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[This news release is issued to inform the public and the press of cases that the Supreme 
Court has accepted and of their general subject matter.  The statement of the issue or 
issues in each case set out below does not necessarily reflect the view of the court, or 
define the specific issues that will be addressed by the court.] 
 

#18-49  Alameda County Deputy Sheriff’s Assn. v. Alameda County Employees’ 
Retirement Assn., S247095.  (A141913; 19 Cal.App.5th 61, mod. 19 Cal.App.5th 945a; 
Contra Costa County Superior Court; MSN121870.)  Petition for review after the Court 
of Appeal affirmed in part and reversed in part the judgment in a civil action.  This case 
includes the following issue:  Did statutory amendments to the County Employees’ 
Retirement Law (Gov. Code, § 31450 et seq.) made by the Public Employees’ Pension 
Reform Act of 2013 (Gov. Code, § 7522 et seq.) reduce the scope of the pre-existing 
definition of pensionable compensation and thereby impair employees’ vested rights 
protected by the contracts clauses of the state and federal Constitutions?   

#18-50  Kim v. Reins Internat. California, Inc., S246911.  (B278642; 18 Cal.App.5th 
1052; Los Angeles County Superior Court; BC539194.)  Petition for review after the 
Court of Appeal affirmed the judgment in a civil action.  This case presents the following 
issue:  Does an employee bringing an action under the Private Attorney General Act 
(Lab. Code, § 1698 et seq.) lose standing to pursue representative claims as an “aggrieved 
employee” by dismissing his or her individual claims against the employer? 

#18-51  Stewart v. San Luis Ambulance, Inc., S246255.  (9th Cir. No. 15-56943; 878 
F.3d 883; Central District of California; No. 2:13-cv-09458-BRO-SS.)  Request under 
California Rules of Court rule 8.548, that this court decide questions of California law 
presented in a matter pending in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit.  
The questions presented are:  “1. Under the California Labor Code and applicable 
regulations, is an employer of ambulance attendants working twenty-four hour shifts 
required to relieve attendants of all duties during rest breaks, including the duty to be 
available to respond to an emergency call if one arises during a rest period?  2. Under the 
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California Labor Code and applicable regulations, may an employer of ambulance 
attendants working twenty-four hour shifts require attendants to be available to respond 
to emergency calls during their meal periods without a written agreement that contains an 
on-duty meal period revocation clause?  If such a clause is required, will a general at-will 
employment clause satisfy this requirement?  3. Do violations of meal period regulations, 
which require payment of a ‘premium wage’ for each improper meal period, give rise to 
claims under sections 203 and 226 of the California Labor Code where the employer does 
not include the premium wage in the employee’s pay or pay statements during the course 
of the violations?” 

#18-52  People v. Padilla, S246588.  (B277715; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles 
County Superior Court; TA051184.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal 
affirmed a judgment of conviction of criminal offenses.  The court ordered briefing 
deferred pending decision in People v. Padilla, S239454 (#17-34), which present issues 
as to the requirements under Montgomery v. Louisiana (2016) 577 U.S. __, 136 S.Ct. 
718, 193 L.Ed.2d 599, and Miller v. Alabama (2012) 567 U.S. __, 132 S.Ct. 2455, 183 
L.Ed.2d 407, for imposing a sentence of life imprisonment without possibility of parole 
on a juvenile offender. 

DISPOSITIONS 

#16-237  In re Williams, S156682.  Original proceeding.  The court transferred this 
matter to the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles.   

#16-285  In re Adcox, S180912.  Original proceeding.  The court transferred this matter 
to the Superior Court of California, County of Tuolumne.   

Review in the following cases was dismissed in light of People v. Estrada (2017) 3 
Cal.5th 661: 

#16-356  People v. Cotton, S236276 (B260222; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles 
County Superior Court; GA031646) 

#17-22  People v. Gudino, S238074 (F071563; nonpublished opinion; Kings County 
Superior Court; 07CM7087) 

#17-71  People v. Rodriguez, S238983 (B269444; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles 
County Superior Court; GA025346) 

#17-72  People v. Watson, S238944 (B269654; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles 
County Superior Court; PA025999) 

#16-438  People v. Gomez, S238143 (F070393; nonpublished opinion; Kings County 
Superior Court; 02CM7150) 
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Review in the following case was dismissed in light of Hernandez v. Restoration 
Hardware, Inc. (2018) 4 Cal.5th 260: 

#17-176  Segovia v. Chipotle Mexican 
Grill, Inc., S241233 

(B266570; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles 
County Superior Court; BC489851) 

 

STATUS 

#16-410  Marin Assn. of Public Employees v. Marin County Employees’ Retirement 
Assn., S237460.  In this case, in which briefing was previously deferred pending further 
order of the court, the court ordered briefing deferred pending decision in Alameda 
County Deputy Sheriff’s Assn. v. Alameda County Employees’ Retirement Assn., S247095 
(#18-49), which includes the following issue:  Did statutory amendments to the County 
Employees’ Retirement Law (Gov. Code, § 31450 et seq.) made by the Public 
Employees’ Pension Reform Act of 2013 (Gov. Code, § 7522 et seq.) reduce the scope of 
the pre-existing definition of pensionable compensation and thereby impair employees’ 
vested rights protected by the contracts clauses of the state and federal Constitutions? 

# # # 

The Supreme Court of California is the state’s highest court and its decisions are binding on all other California 
state courts. The court’s primary role is to decide matters of statewide importance and to maintain uniformity in the 
law throughout California by reviewing matters from the six districts of the California Courts of Appeal and the 
fifty-eight county superior courts (the trial courts). Among its other duties, the court also decides all capital appeals 
and related matters and reviews both attorney and judicial disciplinary matters. 


