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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants in part defendants’
motion to stay a putative wage-and-hour class and PAGA action. The court finds the action
substantially overlaps with the earlier-filed Chung action in Sacramento County Superior Court, which
was reportedly settled on a class and representative basis. The court stays the action until the earlier of
a ruling on preliminary settlement approval in Chung or six months from the order, and requires a joint
status report.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to stay the federal putative class and representative
PAGA action pending resolution of an earlier-filed, overlapping state-
court action, or alternatively to dismiss. The court addressed the
motion to stay and granted it in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court exercised discretionary authority under Landis, weighing the
possible damage from a stay, the hardship or inequity of proceeding,
and the orderly course of justice, with the proponent of the stay
bearing the burden of establishing its need.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order

TOPICS

class actions wage and hour civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS



civil procedure employment law wage and hour class actions

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should exercise its inherent authority under Landis to stay this action pending
resolution of the overlapping Chung state-court action.

2. Whether the stay should be limited in duration rather than continue until Chung is fully resolved.

HOLDINGS

1. A limited stay was warranted because the federal action and Chung involved substantially similar wage-
and-hour and PAGA claims, overlapping putative classes, and the same core misclassification allegation,
while Chung was substantially further advanced and subject to a proposed settlement.

2. The stay must be limited and time-bound rather than continue automatically until Chung is fully
resolved.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The decision to stay proceedings ‘calls for the exercise of judgment, which must weigh competing interests
and maintain an even balance.’” (at 2)

“The proponent of a stay bears the burden of establishing its need.” (at 3)

“Both the instant action and the Chung are putative wage-and-hour and representative PAGA actions brought
on behalf of insurance agents in California against defendant Assurance.” (at 3)

“Although Plaintiff contends he will suffer prejudice because staying this action while Chung proceeds will
delay resolution of his claims, “it is hardly surprising or unfair that [Plaintiff’s] case will have to wait in line
for an earlier-filed class action brought by a substantially similar putative class asserting substantially
similar claims.”” (at 4)

“The action is STAYED pending the earlier of: (1) the grant or denial of a motion for preliminary approval of
class action settlement in Chung; or (2) six months from the date of this Order.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff worked for Assurance and Prudential as an insurance sales agent from July 2023 through April 2024 and
alleged that he and other sales agents were misclassified as independent contractors. He asserted California
Labor Code, federal and California WARN Act, and California Business and Professions Code claims in a
putative class and PAGA representative action. An earlier state-court action, Chung, involved overlapping
allegations concerning the misclassification of California insurance agents and had progressed to a proposed
class and representative settlement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Steele filed this putative California wage-and-hour class action and PAGA representative action on June 24,
2025. Defendants moved for a stay based on the earlier-filed Chung action pending in Sacramento County



Superior Court, where the parties had reached a proposed class and representative settlement. The federal court
granted a limited, time-bound stay pending the earlier of a ruling on preliminary approval of the Chung
settlement or six months from the order.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action is stayed pending the earlier of (1) the grant or denial of a motion for preliminary approval of the
class action settlement in Chung or (2) six months from January 27, 2026. The parties must file a joint status
report within seven days after either event and, in any event, no later than April 27, 2026.
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