Maria 

Rodas, and Declaration of Carina Alfaro submitted herewith; all other pleadings and 

papers on file in this action; and any oral argument or other matter that may be 

considered by the Court.  

 This motion is made in accordance with the Settlement and Defendant does not 

intend to oppose Plaintiffs’ motion. 

    
Dated: April 29, 2024   KARASIK LAW FIRM 
      LAW OFFICE OF SAHAG MAJARIAN, II 
      MOON LAW GROUP PC 
 
     By  s/ Gregory N, Karasik 
      Gregory N. Karasik 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Plaintiffs Maria Rodas and Carina Alfaro (“Plaintiffs”) assert class action claims 

against defendant Flying Food Group, LLC (“Defendant”) for failure to pay minimum 

wages as a result of allegedly uneven rounding practices, failure to pay overtime wages 

as a result of allegedly uneven rounding practices, failure to pay overtime wages as a 

result of not calculating correctly the regular rate of pay of employees who received 

shift pay, failure to provide accurate wage statements to employees who were not paid 

all wages owed to them, failure to indicate on wage statements to employees who 

received shift pay the number of hours worked or the hourly rate of pay with respect to 

their shift pay, and failure to pay all wages owed to employees upon termination.  After 

years of efforts to resolve these claims, which were hampered by the disruption of 

Defendant’s business due to the Covid 19 pandemic, the parties ultimately reached 

agreement on a class action settlement (the “Settlement”).  The Court preliminarily 

approved the Settlement on March 11, 2024 and preliminarily certified a Settlement 

Class comprised of approximately 4,337 persons and a Shift Pay Subclass comprised of 

approximately 708 persons. (Karasik Decl. ¶ 6). 

 Pursuant to the Settlement, Defendant will pay on a non-reversionary basis the 

Gross Settlement Amount of $1,200,000; members of the Settlement Class will receive 

37.5% of the net settlement amount; members of the Shift Pay Subclass will receive 

62.5% of the net settlement amount; and Defendant will not object to Plaintiffs’ requests 

for attorney’s fees up to $300,000 (25% of the Gross Settlement Amount), litigation 

costs up to $20,000, an enhancement payment to Plaintiff Rodas of up to $9,000, or an 

enhancement payment to Plaintiff Alfaro of up to $5,000. (Karasik Decl. ¶ 6). 

 In accordance with the Court’s preliminary approval order, Plaintiffs now move 

under Rule 23(h) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for an award of attorney’s 

fees, costs and enhancement payments.  For the reasons set forth below, the amounts of 

fees, costs and enhancement payment requested by Plaintiffs are reasonable, and should 

be awarded in connection with final approval of the Settlement.  
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I. THE AMOUNT OF ATTORNEY’S FEES REQUESTED BY PLAINTIFFS 

 IS REASONABLE 

 Pursuant to Rule 23(h) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, a court may 

award “reasonable attorney’s fees” that are “authorized by law or by the parties’ 

agreement.”  Here, Defendant has agreed not to oppose a request by Plaintiffs for fees 

up to the amount of $300,000 which is equal to 25% of the Gross Settlement Amount of 

$1,200,000.  The amount of fees requested by Plaintiffs is consistent with the parties’ 

agreement and, under the circumstances of this case, reasonable. 

 The Ninth Circuit has established the rate of 25% as the “benchmark” for an 

award of attorney’s fees in common fund cases.  See, Paul, Johnston, Alston & Hunt v. 

Graulty (9th Cir. 1989) 886 F.2d 268, 272; Six (6) Mexican Workers v. Arizona Citrus 

Growers (9th Cir. 1990) 904 F.2d 1301, 1311; Hanlon v. Chrysler Corp. (9th Cir. 1998) 

150 F.3d 1011, 1029; In re Pacific Enterprises Security Litigation (9th Cir. 1995) 47 F.3d 

373, 379; Vizcaino v. Microsoft Corp. (9th Cir. 2002) 290 F.3d 1043, 1047; Staton v. 

