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The Honorable Ricardo S. Martinez

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE

ANGELA HAMILTON, DANA
MCDERMOTT, MELANIE CREEL,
SHAMILA HASHIMI, QUINTARA HICKS,

KIANA HOWELL, LISA LAZZARA, Case No. 2:22-cv-01117-RSM
ALICIA MILLER, SUSIE SCOTT, TERRI
SEASTROM, TAYLOR SMITH, AND PLAINTIFFS' UNOPPOSED MOTION
SARA WOOQOD, individually and on behalf of FOR ATTORNEYS' FEES, EXPENSE
all others similarly situated, REIMBURSEMENT, AND SERVICE
AWARDS
Plaintiffs,
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v, July 11, 2025

NUWEST GROUP HOLDINGS, LLC,

Defendant.
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INTRODUCTION

After nearly three years of hard-fought litigation, including dispositive motion practice,
conditional certification, contested discovery, work with an expert to create a class and
collective damages model, and two in-person mediations, Plaintiffs and Class Counsel have
achieved an excellent result: a $4.4 million non-reversionary common fund settlement that
provides substantial cash payments to thousands of travel nurses. Accordingly, Plaintiffs
respectfully move this Court for an award of (1) attorneys’ fees equaling one-third (33.33%) of
the common fund in the amount of $1,466,667; (2) reimbursement of litigation costs and
expenses equaling $82,809.62; and (3) service awards of $5,000 each to the 12 named
plaintiffs, totaling $60,000, in recognition of their time, risks, and contributions to this case.!
Each component of this request is reasonable under Ninth Circuit precedent and supported by
the facts of this case.

A. Background and litigation history.

As detailed in their preliminary approval motion, Plaintiffs brought collective and class
claims under the FLSA and various state wage laws based on two theories: (1) that NuWest
paid purported expense reimbursement stipends to nurses that functioned as wages, and
therefore the failure to include stipend pay in the nurses’ regular rate resulted in underpaid
overtime, and (2) that NuWest engaged in a pattern of reducing nurses’ pay mid-contract,
forcing them to accept lower wages or face termination. See ECF No. 127, 3-5.

Litigation was extensive and vigorously contested from the outset, requiring a
substantial commitment of time and resources from Class Counsel to achieve successful
resolution of this case. See Decl. of Class Counsel (“Counsel Dec.”) 99 22—40. Pursuant to the
Court’s order conditionally certifying an FLSA collective, notice was issued to over 6,000
current and former NuWest travel nurses, with more than 2,300 individuals opting in. Id. q 28.

And throughout the case, Class Counsel invested substantial time working directly with

I A proposed order will be submitted along with Plaintiffs> Final Approval motion.
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members of the proposed class and collective seeking to assert claims, including conducting
detailed interviews and collecting and reviewing their documents to develop the factual record,
assess the scope and impact of the alleged violations, and tailor their litigation strategy. /d.
99 22, 28, 55. These efforts were critical to ensuring that the claims were factually supported
and that the eventual settlement would meaningfully compensate the individuals affected.

B. Settlement terms.

NuWest has agreed to pay $4,400,000 into a non-reversionary settlement fund. See ECF
No. 128-1, Sett. Agrmt. 9 1.15, 1.26. After Court-approved deductions for administration,
service awards, and attorneys’ fees and expenses, the net fund will be allocated 85% to FLSA
Collective Members and 15% to Mid-Contract Rate Reduction Class Members. /d. 4 4.5.

The FLSA Collective Members’ portion of the net settlement fund will be distributed
pro rata based on each individual’s estimated overtime damages. Id. 9 4.5(b). No claims
process is required for these members; checks will be mailed automatically following final
approval. Id. Mid-Contract Rate Reduction Class Members may submit one of two types of
claims. /d. 9 4.5(c). Assuming a maximum award of fees, expenses, and service awards, the
average estimated FLSA payment will be $980 per collective member, with the largest payment
exceeding $9,000. Counsel Dec. q 39. Those with documentation of wage losses resulting from
a mid-contract rate reduction may claim a pro rata share of 90% of the Mid-Contract
allocation. Sett. Agrmt. § 4.5(c). Those without documentation, but who attest to experiencing a
mid-contract rate reduction, may claim an equal share of the remaining 10%. /d.

