UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Henry v. Central Freight Lines, Inc.

Henry - No. 2:16-cv-0280-DAD-JDP - Decided March 14, 2025

SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations on plaintiffs’ renewed motion for default
judgment in an employment misclassification action against Central Freight Lines, Inc. The court
recommends granting default judgment in part on claims involving unpaid wages, wage statements,
expense reimbursement, unlawful deductions, unfair competition, and PAGA penalties, with specified
damages for each named plaintiff. The court recommends denying attorney’s fees and costs without
prejudice because plaintiffs did not establish that their requested hourly rates were reasonable in the
Eastern District of California.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs renewed a motion for default judgment after the defendant's

answer was stricken and the Clerk entered default. The magistrate
judge issued findings and recommendations recommending that the

motion be granted in part and denied in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for default judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
55 is discretionary and is evaluated under the seven Eitel factors.
Default establishes the well-pleaded factual allegations, except
allegations concerning damages, but does not establish legally
insufficient claims or the amount of damages. Damages must be

supported by admissible evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the Eitel factors supported entry of default judgment against Central Freight Lines.

2. Whether the second amended complaint adequately pleaded California Labor Code, Unfair Competition

Law, and Private Attorneys General Act claims based on alleged employee misclassification.

3. Whether plaintiffs proved the amount of damages and penalties sought through declarations and an

accountant's calculations.

4. Whether plaintiffs established that their requested attorney's fees and costs were reasonable under the

lodestar method and applicable local market rates.

HOLDINGS

1. The Eitel factors favored entry of default judgment because plaintiffs would be prejudiced without relief,
the complaint sufficiently pleaded potentially meritorious claims, the amount at stake was not excessive,
there was little likelihood of a dispute concerning material facts, the default was not attributable to
excusable neglect, and the policy favoring decisions on the merits could not be effectuated while
defendant refused to participate.

2. The complaint sufficiently alleged that Central Freight willfully misclassified plaintiffs as independent
contractors and that the misclassification resulted in violations of California wage, wage-statement,

waiting-time, expense-reimbursement, unlawful-deduction, unfair-competition, and PAGA provisions.

3. Plaintiffs established damages and penalties through their declarations and the declaration of a certified

public accountant, and the recommendations awarded individual amounts to each named plaintiff.

4. The requests for attorney's fees and costs should be denied without prejudice because plaintiffs failed to
provide sufficient evidence that the requested hourly rates were consistent with prevailing rates in the

Eastern District of California for comparable work.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“In applying this discretionary standard, default judgments are more often granted than denied.” (at 3)
“Accordingly, the second and third Eitel factors weigh in favor of granting plaintiffs’ motion.” (at 6)

“Given that this evidence is unrefuted, the court finds it sufficient to establish plaintiffs’ damages.” (at 8)



“Thus, the court finds that plaintiffs have failed to satisfy their burden of demonstrating that the requested

fees are reasonable.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs were former workers for Central Freight Lines who alleged that the company intentionally
misclassified them as independent contractors. They alleged that the misclassification resulted in unpaid
minimum and overtime wages, inadequate wage statements, unpaid waiting time, unreimbursed business
expenses, unlawful wage deductions, and nonpayment of payroll taxes and mandatory insurance contributions.
Central Freight's answer was stricken after it failed to obtain replacement counsel, and it did not respond to the
second amended complaint after plaintiffs properly served it at its last known address.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Henry filed a putative class action in Sacramento County Superior Court in October 2015, and Central Freight
removed the action to federal court. After years of litigation, defense counsel withdrew because the defendant
was closing its business and had stopped providing information and paying fees. When the defendant failed to
obtain replacement counsel, the court struck its answer and the Clerk entered default. Plaintiffs later filed a
second amended complaint adding four named plaintiffs; the court denied their first motion for default judgment
without prejudice for inadequate service, after which plaintiffs renewed the motion based on service at the

defendant's last known address.
DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. The magistrate judge recommended that plaintiffs' renewed motion for default judgment be granted
in part and denied in part; damages and penalties should be awarded to the named plaintiffs, while attorney's fees
and costs should be denied without prejudice to renewal through a timely motion complying with Local Rules
292 and 293.
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