Boeing Co. (9th Cir. 2003) 327 F.3d 938, 968.  Here, the common fund is $1,200,000 and 

Plaintiffs request for fees equal to 25% of the common fund does not exceed the 

benchmark rate of 25%.   

 A lodestar analysis in this case also supports the conclusion that the amount of 

fees requested by Plaintiffs is reasonable.  As set forth in the declaration of Plaintiffs’ 

counsel, a lodestar calculation reflects that Plaintiffs’ request for fees results in a 

lodestar multiplier of approximately 1.4 (Karasik Decl. ¶ 8).  A lodestar multiplier of 1.4 

falls well within the range of lodestar multipliers typically applicable to attorney’s fees 

award in wage and hour class actions, which are usually between 1 and 3 and sometimes 

greater than 4.  (Karasik Decl. ¶ 9).  See, e.g., Craft v. County of San Bernardino (C.D. 

Cal. 2008) 628 F.Supp.2d 1113, 1125 (multiplier of 5.2); In re Merry-Go-Round 

Enterprises, Inc. (Bankry. D. Md. 2000) 244 B.R. 327 (multiplier of 19.6); Stop & Shop 

Supermarket Co. v. SmithKline Beecham Corp. (E.D. Pa. 2005) 2005 WL 123926 

(multiplier of 15.6); In re Rite Aid Corp. Sec. Litigation (E.D. Pa. 2001) 146 F.Supp.2d 
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706 (multiplier of 4.5 – 8.5); In re Cendent Corp. PRIDES Litigation (3d Cir. 2001) 243 

F.3d 722, 732 (multiplier of 7); In re Rite Aid Corp. Sec. Litigation (E.D. Pa. 2005) 362 

F.Supp.2d 587 (multiplier of 6.96); In re Charter Communications, Inc. Securities 

Litigation (E.D. Mo. 2005) 2005 WL 4045741 (multiplier of 5.61); In re Beverly Hills 

Fire Litigation (E.D. Ky. 1986) 639 F.Supp. 915 (multiplier of 5); Steiner v. American 

Broadcasting Co. (9th Cir. 2007) 248 Fed.Appx. 780, 783 (multiplier of 6.85). 

 In light of how much time their counsel devoted to this case, Plaintiffs’ request 

for $300,000 in attorney’s fees, which is equal to 25% of the Gross Settlement Amount 

in accordance with the 9th Circuit’s benchmark, is eminently reasonable. 

III. THE AMOUNT OF LITIGATION COSTS REQUESTED BY PLAINTIFFS 

 IS REASONABLE 

 Plaintiffs request an award of costs in the amount of $19,288.71which is less than 

the limit of $20,000 set forth in the Settlement.  The declarations from Plaintiffs’ 

counsel substantiate that these costs were incurred (Karasik Decl. ¶ 10) and there is no 

basis for disputing their reasonableness. 

IV. THE AMOUNTS OF ENHANCEMENT PAYMENTS REQUESTED BY 

 PLAINTIFF ARE REASONABLE 

 Plaintiff Rodas requests an enhancement payment in the amount of $9,000 and 

Plaintiff Alfaro requests an enhancement payment in the amount of $5,000.  These 

requests comport with ample precedent.  “It is well established in this circuit that named 

plaintiffs in a class action are eligible for reasonable incentive payments, also known as 

service payments.”  Wren v. RGIS Inventory Specialists (N.D. Cal. 2011) 2011 WL 

1230826, at *31.  As the Ninth Circuit has observed, incentive payments to named 

plaintiffs are now “fairly typical.”  Rodriguez v. West Publishing Corp. (9th Cir. 2009) 

563 F.3d 948, 958. 

 The amount of enhancement sought by Plaintiff Rodas is well deserved in light of 

the risks of litigation she faced, the substantial length of time she has devoted to this case 

since its inception in November 2019, and the excellent result reflected by the Settlement. 
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(Karasik Decl. ¶ 11).    Members of the Settlement Class recovered more than 80% of the 

value of their rounding claims, and members of the Shift Pay Subclass recovered more 

than 25% of the value of their wage statement claims.  In light of the above, the request 

of Plaintiff Rodas for an enhancement of $9,000, which is only 0.75% of the Gross 

Settlement Amount, is very reasonable.  Indeed, courts commonly award enhancement 

payments that reflect a much higher percentage of the gross settlement amount.  For 

example, in Frank v. Eastman Kodak Co. (W.D. N.Y. 2005) 228 F.R.D. 174, the court 

awarded an enhancement of $10,523.37 to the named plaintiff, which was equal to 8.4% 

of the gross settlement amount of $125,000. 