C. The notice process.

As will be detailed more fully in Plaintiffs’ motion for final approval, the notice process
to date has been successful. Counsel Decl. 9 37. Class and collective members were given 90

days from the mailing date to submit objections or, in the case of Mid-Contract Rate Reduction
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Class Members only, request exclusion.? Id. § 38. To date, 316 class members have submitted

claims relating to Mid-Contract Rate Reductions, representing a significant portion of the 400

individuals Class Counsel estimated to have experienced such reductions. /d. 99 31, 39. No

objections or requests for exclusion have been received to date. Id. § 39. This positive response

confirms the strength of the Settlement and the effectiveness of the notice and claims process.
ARGUMENT

It is well established that where counsel’s work results in a benefit to a class, an award
of reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs is appropriate. See Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert, 444 U.S.
472, 478 (1980) (“[A] litigant or a lawyer who recovers a common fund . . . is entitled to a
reasonable attorney’s fee from the fund as a whole.”). In deciding whether the requested fee is
appropriate, the Court determines whether such amount is “fundamentally fair, adequate, and
reasonable.” Staton v. Boeing Co., 327 F.3d 938, 963 (9th Cir. 2003).

A. The Court should apply the percentage-of-the-fund method.

Where counsel seek fees from a common fund, courts may use one of two methods to
determine whether the request is reasonable: “percentage-of-the-fund” or “lodestar/multiplier.”
In re Mercury Interactive Corp. Sec. Litig., 618 F.3d 988, 992 (9th Cir. 2010). “Typically,
however, courts apply the percentage-of-the-fund method where the settlement involves a
common fund.” Schmitt v. Kaiser Found. Health Plan of Wash., 2024 WL 1676754, at *4
(W.D. Wash. Apr. 18, 2024); see also In re Omnivision Techs., Inc., 559 F. Supp. 2d 1036,
1046 (N.D. Cal. 2008). The common fund doctrine rests on the understanding that attorneys
should normally be paid by their clients. See Boeing, 444 U.S. at 478; see also In re: Facebook
Biometric Info. Privacy Litig., 2022 WL 822923, at *1 (9th Cir. Mar. 17, 2022) (quotation
omitted) (common fund approach avoids “the unjust enrichment of [the class who] benefit[s]

from the fund that is created, protected, or increased by the litigation and who otherwise would

2 FLSA Collective Members were not permitted to opt out, having already affirmatively joined
the litigation. Sett. Agrmt. § 5.1.
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bear none of the litigation costs.””). It also rewards efficiency. See Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1050
n.5.

Courts prefer the percentage method over a lodestar approach where it is possible to
ascertain the value of a common fund, see In re Bluetooth Headset Prods. Liab. Litig., 654 F.3d
935, 942 (9th Cir. 2011), and rely on the lodestar method when “there is no way to gauge the
net value of the settlement or of any percentage thereof.” Hanlon v. Chrysler Corp., 150 F.3d
1011, 1029 (9th Cir. 1998). Because the Parties negotiated a settlement resulting in a common

fund in a fixed dollar amount, the percentage-of-the-fund method is appropriate here.

