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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT 

COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS 

 

 

 

DWAYNE STRICKLAND, ERIC ) 

HILLNER, BRIAN RAUTER, WAYNE ) 

SHEPHEARD II, and JEFFREY BARNES,        ) 

Individually and On Behalf of All Others ) Case No.: 15-cv-7823-DDC-GEB 

Similarly Situated, ) 

   ) 

Plaintiffs, ) 

)  

v. ) 

   ) 

ARAMARK UNIFORM & CAREER ) 

APPAREL, LLC, ) 

   ) 

Defendant. ) 

 

 

 

JOINT MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT 

  

Plaintiffs Jeffrey Barnes and Wayne Shepheard II (“Plaintiffs”)1, individually and on 

behalf of themselves and others claimed to be similarly situated, and Defendant Aramark Uniform 

& Career Apparel, LLC, on the other hand (collectively, the “Settling Parties” or “Parties”), file 

this Joint Motion for Approval of Settlement and respectfully request that the Court approve the 

Parties’ Stipulation of Settlement of a Collective Action (the “Stipulation”)2 and enter the 

Approval Order, which resolves this case and dismisses this action with prejudice.  In support of 

their Motion, the Parties respectfully state as follows: 

 

 

                                                 
1  Former Named Plaintiffs Dwayne Strickland, Eric Hillner and Brian Rauter have been 

dismissed from this Action and are no longer Plaintiffs. 
2  All capitalized terms used herein shall have the same meaning as defined in the Stipulation.  
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

 In this Fair Labor Standards Act (“FLSA”) action, the Plaintiffs and Defendant jointly 

request that the Court enter an order approving the settlement reached between the Parties in 

resolution of a bona fide dispute regarding Plaintiffs’ and the Collective Class Members’ 

entitlement to damages under the FLSA. The Parties have carefully and exhaustively negotiated a 

settlement of this action.  They have agreed to resolve the disputed factual and legal issues on 

terms set forth in the Stipulation, which are described below.  

 The Parties now seek approval of the settlement.  Although the Tenth Circuit has not set 

forth specific guidelines for approval of an FLSA settlement, the Eleventh Circuit has, as explained 

in Lynn’s Food Stores, Inc. v. United States, 679 F.2d 1350 (11th Cir. 1982).  See Barbosa v. Nat’l 

Beef Packing Co., LLC, No. 12-2311-KHV, 2015 WL 4920292, at *4 (D. Kan. Aug. 18, 2015) 

(citing Lynn’s Food Stores, Inc., 679 F.2d 1350 at 1354).  In the “context of suits brought directly 

by employees against their employer under section 216(b) to recover back wages for FLSA 

violations,” the Parties must present any proposed settlement to the district court, which “may 

enter a stipulated judgment after scrutinizing the settlement for fairness.”  Lynn’s Food Stores, 679 

F.2d 1350 at 1353; see also Boone v. City of Suffolk, Va., 79 F. Supp.2d 603, 605 (E.D. Va. 1999) 

(FLSA overtime settlement must be overseen by the Department of Labor or approved for fairness 

and reasonableness by a district court).   

 The Parties request that this Court consider this settlement under the procedures and 

standards set forth in Lynn’s Food Stores, 679 F.2d at 1350. The Court will find, after scrutinizing 

the settlement, that the Stipulation is fair and should be approved.  The Stipulation reflects 

reasonable compromises of issues actually in dispute, the settlement was reached in an adversarial 

context in which the Plaintiffs were represented by competent and experienced counsel, and the 

totality of the proposed settlement is fair and reasonable. 
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II.  SUMMARY OF THE SETTLEMENT TERMS 

A. The Maximum Settlement Amount 

The Parties have agreed that the Maximum Settlement Amount will be the gross sum of 

$125,643.00, which shall include Class Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, all Administrative Costs, all 

payments to the Collective Class Members, and the Incentive Payments.  See Exhibit A at 1.20. 