 The request of Plaintiff Alfaro for an enhancement payment of $5,000 is likewise 

reasonable because she faced the same risks of Plaintiff Rodas and achieved the same 

excellent results (Karasik Decl. ¶ 11).  Plaintiff Alfaro does not deserve an award as high 

as requested by Plaintiff Rodas because she has spent less time than Plaintiff Rodas 

devoted to litigation against Defendant.  Whereas Plaintiff Rodas filed her lawsuit against 

Defendant in November 2018, Plaintiff Rodas filed her lawsuit against Defendant in 

October 2021.  Under the circumstances, awarding Plaintiff Alfaro an enhancement 

payment of approximately 0.42% of the Gross Settlement Amount is reasonable. 

CONCLUSION 

 Plaintiffs respectfully request the Court, in connection with final approval of the 

Settlement, to award Plaintiffs the full amounts of costs, fees and enhancement 

payments requested. 

 
Dated: April 29, 2024   KARASIK LAW FIRM 
      LAW OFFICE OF SAHAG MAJARIAN, II 
      MOON LAW GROUP PC 
 
     By  s/ Gregory N, Karasik 
      Gregory N. Karasik 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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16021 Aiglon St. 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Tel (310) 454-2178 
Fax (310) 943-2582 
greg@karasiklawfirm.com 
 
Sahag Majarian II (SBN 146621) 
sahagii@aol.com 
Law Office of Sahag Majarian II 
18250 Ventura Blvd. 
Tarzana, California 91356 
Tel (818) 609-0807 
Fax (818) 609-0892 
 
Kane Moon (SBN 249834) 
kane.moon@moonyanglaw.com 
Moon Law Group PC 
1055 West Seventh Street, Suite 1880 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
Tel (213) 232-3128 
Fax (213) 232-3125 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
MARIA RODAS and CARINA ALFARO 

 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

MARIA RODAS and CARINA 
ALFARO, individually and on behalf 
of other persons similarly situated,  
 

 Plaintiff, 

vs. 

FLYING FOOD GROUP, LLC; and 
DOES 1 through 10. 

 Defendants. 

 Case No. 2:19-cv-436-AB-GJSx  
 
CLASS ACTION 
 
DECLARATION OF MARIA RODAS 
IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ 
MOTION FOR AN AWARD OF FEES, 
COSTS AND ENHANCMENT 
PAYMENTS IN CONNECTION WITH 
FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS 
ACTION SETTLEMENT 
 
Date:  July 12, 2024 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Ctrm: 7B (1st Street) via Zoom 

   

 

 I, Maria Rodas, declare: 

 1 I am one of plaintiffs Maria in this action against defendant Flying Food 

Group, LLC (“Defendant”).  I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and 
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if called and sworn as a witness, I could and would competently testify under oath 

thereto. 

 2. During my employment with Defendant, I was not paid all the wages owed 

to me as a result of uneven rounding practices, was not paid all the overtime wages 

owed to me as a result of uneven rounding practices, was not paid all the overtime 

wages owed to me as a result of Defendant not calculating correctly the regular rate of 

pay of employees who received shift pay, was not provided accurate wage statements, 

was not provided with wage that stated the number of hours worked or the hourly rate of 

pay with respect to shift pay, and was not paid all the wages owed to me upon the 

termination of my employment.  Because the violations that I experienced affected all of 

my co-workers the same way, after learning about California labor laws from my 

attorneys, I decided to bring a class action lawsuit action against Defendant that was 

filed in state court in November 2018.   