B. The requested fee amount is reasonable under the percentage-of-the-fund
method.

Plaintiffs’ request for 33.33% of the common fund is fair and reasonable. While the
Ninth Circuit has established a 25% benchmark as the “starting point” for analysis, /n re Online
DVD Rental Antitrust Litig., 779 F.3d 934, 955 (9th Cir. 2015) (quotation omitted), “[t]hat
percentage amount can then be adjusted upward or downward depending on the circumstances
of the case.” De Mira v. Heartland Emp’t Serv., LLC, 2014 WL 1026282, at *1 (N.D. Cal. Mar
13, 2014). Courts have recognized that “in most common fund cases, the award exceeds th[e]
benchmark.” Id. (quoting Omnivision, 559 F. Supp. 2d at 1047); see also Larsen v. Trader
Joe’s Co., 2014 WL 3404531, at *9 (N.D. Cal. July 11, 2014) (citing cases awarding fees of up
to 33.33%). In fact, “courts in this circuit have commented that ‘fee awards of approximately
33%4% are typical for settlements up to $10 million.”” Williams v. PillPack LLC, 2025 WL
1149710, at *3 (W.D. Wash. Apr. 18, 2025) (collecting cases) (quotation omitted); see also
Bolding v. Banner Bank, 2024 WL 755903, at *2 (W.D. Wash. Feb. 23, 2024) (“33% fee is
standard and reasonable for this type of contingency case.”); In re Atossa Genetics, Inc. Sec.
Litig., 2018 WL 3546176, at *1 (W.D. Wash. July 20, 2018) (awarding “attorneys’ fees of 33%

of the Settlement Amount”).
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The Ninth Circuit asks district courts to “take into account all of the circumstances of
the case” and “reach[] a reasonable percentage,” Vizcaino v. Microsoft Corp., 290 F.3d 1043,
1048 (9th Cir. 2002), including “(1) the results achieved; (2) the risk of litigation; (3) the skill
required and the quality of work; (4) the contingent nature of the fee and the financial burden
carried by the plaintiffs; and (5) awards made in similar cases.” Omnivision, 559 F. Supp. 2d at

1046. These factors support Class Counsel’s requested fee.

1. Class Counsel achieved an excellent result for the Settlement Class
Members.

In determining the attorneys’ fee, a court should examine “the degree of success
obtained.” Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 436 (1983); Omnivision, 559 F. Supp. 2d at
1046 (“The overall result and benefit to the class from the litigation is the most critical factor in
granting a fee award.”). Here, the size of the fund itself reflects “the measure of success and
represents the benchmark from which a reasonable fee will be awarded.” Federal Judicial
Center, Manual for Complex Litigation 4th § 14:121 (2004) (cleaned up). Indeed, Class
Counsel achieved an excellent result: a $4,400,000 non-reversionary settlement fund, the vast
majority of which will be distributed to collective members without the necessity of submitting
a claim form.

Even after deducting all fees and expenses, the allocation to the FLSA Collective
Members represents more than what they were underpaid for overtime prior to NuWest’s “de-
coupling” of stipends and hours worked, with an estimated average per person settlement
payment of approximately $980, and the highest payment of just over $9,000. ECF No. 128,
9 22; Counsel Dec. q 39. As to class members who suffered a mid-contract rate reduction, the
Settlement offers two options for recovery: based on documentation of their rate reduction or
based on an attestation that they had suffered such a reduction, with pro rata distributions based
on the number of claims. ECF No. 128 q 27. Courts routinely award 1/3 of a settlement fund in

fees where class members obtain similar recoveries. See, e.g., Hernandez v. Dutton Ranch
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Corp., 2021 WL 5053505, at *6 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 10, 2021) (awarding 1/3 fee where FLSA
collective members would receive between 43% and 100% of unreimbursed expenses); Moreno
v. Cap. Bldg. Maint. & Cleaning Servs., Inc., 2021 WL 4133860, at *5 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 10,
2021) (awarding 33% of common fund in fees where the FLSA class and collective settlement
payments ranged from $3,799.16 to $10,785.52).

This Settlement provides a significant and immediate financial benefit for thousands of
workers while avoiding the uncertainty and risk presented by continued litigation of claims that
are both novel and untested. See lkuseghan v. Multicare Health Sys., 2016 WL 4363198, at *2
(W.D. Wash. Aug. 16, 2016). This factor therefore supports the requested fee.