B. Collective Class Members 

 “Collective Class Members” means:  

  (1)  All persons who are or were employed by Defendant Aramark Uniform & 

Career Apparel, LLC in the position of Route Sales Support (“RSS”), at any time during the Class 

Period; and  

 (2)  Who worked for Defendant in any of the following Market Center locations in 

Defendant’s South Central Region during the Class Period: Market Center 417 (Springfield, 

Missouri); Market Center 418 (Kansas City/Lansing, Kansas); Market Center 628 (Lincoln, 

Nebraska); Market Center 634 (Waterloo, Iowa); Market Center 637 (Des Moines, Iowa); Market 

Center 638 (Sioux City, Iowa); and Market Center 669 (Wichita, Kansas).  See Exhibit A at 1.6. 

C. Individual Settlement Amount 

Each Participating Plaintiff’s estimated share of the Distribution Amount will be 

determined by the Settlement Claims Administrator pursuant to the formula set forth in section 2.8 

of the Stipulation attached as Exhibit A.  

The “Distribution Amount” means the Maximum Settlement Amount less the amount of 

Class Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, Administrative Costs, and Collective Class Representatives’ 

Incentive Payments awarded by the Court.  See Exhibit A at 1.12.   
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D. Releases 

Collective Class Members who participate in the settlement by timely submitting a Notice 

of Consent to Join and Claims Release Form to the Claims Administrator, or whose signed consent 

notice is accepted by Defendant after the Notice Response Deadline, or who have otherwise filed 

signed consent notices with the Court prior to the date on which the Stipulation is fully-executed; 

and all others who are accepted by Defendant as self-identifiers or otherwise, to participate in this 

settlement (“Participating Plaintiffs”) will release wage and hour claims of any type, including all 

state law and FLSA claims and penalties (including civil and statutory penalties), liquidated 

damages, punitive damages, treble damages, interest, attorneys’ fees, litigation costs, equitable 

relief, or additional damages that allegedly arise from any wage and hour claims under any 

applicable law through the date on which approval of the settlement is entered by the Court.  

Exhibit A at 1.27; 1.29.  Collective Class Members who do not participate will not release any 

claims.  The Named Plaintiffs will release as a part of the settlement all claims of any type against 

Defendant through the date that the Stipulation is approved by the Court.  Exhibit A at 1.9. 

E. Incentive Payments 

The Parties request the Court approve the payment of incentive awards in the amount of 

$1,961.12 to be paid to Plaintiff Jeffrey Barnes and $2,103.23 to be paid to Plaintiff Wayne 

Shepheard II, in recognition of their efforts in coming forward as Collective Class Representatives 

and as a consideration for their releasing all claims they may have against Defendant. 

F. Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Costs and Expenses  

 

The Parties request an award of $41,880.78 in attorneys’ fees to Class Counsel and for 

recovery of costs and litigation expenses incurred in the amount of $7,632.81. 
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G. Settlement Claims Administration 

 

Under the terms of the Stipulation, subject to Court approval, the Parties agree that 

Plaintiffs’ counsel will seek an award to be paid to the Claims Administrator for its costs in 

connection with administering the procedures and processes required by the Stipulation.  The 

Administrative Costs will be paid from the Maximum Settlement Amount, and are estimated to be 

no more than $6,500.00.  Exhibit A at 1.2. 

III.  QUESTION PRESENTED 

 Whether the proposed FLSA settlement constitutes a fair and reasonable settlement of 

disputed issues? 

IV.  PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 On or about December 26, 2014, Plaintiffs commenced a purported collective action 

against Defendant, in the United States District Court, Central District of California, which was 

subsequently transferred to the United States District Court, District of Kansas.  

 On August 3, 2015, Plaintiffs filed a Second Amended Complaint (the “Complaint”), 

which is the operative complaint in this action.  In their Complaint, Plaintiffs alleged, on behalf of 

themselves and others allegedly similarly situated, that Defendant violated the FLSA by failing to 

pay employees overtime compensation for all hours worked over forty in a workweek.  