 3. Based on the information provided by my attorneys, I knew that litigating 

this case as a class action was riskier than litigating it as an individual case because I 

had the additional burden of proving all the requirements for a class action.  I also 

understood that, if I lost the case, there was a chance that I might be ordered to pay 

Defendant’s fees and costs. I also knew that by litigating this case as a class action, I 

could face difficulty finding future employment as I would have a record of suing one of 

my employers. Fully understanding the risks in this case, I decided to go forward with 

the lawsuit as a named plaintiff and assumed the duties and responsibilities of litigating 

this case as a class action and serving as the class representative. 

 4. For my services as a named plaintiff and the risks I have undertaken in 

bringing this class action against my former employer, I am requesting an enhancement 

of $9,000. I believe the enhancement I am requesting is a fair and reasonable reward for 

helping people vindicate their legal rights against my former employer and, because of 

this lawsuit, recover money that, if not for this lawsuit, they would not have received. I 

believe that an enhancement of $9,000 is fair and reasonable in light of the gross 
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settlement amount of $1,200,000 and the fact that the settlement provides a relatively 

high rate of recovery to class members on their claims.  Since the settlement allocates 

$450,000 to the Settlement Class and $750,000 to the Shift Pay Class, class members 

recovered more than 80% of the value of their rounding claims and more than 25% of 

the value of their wage statement claims.   

 5. I also believe the amount of enhancement I am requesting is fair and 

reasonable in light of the many risks I took in deciding to be a class action 

representative in this lawsuit. Had I not prevailed on the claims I alleged, I might have 

had to pay the Defendant’s costs and attorney’s fees. This risk was significant and any 

judgment against me for costs or attorney’s fees would have imposed a substantial 

financial burden on me that, in light of my present financial condition, would have 

resulted in dire economic hardship to me and my family. I not only faced this financial 

risk but also took the risk that, because I had brought a class action lawsuit against one 

of my former employers, prospective employers would not want to hire me. 

 6. I believe the amount of enhancement I am requesting is also fair and 

reasonable in light of all the work that I have done to advance the interest of the class 

members in this case.  Since I found my attorneys and filed this lawsuit, I have been in 

contact with them on a regular basis and have assisted them with the prosecution of this 

lawsuit in every way they have asked. Over the course of the litigation – which has now 

taken more than five years -- I have had numerous discissions with my attorneys, 

provided them all the documents I received from Defendant, explained to them my 

understanding of its employment practices, participated telephonically in the mediations 

and mandatory settlement conferences that ultimately led to the Settlement, reviewed 

the settlement papers before I signed them, and am submitting this declaration in 

support of my request for an enhancement payment. I estimate that through and 

including the signing of this declaration, I have spent more than 100 hours helping my 

lawyers work on this case. 
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This declaration has been read to me translated into Spanish.  Based on the 

Spanish translation of this declaration read to me, I declare under penalty of perjury 

under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 Executed on April 25, 2024 at Yakima, Washington. 

 

      _______________________ 

      Maria Rodas 
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Gregory N. Karasik (SBN 115834) 
Karasik Law Firm 
16021 Aiglon St. 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Tel (310) 454-2178 
Fax (310) 943-2582 
greg@karasiklawfirm.com 
 
Sahag Majarian II (SBN 146621) 
sahagii@aol.com 
Law Office of Sahag Majarian II 
18250 Ventura Blvd. 
Tarzana, California 91356 
Tel (818) 609-0807 
Fax (818) 609-0892 
 
Kane Moon (SBN 249834) 
kane.moon@moonyanglaw.com 
Moon Law Group PC 
1055 West Seventh Street, Suite 1880 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
Tel (213) 232-3128 
Fax (213) 232-3125 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
MARIA RODAS and CARINA ALFARO 

 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

MARIA RODAS and CARINA 
ALFARO, individually and on behalf 
of other persons similarly situated,  
 

 Plaintiff, 

vs. 

FLYING FOOD GROUP, LLC; and 
DOES 1 through 10. 

 Defendants. 