2. Plaintiffs faced significant risks in this litigation.

The risk of non-recovery in a complicated case “is a significant factor in the award of
fees.” Omnivision, 559 F. Supp. 2d at 1046—47. From the outset, Class Counsel undertook
representation of Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class entirely on a contingent basis. Counsel
Dec. q 41. The risk of no recovery in this case was substantial. /d. Y 42—45.

Each of Plaintiffs’ two theories of liability presented distinct legal hurdles and required
the development of extensive documentary and testimonial evidence. /d. The mid-contract rate
reduction theory was particularly risky. This claim was novel, and—so far as Plaintiffs are
aware—had never been alleged, let alone adjudicated, on a classwide basis. NuWest strongly
contested both the factual basis and legal viability of the theory, asserting that it had the
contractual right to modify rates mid-assignment and disputing the existence of any
misrepresentation or reliance by the nurses. Counsel Dec. 99 42. That Plaintiffs obtained
meaningful relief on a class-wide basis for a set of claims that had never before been
successfully litigated reflects the exceptional result achieved under uncertain conditions.

As to the FLSA claims, NuWest argued that its stipends were lawful reimbursements
and that its mid-2022 changes cured any alleged deficiencies. /d. 9 43. In addition to these

substantive defenses, NuWest previewed it would contest class certification and damages
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methodologies—which, if successful, could have significantly limited or barred recovery. /d.
9 44; see, e.g., Grimm v. Am. Eagle Airlines, Inc., 2014 WL 12746376, at *10 (C.D. Cal. Sept.
24,2014).

In short, Class Counsel faced a real and ongoing risk that they would expend thousands
of hours and hundreds of thousands of dollars without any compensation, which strongly

supports the requested fee award.

3. Class Counsel are highly skilled attorneys experienced in wage-and-
hour litigation.

Class Counsel’s depth of experience in complex wage-and-hour and class action
litigation is well-documented. See ECF No. 128 99 2—7. They have served as lead or co-lead
counsel in dozens of wage-and-hour class and other class and collective actions nationwide,
including those involving employee misclassification, improper regular rate calculations, and
unlawful pay deductions. Counsel Dec. 9§ 2—16. Class Counsel have secured numerous
multimillion-dollar settlements for hourly workers and have successfully tried wage-and-hour
class actions to jury verdict. Id.; Garcia v. Tyson Foods, Inc., 2012 WL 5985561, at *4 (D.
Kan. Nov. 29, 2012), aff’d, 770 F.3d 1300 (10th Cir. 2014) (following a verdict for a class of
meatpackers in a donning and doffing case, Judge Marten (Ret.) of the District of Kansas said
of Stueve Siegel Hanson: “plaintiffs’ counsel’s experience in wage-hour class actions has
unmatched depth.”).

This case required not only wage-and-hour expertise and litigation skill to manage
contested certification and dispositive motions, but also the resources to intake, interview, and
collect documents for hundreds of collective and potential class members nationwide.
Counsel Dec. 9 22, 28, 37, 55. Indeed, courts in this District have recognized the high caliber
of work performed by Class Counsel. As one court recently observed in approving a one-third
fee award in a case litigated by Class Counsel: “the Court does not find that the fee requested

would be tantamount to a windfall but is the product of significant work undertaken by Class
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Counsel on a contingent basis that resulted in a large settlement.” Davis v. Symetra Life Ins.
Co., 2025 WL 1434727, at *5 (W.D. Wash. May 19, 2025) (approving 1/3 fee request in
$32.5 million settlement in case litigated by attorneys from Stueve Siegel Hanson and
Tousley Brain Stephens).

