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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted final approval of a class-
action settlement resolving Anthony Lingle’s wage-and-hour and California Private Attorneys General
Act claims against Centimark Corporation. The court certified the settlement class, found the
agreement fair, reasonable, and adequate, and retained jurisdiction to enforce it. The court awarded
class counsel $150,000 in attorneys’ fees, approved specified litigation and administrative costs, and
awarded Lingle a $5,000 incentive payment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for certification of a settlement class, final approval of
a class and representative PAGA settlement, and an award of
attorneys’ fees and costs. The motions were unopposed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently evaluated whether the settlement was fair,
reasonable, and adequate under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(e),
applying the Rule 23(e)(2) factors and the Ninth Circuit’s Churchill
factors. It exercised discretion in evaluating attorneys’ fees through
percentage-of-recovery and lodestar methods, including a lodestar
cross-check.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed settlement class satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(a) and (b)(3) for
settlement purposes.

2. Whether the proposed class and PAGA settlement was fair, reasonable, and adequate under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 23(e).

3. Whether class counsel was entitled to the requested attorneys’ fee award of $200,000, or one-third of the
settlement fund.

4. Whether plaintiff was entitled to the requested $10,000 class-representative incentive award.

5. Whether the requested litigation and settlement-administration costs were reasonable.

HOLDINGS

1. The proposed settlement class satisfied the requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(a) and
(b)(3), including numerosity, commonality, typicality, adequacy, predominance, and superiority.

2. The settlement was fair, reasonable, and adequate under Rule 23(e), and the settlement of Lingle’s
PAGA claims satisfied the applicable California-law standard.

3. Class counsel was entitled to $150,000 in attorneys’ fees, representing 25 percent of the $600,000
settlement fund, but was not entitled to the requested $200,000 award.

4. Lingle was entitled to a $5,000 incentive award, but not the requested $10,000 award.

5. The requested litigation costs of $11,668.27 and settlement-administration costs of $8,687.04 were
reasonable and approved.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court must next decide whether the proposed settlement agreement is “fair, reasonable and adequate.””
(at 4)

“A settlement agreement eliminates these uncertainties and permits class members to receive a substantial
recovery now.” (at 7)

“The court therefore grants counsel’s request for an attorneys’ fees award at the 25 percent benchmark rate,
i.e., $150,000.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lingle alleged that Centimark failed to pay wages owed to him and similarly situated employees and failed to
provide meal and rest breaks required by California law. He also asserted representative claims under
California’s Private Attorneys General Act. The proposed settlement covered approximately 180 class members,
with one opt-out and no objections; it provided a $600,000 gross settlement fund.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lingle filed the action in state court, and Centimark removed it to the Eastern District of California under the
Class Action Fairness Act. After the court denied Centimark’s motion to dismiss, the parties reached a
settlement. The court twice denied or deferred preliminary approval without prejudice because of concerns about
the settlement’s fairness, arm’s-length negotiation, class compensation, and proposed fee award. After reviewing
confidential mediation briefs, the court granted final settlement approval and granted the fee motion in part.
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