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The tentative ruling will become the Court’s ruling unless by 4:00 p.m. of the Court day 

preceding the hearing, notice is given of an intent to argue the matter as set forth herein. 

Counsel or self-represented parties must email Department 01/39 to request argument, 

cc’ing opposing counsel and/or self-represented parties. All affected counsel and self-

represented parties must be notified of any intent to argue by no later than 4:00 p.m. 

Failure to timely advise the Court and counsel or self-represented parties will preclude any 

party from arguing the matter. (Pursuant to Local Rule 3.43(2).) 

Department 01/39’s email address is: dept39@contracosta.courts.ca.gov  

APPEARANCES CAN BE BY ZOOM OR IN PERSON. IF YOU INTEND TO APPEAR IN PERSON YOU MUST 

STATE SO IN YOUR EMAIL RE: INTENT TO ARGUE 

CourtCall is not an option for law and motion matters due to voice quality issues. 

The following link is to be utilized for your Zoom hearing:  

https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1613754153?pwd=Vnl5aU5JRkhxeXVIN0FSS21WKzVaUT09 

Meeting ID: 161 375 4153                                    Passcode: 282939 

 

    

1. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC21-01249 
CASE NAME:  LIMON VS. JACK DOHENY COMPANIES 
 *HEARING ON MOTION IN RE:  AMENDED MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF PRIVATE ATTORNEYS 
GENERAL ACT SETTLEMENT  
FILED BY:  
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 

The Court has addressed whether this settlement can be approved at hearings held on 

November 10, 2022, and December 1, 2022.  The tentative rulings previously issued, and the Court’s 

order after hearing of December 7, 2022, are incorporated by reference and will not be restated. 

Based on the December 7, 2022 order, only two barriers remained to judicial approval: (1) 

submission of the entire “confidential” settlement, including provisions governing the settlement of 

plaintiff’s individual claims, to enable the Court to review the totality of the settlement of all issues, 

for the reasons explained in the prior orders; and (2) provision for a compliance report establishing 

compliance with the settlement.   

The parties have now submitted an Amended Motion for approval, along with a Fourth 

Stipulation of Settlement.  This was preceded by a motion to file the entire settlement under seal, 

which was granted by Court, and has enabled the Court to complete its review.   Based on that 

review, the Court has concluded that the plaintiff has not in effect traded PAGA penalties for 

individual payments.  This finding resolves that issue. 

mailto:dept39@contracosta.courts.ca.gov
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1613754153?pwd=Vnl5aU5JRkhxeXVIN0FSS21WKzVaUT09


SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
MARTINEZ, CA 

DEPARTMENT 01/39 
JUDICIAL OFFICER: EDWARD G WEIL 

HEARING DATE:  03/23/2023 
 

 

 

 

As to the other issue, the Fourth Stipulation states that “pursuant to the Court’s injected and 

required term, the Parties agree that the Court will set a compliance hearing after on or before the 

thirty-fifth (35th) day of signing this Stipulation.  Within five (5) business days of the compliance 

hearing, the $833.30 unlawfully withheld from Aggrieved Employees’ Counsel, pursuant to Paragraph 

32 of this stipulation, will be released to them.” (Par. 35.)  The stipulation also states that the parties 

“shall take all steps that may be requested by the Court relating to, or that are otherwise reasonably 

necessary to the approval and implementation of this Stipulation and shall otherwise use their 

respective best efforts to obtain approval and implementation of this Stipulation and the associated 

settlement.”   (Par. 38.) Given that the stipulation was signed January 6th, and submitted to the Court 

on January 23, 2023, thirty-five days from the stipulation already have elapsed, and it is not possible 

to have a compliance hearing as provided in the stipulation.   

As stated in the December 7, 2022, order, the Court continues to require a compliance 

hearing. The agreement provides that checks will be issued within thirty days of approval of the 

settlement, and that for any checks not delivered or returned within 120 days of mailing, defendant 

will search for updated addresses.  Accordingly, it will take at least 150 days before counsel can report 

to the Court on whether compliance has been achieved (and potentially longer if any defendant 

requests a re-issued check).  Accordingly, a compliance hearing must take place after 150 days from 

this hearing.  

The Court, however, will not sign the Fourth Stipulation of Settlement in the form in which it 

was submitted. The stipulation contains numerous contentions and arguments not appropriate for 

signature by the Court. Specifically, the Court can sign the stipulation only if the following portions are 

stricken: (1) in Paragraph 19, the portion stating “despite no legal requirement to file such a motion 

when the parties have stipulated to a settlement”; (2) Paragraph 24; and (3) Paragraph 25.  The Court 

bases its actions on the terms of the settlement itself and the evidence submitted through proper 

declarations.   

Accordingly, the Court grants the motion subject to the following: the stipulation will be 

signed by the Court only if the above-referenced provisions of Paragraph 19 and Paragraphs 24 and 

25 are stricken; and a compliance hearing is set for September 14, 2023, 9:00 a.m. in this department, 

with a declaration establishing compliance with and implementation of the settlement to be filed one 

week before the hearing. 

 
 

  

 