Courts also consider “the quality of opposing counsel as a measure of the skill
required to litigate the case successfully.” In re Am. Apparel, Inc. S holder Litig., 2014 WL
10212865, at *22 (C.D. Cal. Jul. 28, 2014). NuWest was represented by attorneys from two
well-regarded employment defense firms, further supporting the conclusion that Class

Counsel’s success here required significant legal skill and experience.

4. Class counsel faced substantial risk of non-payment and -carried
significant financial burdens.

The Ninth Circuit has confirmed that a fair fee award must include consideration of the
contingent nature of the fee. See, e.g., Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1050. Courts recognize that the
public interest is served by rewarding attorneys who assume representation on a contingent
basis with an enhanced fee to compensate them for the risk that they might be paid nothing at
all for their work. See, e.g., In re Wash. Pub. Power Supply Sys. Sec. Litig., 19 F.3d 1291, 1299
(9th Cir. 1994).

Class Counsel litigated this case on a contingent basis, devoting substantial resources to
prosecuting it for nearly four years and foregoing other opportunities, with no guarantee of
compensation for their time or expenses. Counsel Dec. 9 41-45. Nevertheless, Class Counsel
zealously advocated for Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class, committing over 2,375 hours on
this case and advancing $82,809.62 in expenses. Id. 9 4849, 54. To date, Class Counsel have
received no compensation for their work and have not been reimbursed for those expenses. /d.
9| 45. Class Counsel’s “substantial outlay” of both time and money, and the risk of no recovery,
further supports the award of their requested fees. Omnivision, 559 F. Supp. 2d at 1047; In re
Infospace, Inc. Sec. Litig., 330 F. Supp. 2d 1203, 1212 (W.D. Wash. 2004) (“preclusion of
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other employment ... due to acceptance of the case” is a factor to consider) (quotation
omitted).
5. Fees awarded in comparable cases align with those requested here.

Comparing the requested fees to awards in similar cases highlights the reasonableness
of this application. As noted above, “fee awards of approximately 33'%:% are typical for
settlements up to $10 million.” Williams, 2025 WL 1149710, at *3 (cleaned up); see also
Cicero v. DirecTV, Inc., 2010 WL 2991486, at *6 (C.D. Cal. July 27, 2010) (“a review of
California cases in other districts reveals that courts usually award attorneys’ fees in the 30-
40% range in wage and hour class actions that result in recovery of a common fund under $10
million.”). Indeed, courts in this District routinely approve fee awards of one-third in
comparably sized common fund cases. See Williams, 2025 WL 1149710, at *3; In re Atossa,
2018 WL 3546176, at *1 (Martinez, J.); Schmitt v. Kaiser Found. Health Plan of Washington,
2024 WL 1676754, at *4 (W.D. Wash. Apr. 18, 2024).

This standard holds particularly true in FLSA and wage-and-hour cases, where courts
routinely approve fee awards of 1/3 of the common fund. See, e.g., McKeen-Chaplin v.
Provident Sav. Bank, 2018 WL 3474472, at *3 (E.D. Cal. July 19, 2018); see also Singer v.
Becton Dickinson & Co., 2010 WL 2196104, at *8-9 (S.D. Cal. June 1, 2010); Vasquez v.
Coast Valley Roofing, Inc., 266 F.R.D. 482, 491-92 (E.D. Cal. 2010) (collecting wage-and-
hour cases). Accordingly, fee awards in comparable cases support Class Counsel’s request for a
one-third fee award from the $4.4 million common fund.

6. There are currently no objections to the Settlement or fee request.

To date, not a single class member has objected to the settlement or to the requested
award of attorneys’ fees. Counsel Dec. 9 39. This reflects widespread approval of both the
outcome achieved and the reasonableness of the compensation sought for the work that
produced it. See Bendixen v. Sprint Commc 'ns Co. L.P., 2013 WL 2949569, at *4 (W.D. Wash.