Specifically, Plaintiffs alleged that as non-exempt Route Sales Supports (“RSS”) for Defendant, 

they performed “off-the-clock” work for which they did not receive overtime wages due.  In 

addition, Plaintiffs alleged that Defendant had a policy of automatically deducting 30 minutes for 

meal periods each day, yet they were required to work through the uncompensated meal period.  

In the course of investigating these claims, the Parties have propounded and responded to extensive 

formal written discovery, produced responsive documents, and informally exchanged relevant 

documents and information.  In connection with the investigation and exchange of information 
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(including through both formal and informal discovery), the Parties have engaged in lengthy, non-

collusive substantive settlement negotiations, and Plaintiffs have now agreed to settle their claims 

against Defendant.   

 Defendant has denied and continues to deny any and all liability or wrongdoing of any sort 

with regard to any of the claims alleged, and makes no concessions or admissions of liability of 

any sort.  Specifically, Defendant maintains that it properly compensated Plaintiffs and all others 

similarly situated and that Plaintiffs were exempt from overtime under the Motor Carrier Act.  

Defendant also contends that for any purpose other than settlement, Plaintiffs’ claims are not 

appropriate for collective action treatment pursuant to 29 U.S.C. §216(b). 

V.  THE COURT SHOULD APPROVE THE STIPULATION 

 This Court should approve the Stipulation because the settlement is the product of robustly 

contested litigation, Plaintiffs are represented by competent and experienced counsel, and the 

Stipulation reflect a reasonable compromise over disputed issues.  The settlement provisions also 

are fair and reasonable. 

 An FLSA claim, except in two circumstances, cannot be waived or settled.  Brooklyn Sav. 

Bank v. O’Neil, 324 U.S. 697, 706 (1945).  The exceptions are (1) that the Secretary of Labor can 

supervise the payment of back wages, or (2) that the employer and employee present the proposed 

settlement to the district court for approval.  29 U.S.C. § 216(c); Lynn’s Food Stores, Inc. v. United 

States, 679 F.2d 1350, 1354 (11th Cir. 1982).  Both Plaintiffs and Defendant request this Court to 

approve the Parties’ Stipulation under the second of the 216(c) exceptions.   

 A district court, when reviewing a proposed settlement of an FLSA claim must 

“scrutiniz[e] the settlement for fairness” and decide whether the proposed settlement is a “fair and 

reasonable resolution of a bona fide dispute over FLSA provisions.”  Id. at 1353, 1355.  “The Court 

should be mindful of the strong presumption in favor of finding a settlement is fair.”  Ford v. 
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Property Preservation Experts, Inc., 2012 U.S. Dist. Lexis 107194 at *3 (M.D. Fla. July 31, 2012) 

(citing Cotton v. Hinton, 559 F. 2d 1326, 1331 (5th Cir. 1977)).  An FLSA settlement may be 

approved as fair even where plaintiffs receive in settlement substantially less than the amount they 

originally claimed.  Rutland v. Visiting Nurse Assoc. of Central Fla., Inc., 2008 U.S. Dist. Lexis 

61776 (M.D. Fla. July 29, 2008).  Discovery – including the production of records – as well as the 

risks associated with litigation and the viability of certain defenses, all may cause a plaintiff to 

settle for substantially less than the original amount claimed.  See Id. (approving FLSA settlement 

where named plaintiff settled for approximately 6% of the wages she originally claimed).  In 

addition, the dispute over liquidated damages and the applicable statute of limitations may cause 

an FLSA plaintiff to accept substantially less in settlement then originally claimed.  See Ford, 

supra (approving FLSA settlement where one opt-in plaintiff settled for less than 3% of his original 

claimed back wages). 

 Lynn’s Food Stores essentially established four factors for a district court to examine to 

determine whether to approve a FLSA Settlement: 

1. Was the settlement achieved in an adversarial context? 

2. Were the plaintiffs represented by attorneys who can protect their rights? 

3. Does the settlement reflect a reasonable compromise over issues that are actually 

in dispute? 