 Case No. 2:19-cv-436-AB-GJSx  
 
CLASS ACTION 
 
DECLARATION OF CARINA 
ALFARO IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR AN 
AWARD OF FEES, COSTS AND 
ENHANCMENT PAYMENTS IN 
CONNECTION WITH FINAL 
APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION 
SETTLEMENT 
 
Date:  July 12, 2024 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Ctrm: 7B (1st Street) via Zoom 

   

 

 I, Carina Alfaro, declare: 

 1 I am one of plaintiffs in this action against defendant Flying Food Group, 
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LLC (“Defendant”).  I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and if 

called and sworn as a witness, I could and would competently testify under oath thereto. 

 2. During my employment with Defendant, I was not paid all the wages owed 

to me as a result of uneven rounding practices, was not paid all the overtime wages 

owed to me as a result of uneven rounding practices, was not provided accurate wage 

statements, and was not paid all the wages owed to me upon the termination of my 

employment.  Because the violations that I experienced affected all of my co-workers 

the same way, after learning about California labor laws from my attorneys, I decided to 

bring a class action lawsuit action against Defendant that was filed in state court 

October 6, 2021. 

 3. Based on the information provided by my attorneys, I knew that litigating 

this case as a class action was riskier than litigating it as an individual case because I 

had the additional burden of proving all the requirements for a class action.  I also 

understood that, if I lost the case, there was a chance that I might be ordered to pay 

Defendant’s fees and costs. I also knew that by litigating this case as a class action, I 

could face difficulty finding future employment as I would have a record of suing one of 

my employers. Fully understanding the risks in this case, I decided to go forward with 

the lawsuit as a named plaintiff and assumed the duties and responsibilities of litigating 

this case as a class action and serving as the class representative. 

 4. For my services as a named plaintiff and the risks I have undertaken in 

bringing this class action against my former employer, I am requesting an enhancement 

of $5,000. I believe the enhancement I am requesting is a fair and reasonable reward for 

helping people vindicate their legal rights against my former employer and, because of 

this lawsuit, recover money that, if not for this lawsuit, they would not have received. I 

believe that an enhancement of $5,000 is fair and reasonable in light of the gross 

settlement amount of $1,200,000 and the fact that the settlement provides a relatively 

high rate of recovery to class members on their claims.  Since the settlement allocates 
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$450,000 to the Settlement Class and $750,000 to the Shift Pay Class, class members 

recovered more than 80% of the value of their rounding claims and more than 25% of 

the value of their wage statement claims.   

 5. I also believe the amount of enhancement I am requesting is fair and 

reasonable in light of the many risks I took in deciding to be a class action 

representative in this lawsuit. Had I not prevailed on the claims I alleged, I might have 

had to pay the Defendant’s costs and attorney’s fees. This risk was significant and any 

judgment against me for costs or attorney’s fees would have imposed a substantial 

financial burden on me that, in light of my present financial condition, would have 

resulted in dire economic hardship to me and my family. I not only faced this financial 

risk but also took the risk that, because I had brought a class action lawsuit against one 

of my former employers, prospective employers would not want to hire me. 

 6. I believe the amount of enhancement I am requesting is also fair and 

reasonable in light of all the work that I have done to advance the interest of the class 

members in this case.  Since I found my attorneys and filed this lawsuit, I have been in 

contact with them on a regular basis and have assisted them with the prosecution of this 

lawsuit in every way they have asked. Over the course of the litigation – which has now 

taken more than three years -- I have had numerous discissions with my attorneys, 

provided them all the documents I received from Defendant, explained to them my 

understanding of its employment practices, participated telephonically in the mediations 

and mandatory settlement conferences that ultimately led to the Settlement, reviewed 

the settlement papers before I signed them, and am submitting this declaration in 

support of my request for an enhancement payment. I estimate that through and 

including the signing of this declaration, I have spent anywhere between 15-20 hours 

helping my lawyers work on this case. 
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This declaration has been read to me translated into Spanish.  Based on the 

Spanish translation of this declaration read to me, I declare under penalty of perjury 

under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 Executed on April 24, 2024, at Inglewood, California. 

 

      _______________________ 

      Carina Alfaro  
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