
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Keir Milan, individually, and on behalf of the Class; Cristin Morneau
and Kelly Strange, individually, and jointly as successors-in-interest

to Carolyn A. Morneau, and on behalf of the Estate of Carolyn A.
Morneau and the Class v. Protective Life Insurance Company and

West Coast Life Insurance Company
Case No. 3:22-cv-01861-AHG (S.D. Cal. Oct. 24, 2025) · No. 3:22-cv-01861-AHG · Decided October 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California granted final approval of a
class action settlement concerning alleged violations of California Insurance Code sections 10113.71
and 10113.72 in connection with terminated life insurance policies. The court also approved $20
million in attorney fees, $142,576.77 in litigation expenses, $380,000 in administration expenses, and
$20,000 in class representative service payments.

CASE DETAILS
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for final approval of an unopposed class action
settlement and for attorney fees, litigation costs, administration
expenses, and class representative service payments. The court held a
final approval hearing, granted both motions, entered judgment,
permanently enjoined claims within the release, and dismissed the
action with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently evaluated whether the proposed class
settlement was fair, reasonable, and adequate, whether notice satisfied
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23 and due process, and whether



requested attorney fees, costs, administrative expenses, and service
awards were reasonable.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; nonprecedential

PARTIES Keir Milan, Cristin Morneau, Kelly Strange v. Protective Life
Insurance Company, West Coast Life Insurance Company

TOPICS

class actions life insurance litigation insurance coverage attorney fees injunctions

PRACTICE AREAS

class action settlements life insurance insurance litigation attorney fees injunctive relief

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed class could be certified for settlement purposes.

2. Whether the notice provided to the settlement class satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23 and due
process.

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

4. Whether the requested attorney fees, litigation-cost reimbursement, administration expenses, and class
representative service payments were reasonable and should be approved.

5. Whether the court should enter the settlement's release, injunction, retention-of-jurisdiction provisions,
and dismissal with prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. The settlement class was properly certified for settlement purposes because the court had previously
analyzed and conditionally certified the class under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23, and the court
reaffirmed that analysis.

2. The notice provided to the settlement class satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23 and due process.

3. The settlement was fair, reasonable, and adequate under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(e)(2), and
the court granted final approval.

4. The court approved $20,000,000 in attorney fees and reimbursement of litigation costs up to
$142,576.77.

5. The court approved service payments of $10,000 each to Cristin Morneau and Keir Milan.

6. The settlement release was made effective, nonexcluded class members were bound and permanently
enjoined from pursuing released claims, the court retained jurisdiction to implement the settlement, and
the action was dismissed with prejudice.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“a determination that the settlement taken as a whole is fair, reasonable, and adequate.” (at 2)

“The court must next determine whether the proposed settlement is “fair, reasonable, and adequate” pursuant
to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(e)(2).” (at 9)

“This putative class action (including the Amended Complaint), and all claims asserted therein or otherwise
presented thereby, are hereby dismissed on the merits and with prejudice” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged that Protective Life and West Coast Life unlawfully terminated life insurance policies without
complying with California Insurance Code sections 10113.71 and 10113.72, including requirements concerning
grace periods, premium notices, termination notices, and annual designation of additional notice addresses. The
settlement created monetary relief, reinstatement relief, and other benefits for the settlement class. Notice was
mailed to 158,372 class members, with 99.03 percent receiving notice; no class members objected or opted out.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cristin Morneau and Kelly Strange filed the action in San Francisco Superior Court, and Protective Life
removed it to the Northern District of California. The action was transferred to the Southern District of
California. After discovery, cross-motions for partial summary judgment, unsuccessful settlement efforts, and
mediation, the parties reached a settlement. The court conditionally certified the settlement class and
preliminarily approved the settlement, after which notice was disseminated and no class member objected or
requested exclusion. The court then granted final approval and entered judgment.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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