4. Is the settlement fair? 

Id. at 1353-54.    

 The Stipulation, attached as Exhibit A hereto, reveals that the settlement was negotiated 

at arm’s length by experienced counsel who protected the rights of the Parties.  The settlement 

reflects a reasonable compromise regarding a bona fide dispute between the Parties regarding the 
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question of liability and the amount of alleged damages under the FLSA.  Furthermore, the Parties 

have agreed in the Stipulation that the settlement is fair, just, and adequate to settle the claims of 

Plaintiffs and the Collective Class Members—a factor that supports settlement as outlined below. 

 Here, the settlement is fair and reasonable.  Plaintiffs and the Collective Class Members 

may get nothing if this case were to proceed through trial. Even if Plaintiffs and the Collective 

Class Members were to prevail at trial on the issue of liability, a process likely to consume several 

more months, their damages might not exceed the amount to which they have agreed to settle at 

this stage.  Finally, the settlement is the product of arms-length bargaining conducted by 

experienced legal counsel.  The Court should, in any event, take into account the risks inherent in 

litigation. “The fact that a proposed settlement may only amount to a fraction of the potential 

recovery does not indicate that the settlement is not fair and reasonable,” after taking into account 

the risks and costs of litigation. Quintanilla v. A&R Demolition Inc., No. 04-cv-1965, 2008 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 37449 (S.D. Tex. May 7, 2008) (citing City of Detroit v. Grinnell Corp., 495 F.2d 

448, 455 (2d Cir. 1974)). 

 The endorsement of the settlements by counsel for both Parties is a “factor that weighs in 

favor of approval.” Quintanilla, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS at *15.  In reviewing the opinions of 

counsel, “a court should bear in mind that counsel for each side possess[es] the unique ability to 

assess the potential risks and rewards of litigation.  Id. at *14 (citing San Antonio Hispanic Police 

Officers’ Org., Inc. v. City of San Antonio, 188 F.R.D. 433, 461 (W.D. Tex. 1999)).  In this case, 

Plaintiffs’ attorneys are fully aware of the factual contentions of their clients and are in the best 

position to opine as to whether these settlements produce fair results after consideration of risks. 
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VI.  THE COURT SHOULD APPROVE THE PROPOSED NOTICE AND CLAIM FORM 

 

The Court should also approve the proposed Notice of Settlement and Notice of Consent 

to Join and Claims Release Form, copies of which are attached as Exhibits A and B to the 

Stipulation.  The proposed Notice and Claim Form sufficiently informs each Collective Class 

Member of the terms of the settlement, including the amount they will receive individually, the 

scope of the release, and the attorneys’ fees and costs that were approved.    

VII.  THE COURT SHOULD APPROVE THE INCENTIVE PAYMENTS 

The Parties request the Court approve the payment of incentive awards in the amount of 

$1,961.12 to be paid to Plaintiff Jeffrey Barnes and $2,103.23 to be paid to Plaintiff Wayne 

Shepheard II, in recognition of their efforts in coming forward as Collective Class Representatives 

and as a consideration for their releasing all claims they may have against Defendant. 

The proposed incentive payments are fair and reasonable.  See UFCW Local 880—Retail 

Food Employers Joint Pension Fund v. Newmont Min. Corp., 352 Fed. App’x 232, 233 (10th Cir. 

2009) (inventive award may be appropriate based on the risk incurred by the individual or any 

additional effort expended by the individual for the benefit of the lawsuit); see also In re Sprint 

Corp. ERISA Litig., 443 F. Supp. 2d 1249, 1271 (D. Kan. 2006) (awarding $5,000 as incentive 

award to named plaintiffs); In re Bank of Am. Wage & Hour Emp. Litig., No. 10-MD-2138-JWL, 

2013 WL 6670602 (D. Kan. Dec. 18, 2013) (accepting the parties’ proposed incentive awards to 

named plaintiffs in the amount of $3,000).   

