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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted final approval of a
settlement resolving Richard Rodriguez’s FLSA, PAGA, and related California employment-law
claims against BELFOR USA Group, Inc. and affiliated defendants. The court also approved
attorneys’ fees and costs and a $10,000 class representative enhancement payment. The settlement
provided for a $1,622,000 non-reversionary gross settlement covering a California class, an FLSA
collective, and PAGA claims.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Northern District of California,
San Jose Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Virginia K. DeMarchi

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Northern District of California,
San Jose Division

DECIDED October 9, 2025

DOCKET 22-cv-02071-VKD

DISPOSITION approved

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for final approval of a class, collective, and
representative action settlement and for attorneys' fees, litigation costs,
and a class representative enhancement payment. The court had
previously granted preliminary approval of the amended settlement
and held a final fairness hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the Rule 23 settlement for fundamental fairness,
adequacy, and reasonableness under Rule 23(e), applying heightened
scrutiny because the settlement preceded formal class certification. It
reviewed the FLSA settlement for a fair and reasonable resolution of a
bona fide dispute and reviewed the PAGA settlement for statutory
compliance and fundamental fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy in
light of PAGA's public-policy goals.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; federal district court order

PARTIES Richard Rodriguez v. BELFOR USA Group, Inc., BELFOR
Environmental, Inc., Oakwood Construction and Restoration Services,
Inc., 1 800 Water Damage North America, LLC

TOPICS

wage and hour flsa class actions attorney fees remedies

PRACTICE AREAS

employment law wage and hour class actions attorney fees remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed Rule 23 California class settlement was fair, reasonable, adequate, and entitled to
final approval.

2. Whether the proposed FLSA collective-action settlement was a fair and reasonable resolution of a bona
fide dispute and whether opt-in collective members consented to magistrate judge jurisdiction.

3. Whether the proposed PAGA settlement satisfied statutory requirements and was fundamentally fair,
reasonable, and adequate in view of PAGA's enforcement purposes.

4. Whether the requested settlement administration costs, attorneys' fees, and class representative
enhancement payment were reasonable.

HOLDINGS

1. A pre-certification class settlement may be finally approved when the court confirms that a class exists
and, under heightened scrutiny, finds the settlement fundamentally fair, adequate, and reasonable after
considering the applicable Rule 23(e) and Ninth Circuit factors. The California class settlement satisfied
that standard.

2. An FLSA collective settlement may be approved when it provides a fair and reasonable resolution of a
bona fide dispute, evaluated using factors similar to those applied to Rule 23 settlements. The proposed
$250,000 FLSA settlement satisfied that standard.

3. FLSA collective members who opted in through a form containing a consent provision consented
sufficiently to the magistrate judge's jurisdiction for purposes of final approval and judgment.

4. A PAGA settlement may be approved when it satisfies PAGA's statutory requirements and is
fundamentally fair, reasonable, and adequate in view of PAGA's public-policy goals. The proposed
PAGA settlement satisfied those requirements.

5. The court may award reasonable attorneys' fees from a common settlement fund using the percentage-
of-the-fund method, with a lodestar cross-check, and may award reasonable litigation costs and an
incentive payment supported by the representative's work and risks. The court awarded $300,000 in fees,
$27,813.74 in costs, and a $10,000 enhancement payment.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The settlement must stand or fall in its entirety.” (Rule 23 discussion)

“The Court concludes that the FLSA settlement is both fair and reasonable.” (FLSA Collective discussion)

“The settlement agreement is hereby finally approved in all respects.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendants provide nationwide property recovery and restoration services. Rodriguez worked for defendants as
a non-exempt Water Damage Specialist-Laborer from approximately March 2020 through December 2021. He
alleged unpaid overtime and minimum wages, meal and rest-period violations, inaccurate wage records and
statements, unreimbursed business expenses, reporting-time-pay violations, and related California statutory and
PAGA violations. The parties negotiated a non-reversionary $1,622,000 settlement covering a California class,
an FLSA collective, and PAGA claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rodriguez brought FLSA, PAGA, and California labor-law claims on behalf of himself and similarly situated
employees. The court initially denied preliminary approval because of concerns with the proposed settlement,
but granted preliminary approval of an amended settlement on May 21, 2025. After notice, four California class
members opted out, 488 FLSA collective members opted in, and no objections were received. The court held a
final fairness hearing on October 7, 2025, and entered this order granting final approval and awarding fees,
costs, and an enhancement payment.

DISPOSITION

approved
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