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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MAT MUSTARD, BENJAMIN HILL, et al. on) Case No. 2:16-cv-01485-KJM-CKD
behalf of themselves and all similarly situateyl
individuals, ) ORDER GRANTING

) APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT
Raintiff,
V.

CITY OFVALLEJO,
Defendant.

N N N N’ N N

ORDER

The court has carefully revies the Settlement Agreemetite Stipulation and propos
Order, and relevant Exhibits provided by the parties.

The court notes that the parties have stronghesied liability. Irparticular, defendan
vigorously disputed whether tHeair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) applies to this case
plaintiffs strongly believed defelants liable for the alleged faiito pay adequate wages {
were prepared to litigate the questioBeeECF No. 28-1 at 1-2. The parties also had a
fide dispute regarding plaintiffsreatment under the FLSA regandi wages paid to plaintiffs
lieu of health benefit paymentdd. at 1. Having reviewed the parties’ Settlement Agree
resolving their differences, the cofirtds the proposed distribution toakaPlaintiff is fair in tha
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the amount correlates directly to the amount of overtime hours each Plaintiff w@&edd.at

2.

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows:
1.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

DATED: May 19, 2017.

Based on the review of the record, and good cause appearing, IT IS HE

The Settlement Agreement filed by the tp on the court’s docket is approved

reflecting a fair and reasonabtesolution of the issuesSee Hand v. Dionex Corp.

No. 06—-1318, 2007 WL 3383601, at *1 (D. Aridov. 13, 2007) (approving private

settlement agreement under FLSAge also Lynn’'s Food @es, Inc. v. Unite
States 679 F.2d 1350, 1352-54 (11th Cir. 1982)V{fen employees bring a privg
action for back wages under the FLSA, amdsent to the distif court a proposg
settlement, the district court may entestgpulated judgment after scrutinizing f{
settlement for fairness” . . . [and a] “bofide dispute ovelFLSA coverage [an
liability]").

Because this case represents an exceptitimeténormal rule that courts do not r

on the merits of a privately getiated settlement agreementfand 2007 WL
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3383601, at *1, the court APPROVES the Settlement Agreement, and following

conclusion of the claims period, anticipatgsmiss this action with prejudice.
The court reserves jurisdiction over thistida for the purposes of entering dismis

and enforcing the Settlement Agreement.

ATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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