The above Plaintiffs worked closely with counsel in representing the class and aiding in 

interpreting documents produced by Defendant throughout the litigation of Plaintiffs’ claims.  

Wills Dec. at ¶ 17.  Based on Plaintiffs’ efforts in coming forward as Collective Class 
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Representatives and as a consideration for their releasing all claims they may have against 

Defendant, the requested incentive awards are fair and reasonable.   

 

VIII.  THE ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS ARE REASONABLE AND SHOULD BE 

APPROVED 
 

As part of the settlement, the Parties have agreed that Plaintiffs’ counsel may apply to the 

Court for an award of attorneys’ fees and costs of thirty-three percent (33%) of the gross settlement 

amount without objection from Defendant.  In the Tenth Circuit, “‘the customary fee award is 

typically a percentage of the fund.’” Koehler v. Freightquote.com, Inc., No. 12-2505-DDC-GLR, 

2016 WL 3743098, at *7 (D. Kan July 13, 2016) (Crabtree, J.) (quoting Barbosa v. Nat’l Beef 

Packing Co., LLC., No. 12-2311-KHV, 2015 WL 4920292, at *11 (D. Kan. Aug. 18, 2015) 

(concluding that a fee request that was 33% of the total settlement amount came within the range 

approved by this Court); see also Bruner v. Sprint/United Mgmt. Co., No. 07-2164-KHV, 2009 

WL 2058762, at *8 (D. Kan. July 14, 2009) (noting the same about a requested fee award that was 

33% of the common fund). 

Further, the most critical factor in determining a fee award “is the degree of success 

obtained.” Theno v. Tonganoxie Unified Sch. Dist. No. 464, 404 F. Supp. 2d 1281, 1289 (D. Kan. 

2005) (citing Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 436 (1983)). The degree of success here is high 

because Aramark vehemently denies that Plaintiffs were improperly paid, underpaid, or that any 

alleged damages are owed. Accordingly, the Plaintiffs believe the fee request is reasonable.  

Plaintiffs’ counsel also seeks reimbursement of their litigation expenses, which Class Counsel has 

capped at $7,632.81. 

Pursuant to 29 U.S.C. § 216(b), Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of reasonable attorneys’ 

fees.  In cases involving a fee-shifting statue, the Supreme Court has expressed a preference that 

the parties agree to the amount of the fee: “A request for attorney’s fees should not result in a 
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second major litigation.  Ideally, of course, litigants will settle the amount of a fee.” See Moore v. 

Amsted Rail Co., Inc., No. 14-2409-EFM, 2015 WL 866958, at *1 (D. Kan. Mar. 2, 2015) (citing 

Ellis v. Univ. of Kan. Med. Ctr., 163 F.3d 1186, 1202 (10th Cir. 1998)). Here, the Plaintiffs’ 

counsel seek $41,880.78 from the Settlement Fund for attorneys’ fees (33% of the total Settlement 

Fund) and $7,632.81 from the Settlement Fund as actual litigation expenses and costs, as provided 

in the Settlement Agreement.  A list of the litigation expenses and costs incurred by Plaintiffs’ 

counsel in litigating this matter is attached as Exhibit A to the Declaration of Rhonda H. Wills.  

Aramark has agreed not to object to or oppose the payment of such amounts from the Settlement 

Fund so long as the Court approves.  (See Settlement Agreement, § 2.12.1.)  The fee and expenses 

request is fair and reasonable, and there is no reason the Court should disturb the agreement of the 

Parties.   

In analyzing the reasonableness of a fee, federal courts typically use one of two methods 

for calculating attorneys’ fees: (1) the percentage method, in which the court awards fees as a 

reasonable percentage of the common fund; or (2) the lodestar method, in which the court 

computes fees by multiplying the number of hours reasonably expended on the litigation by a 

reasonable hourly rate and, in its discretion, applying an upward or downward multiplier.  Swartz 

v. D-J Engineering, Inc., No. 12-CV-01029-DDC-KGG, 2016 WL 633872, at *6 (D. Kan. Feb. 