June 14, 2013) (“absence of objections by class members to Settlement Class Counsel’s fee-
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and-expense request further supports finding it reasonable.”); see also Davis, 2025 WL
1434727, at *6. The notice period runs through around June 20, 2025, after which time, Class
Counsel will file a status report to address any objections that are received.

C. Class Counsel’s negative lodestar supports the requested fee.

Through May 20, 2025, Class Counsel devoted over 2,375 hours to the investigation,
litigation, and resolution of this complex case, resulting in a lodestar of $1,903,480.5 based on
their current hourly rates. Counsel Dec. 99 48—50. As detailed in the accompanying declaration,
this time includes extensive work investigating the claims, conducting fact discovery and legal
research, analyzing complex wage-and-hour issues, intaking and communicating with hundreds
of class and collective members, researching and briefing an opposition to NuWest’s motion to
dismiss and for conditional certification of an FLSA collective, and participating in two in-
person mediation sessions and extended negotiations leading to settlement. Id. 99 22-39. Even
after final approval, Class Counsel anticipates devoting at least an additional 100 hours to
administering the settlement, monitoring distribution, and responding to class member
inquiries. Id. § 40; see In re Volkswagen “Clean Diesel” Mktg., Sales Practices, & Prod. Liab.
Litig., 2017 WL 1047834, at *5 (N.D. Cal. Mar 17, 2017) (including hours for reasonably
anticipated future work in lodestar cross check). That is time spent and invested on behalf of
the Settlement Classes that could have been spent on less risky cases, where liability or
damages were more certain. /d. q 45. Class Counsel prosecuted the claims at issue efficiently
and effectively, making every effort to prevent the duplication of work. Id. § 47.

Courts in the Ninth Circuit routinely approve fee awards that reflect positive multipliers
of 2.0 or more. See, e.g., Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1050-51 & n.6 (upholding 3.65 multiplier);
Infospace, 330 F. Supp. 2d 1216 (3.5 multiplier); Steiner v. Am. Broad. Co, Inc., 248 F. App’x.

780, 783 (9th Cir. 2007) (6.85 multiplier was “well within the range of multipliers that courts

3 Because the mailing of notice ultimately took place about eight days after the date set forth in
the Court’s preliminary approval order, Class Counsel will accept objections for an additional
eight days after this date.
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have allowed”); see also Davis, 2025 WL 1434727, at *5 (awarding 1/3 of settlement fund with
lodestar multiplier of 2.73). Given the substantial risk Class Counsel undertook, a positive
multiplier would be well justified. Yet the requested fee here reflects a discount on the time
actually expended, resulting in a .77 multiplier. This discount will only increase as Class
Counsel dedicates additional time through and after final approval. Courts have consistently
found that a negative multiplier “strongly supports” approval of a percentage-based fee.
Williams, 2025 WL 1149710, at *3 (award of 1/3 of $6.5 million fund was “strongly
support[ed]” by 0.72 multiplier); Granados v. Hyatt Corp., 2024 WL 3941828, at *9 (S.D. Cal.
Aug. 26, 2024) (awarding 1/3 of settlement fund; noting that “[a] multiplier of 0.76 is an
implied negative multiplier, and an implied negative multiplier supports the reasonableness of
the percentage fee request.”) (cleaned up); Rabin v. PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP, 2021 WL
837626, at *8 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 4, 2021) (awarding 35% of $11.6 million settlement fund and
noting that “a negative 0.6x multiplier . . . supports the request for a greater-than-average
common fund percentage award”).

Accordingly, the lodestar cross-check not only confirms the reasonableness of the
requested fee, but the presence of a negative multiplier strongly reinforces that the award is
fair, modest in light of the effort expended, and well-supported under Ninth Circuit precedent.

D. Class Counsel’s reported expenses are reasonable.

Class Counsel are entitled to reimbursement of reasonable expenses incurred in the
investigation, litigation, and resolution of this case. See Mills v. Elec. Auto-Lite Co., 396 U.S.
375, 391-92 (1970). Consistent with this principle, the Settlement Agreement expressly
authorizes Class Counsel to seek reimbursement from the Settlement Fund for all costs and
expenses actually incurred. ECF No. 128-1 9§ 4.2.