17, 2016); see also Barbosa v. Nat’l Beef Packing Co., LLC., No. 12-2311-KHV, 2015 WL 

4920292, at *8 (D. Kan. Aug. 18, 2015); Union Asset Mgmt. Holding A.G. v. Dell, Inc., 669 F.3d 

632, 642-43 (5th Cir. 2012).  While the Tenth Circuit applies a hybrid approach, which combines 

the percentage fee method with the specific factors traditionally used to calculate the lodestar in 

determining the reasonableness of fees in the common fund cases, the customary fee award is 

typically a percentage of the fund. Barbosa, 2015 WL 4920292 at *11; see also Bruner v. 
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Sprint/United Mgmt. Co., No. 07-2164-KHV, 2009 WL 2058762, at *7 (D. Kan. July 14, 2009).  

The Tenth Circuit has never explicitly endorsed the percentage method for common fund cases, 

but it has been amenable to its use so long as the framework set forth in Johnson v. Ga. Highway 

Express, Inc., 488 F.2d 714, 717 (5th Cir. 1974) is utilized to ensure that the fee awarded is 

reasonable.  Id. at 643.   

A “cross-check” of the Johnson factors further establishes the reasonableness of Plaintiffs’ 

counsel’s fee request. Koehler v. Freightquote.com, Inc., No. 12-2505-DDC-GLR, 2016 WL 

3743098, at *6 (D. Kan. Jul. 7, 2016) (“The [Tenth Circuit] hybrid approach also requires 

condieration of the factors set forth in Johnson.”). The following Johnson factors are employed in 

cross-checking the reasonabless of the requested attorneys’ fees:  (1) the time and labor involved; 

(2) the novelty and difficulty of the questions; (3) the skill requisite to perform the legal service 

properly; (4) the preclusion of other employment by the attorney due to the acceptance of the case; 

(5) the customary fee; (6) whether the fee is fixed or contingent; (7) time limitations imposed by 

the client or the circumstances; (8) the amount involved and the results obtained; (9) the 

experience, repuation, and ability of the attorneys; (10) the political “undesirability” of the case; 

(11) the nature and length of the professional relationship with the client; and (12) awards in similar 

cases.  Johnson, 488 F.2d at 717-19; see also Swartz v. D-J Engineering, Inc., No. 12-CV-01029-

DDC-KGG, 2016 WL 633872, at *6 (D. Kan. Feb. 17, 2016); Barbosa v. Nat’l Beef Packing Co., 

LLC., No. 12-2311-KHV, 2015 WL 4920292, at *8 (D. Kan. Aug. 18, 2015); Alewel v. Dex One 

Serv., Inc., No. 13-2313-SAC, 2014 WL 502349, at *2 (D. Kan. Feb. 7, 2014).  

These factors also support the attorney fee request: 

(1) The time and labor involved.  In assessing the reasonableness of attorneys’ fees, courts 

rely on the lodestar method, which is determined by multiplying the number of hours 
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reasonably expended by counsel by a reasonable hourly rate Barbosa v. Nat’l Beef 

Packing Co., LLC., No.12-2311-KHV, 2015 WL 4920292, at *8 (D. Kan. Aug. 18, 

2015) (“The presumptively reasonable attorneys’ fee is the product of reasonable hours 

times a reasonable rate, which yields a ‘lodestar’ figure that is subject to adjustment.”).  

Plaintiffs contend that their counsel collectively expended 121.25 hours in professional 

time to the prosecution of their claims. See Wills Dec. at ¶ 24.  Accordingly, the 

$41,880.78 sought as attorneys’ fees in this matter is appropriate. 

(2) The amount involved and results obtained.  This settlement puts meaningful relief into 

the hands of Participating Plaintiffs. Defendant shall pay to each Participating Plaintiff 

a proportionate share of the Distribution Amount—meaning the Maximum Settlement 

Amount of $125,643.00, less the amount of Class Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, 

Administrative Costs, and Collective Class Representatives’ Incentive Payments—

according to the following formula based on the length of each person’s individual 

tenure and compensation:   

The Distribution Amount will be divided by the total number of eligible work 

weeks worked by all Collective Class Members (i.e., work weeks employed in a 

RSS position) during the Class Period to arrive at the dollar value per work week.  

The dollar value per work week shall be multiplied by the total number of eligible 

work weeks worked by the individual Collective Class Member; and the resulting 

amount will be the Individual Settlement Amount that the individual Participating 

Collective Class Member who opts in and files a timely and valid claim form will 

be eligible to receive.     
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(3) The litigation was risky.  As evidenced by other wage and hour cases, litigation has 

significant risks.  These included the risk of loss given Aramark’s asserted exemption 

and good faith defenses; the risk of further appeal; and even if Plaintiffs were to prevail, 

the risk that a court or jury could find that measure of unpaid hours to be smaller than 

that sought.   

(4) The litigation required significant skill.  Counsel effectively and diligently prosecuted 

this challenging and complicated case.     

(5) Plaintiffs’ Counsel took the case on a contingency fee arrangement and expended a 

great deal of their own resources in prosecuting the case.  Plaintiffs’ counsel have 

prosecuted this case for over a year and have paid significant costs and expenses up 

front.  Plaintiffs contend that their attorneys have expended a great deal of time in the 

case as well. As of this filing, Plaintiffs contend that their lead counsel and co-counsel 

have expended 121.25 hours and $7,632.81 in litigation expenses. 

Plaintiffs’ counsels’ request for $41,880.78 in attorneys’ fees from the Settlement Fund is 

fully supported by each of the relevant factors, and is further supported by a lodestar crosscheck.  

The Court should, therefore, approve the fee as agreed upon between the parties. 

IX.  CONCLUSION 

 The Parties believe that the settlement reached is a fair and reasonable compromise of the 

respective positions of the Parties.  The Parties therefore respectfully request the Court approve 

the Stipulation and enter the Approval Order.  Entry of the Approval Order will “secure the just, 

speedy and inexpensive determination” of this action in accordance with FED. R. CIV. P. 1. 

 

DATED this 1st day of September, 2016. 
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By:  /s/ Rhonda H. Wills_____________  

Rhonda H. Wills* 

WILLS LAW FIRM, PLLC 

1776 Yorktown, Suite 570 

Houston, Texas 77056 

Telephone: 713-528-4455 

Facsimile: 713-528-2047 

Email: rwills@rwillslawfirm.com 

*admitted pro hac vice 

 

 

Rowdy B. Meeks, KS #16068 

ROWDY MEEKS LEGAL GROUP LLC 

10601 Mission Rd., Suite 100 

Leawood, Kansas 66206 

Telephone: 913-766-5585 

Facsimile: 816-875-5069 

Email: 

Rowdy.Meeks@rmlegalgroup.com 

 

 

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS AND  

COLLECTIVE CLASS MEMBERS 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

SEYFERTH BLUMENTHAL & HARRIS LLC 

Deena B. Jenab    KS Bar #18958 

4801 Main Street, Suite 310 

Kansas City, MO 64112 

Telephone: 816-756-0700 

Facsimile:  816-756-3700 

Email:  deena@sbhlaw.com 

 

 

 

_________________________________  

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 

Anne Marie Estevez* 

200 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 5300 

Miami, FL  33131 

Telephone: 305-415-3330 

Facsimile: 877-342-9652 

Email: aestevez@morganlewis.com 

*admitted pro hac vice 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 

Eric Meckley* 

Kathryn M. Nazarian* 

One Market, Spear Street Tower 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Telephone: 415-442-1000 

Facsimile: 415-442-1001 

Email: emeckley@morganlewis.com 

Email: knazarian@morganlewis.com 

*admitted pro hac vice 

 

 

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT 
 

s/Anne Marie Estevez

s/Eric Meckley
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