Through May 20, 2025, Class Counsel have incurred $82,809.62 in unreimbursed
litigation expenses. These costs include, among other things, filing fees, legal research,

document hosting, travel for mediations, and mediator fees for the two formal mediations and
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continued communications required to resolve this case. Counsel Dec. § 54. Each of these
expenditures was reasonably necessary to advance the claims, intake clients, engage in
meaningful settlement negotiations, and ultimately secure relief for the Class.

Given the nature and scope of this litigation, the expenses are modest, reasonable, and
were essential to achieving the favorable result obtained. Accordingly, the Court should
approve reimbursement of these costs from the Settlement Fund.

E. The requested service awards are reasonable.

Service awards compensate named plaintiffs for work done on behalf of the class,
account for financial and reputational risks associated with litigation, and promote the public
policy of encouraging plaintiffs to undertake the responsibility of representative lawsuits. See
Rodriguez v. West Publishing Corp., 563 F.3d 948, 958-59 (9th Cir. 2009). In evaluating the
reasonableness of a service award, courts consider factors such as the number of recipients, the
size of each award relative to the overall settlement, and the total amount awarded. See In re
Online DVD-Rental Antitrust Litig., 779 F.3d 934, 947 (9th Cir. 2015). “Such service awards
are generally approved so long as they are reasonable and do not undermine the adequacy of
the class representatives.” Clarkson v. Alaska Airlines, Inc., 2025 WL 243024, at *9 (E.D.
Wash. Jan. 15, 2025) (citations omitted). “In the Ninth Circuit, a $5,000 service award ‘is
presumptively reasonable.”” Id. (quoting Tuttle v. Audiophile Music Direct, Inc., 2023 WL
8891575, at *15 (W.D. Wash. Dec. 26, 2023)).

Here, the 12 named plaintiffs played an essential role in the successful prosecution and
resolution of this case. Counsel Dec. § 55. Their involvement ensured broad geographic and
jurisdictional representation across the nationwide class and collective. Id. Each plaintiff
contributed significant time and effort by reviewing pleadings, collecting and producing
relevant documents, responding to written discovery, and participating in strategy and case
update calls with counsel. /d. 4 55-56. In taking on these responsibilities, they also accepted

reputational risks by asserting claims against a former employer in the highly competitive
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travel nurse industry. /d. § 57. Their commitment was instrumental to achieving the favorable
result for the class. Id. 4 58.

The requested $5,000 service award for each named plaintiff is modest relative to the
$4.4 million common fund, less than awards that are routinely awarded in this District, and
should be approved. See, e.g., Kater v. Churchill Downs Inc., 2021 WL 511203, at *2 (W.D.
Wash. Feb. 11, 2021) (approving two service awards of $10,000 and one service award of
$50,000); Washburn v. Porsche Cars N. Am., Inc., 2025 WL 1017983, at *10 (W.D. Wash.
Apr. 4, 2025) (collecting authorities for awards between $5,000 and $40,000).

CONCLUSION

Class Counsel respectfully request the Court award the requested attorneys’ fees,
expense reimbursement, and service awards.

I certify that this memorandum contains 4,200 words, in compliance with the Local
Civil Rules.

DATED this 4th day of June, 2025.
TOUSLEY BRAIN STEPHENS PLLC

By:.s/ Kim D. Stephens, P.S.

Kim D. Stephens, P.S. WSBA #11984
By: s/ Kaleigh N. Boyd

Kaleigh N. Boyd, WSBA #52684

1200 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1700

Seattle, WA 98101-3147

Tel: (206) 682-5600/Fax: (206) 682-2992
kstephens@tousley.com
kboyd@tousley.com
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