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Ramirez v. Charter Communications, Inc., 75
Cal. App. 5th 365 (2021), review granted, 2022
WL 2037698 (Mem) (Jun. 1, 2022); S273802/
B309408
Petition for review after affirmance of order
denying petition to compel arbitration. Did
the Court of Appeal err in holding that a
provision of an arbitration agreement allowing
for recovery of interim attorney’s fees after a
successful motion to compel arbitration, was so
substantively unconscionable that it rendered
the arbitration agreement unenforceable?
Review granted/brief due.

Petition for review after affirmance of
judgment. Did the Court of Appeal properly
affirm summary judgment in favor of
defendants on plaintiff’s claims of hostile work
environment based on race, retaliation, and
failure to prevent discrimination, harassment
and retaliation? Fully briefed.
People ex rel. Garcia-Brower v. Kolla’s Inc.,
nonpublished opinion, nonpublished opinion,
2021 WL 1851487 (2021), review granted
(Sept. 21, 2021); S269456/G057831

COVID-19

Petition after affirmance in part and reversal
of judgment. Does Cal. L abor Code § 1102.5(b),
which protects an employee from retaliation
for disclosing unlawful activity, apply when the
information is already known to that person or
agency? Fully briefed.

Kuciemba v. Victory Woodworks, 31 F.4th 1268
(9th Cir. 2022); review granted (Jun. 22, 2022);
S274191/9th Cir. No. 21-15963

Raines v. U.S. Healthworks Medical Group, 28
F.4th 968 (mem) (9th Cir. 2022), review granted
(Apr. 27 2022); S273630/9th Cir. 21-55229

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. 1. If an employee contracts
COVID-19 at his workplace and brings the virus
home to his spouse, does California’s derivative
injury doctrine bar the spouse’s claim against
the employer? 2. Under California law, does an
employer owe a duty to the households of its
employees to exercise ordinary care to prevent
the spread of COVID-19? Answer brief due.

Request under California Rules of Court, rule
8.548, that this court decide a question of
California law presented in a matter pending
in the United States Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Circuit. Does California’s Fair
Employment and Housing Act, which defines
“employer” to include “any person acting as
an agent of an employer” (Cal. Gov’t Code
§ 12926(d)), permit a business entity acting
as an agent of an employer to be held directly
liable for employment discrimination? Reply
brief due.
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Bailey v. San Francisco District Attorney’s Office,
nonpublished opinion, 2020 WL 5542657
(2020), review granted (Dec. 30, 2020);
S265223/A153520

Adolph v. Uber Technologies, Inc., nonpublished
opinion, 2022 WL 1073583 (2022), review
granted (Jul. 20, 2022); S274671/G059860,
G060198
Petition after affirmance of order denying
a petition to compel arbitration. This case
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presents issues regarding the maintenance of representative
claims for statutory civil penalties under the Private
Attorney General Act (Cal. L ab. Code § 2698 et seq.). (See
Viking River Cruises, Inc. v. Moriana U.S. [142 S. Ct. 1906,
L. Ed.2d ] (2022).) Review granted/brief due.
Estrada v. Royalty Carpet Mills, Inc., 76 Cal. App. 5th 685
(2022) Inc., review granted, 294 Cal. Rptr. 3d 460 (Mem) (Jun.
22, 2022); S274340/G058397, G058969
Petition after the affirmance in part and reversal in part of
judgment. Do trial courts have inherent authority to ensure
that claims under the Private Attorneys General Act (Cal.
L ab. Code, § 2698 et seq.) will be manageable at trial, and to
strike or narrow such claims if they cannot be managed?
Answer brief due.
People ex rel. Garcia-Brower v. Kolla’s Inc., nonpublished
opinion, 2021 WL 1851487 (CA 4/2 May 10, 2021), review
granted (Sept. 1, 2021); S269456/G057831

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. Under California law, are claims for fraudulent
concealment exempted from the economic loss rule? Answer
brief due.
Turrieta v. Lyft, Inc., 284 Cal. Rptr. 3d 767 (2021), review
granted, 288 Cal. Rptr. 3d 599 (Mem) (Jan. 5, 2022);
S271721/B304701
Petition for review after affirmance of judgment. Does a
plaintiff in a representative action filed under the Private
Attorneys General Act (Cal. L ab. Code § 2698 et seq.) (PAGA)
have the right to intervene, or object to, or move to vacate,
a judgment in a related action that purports to settle the
claims that plaintiff has brought on behalf of the state?
Fully briefed.

*

Petition for review after part affirmance and part reversal of
judgment. Does Cal. L ab. Code § 1102.5(b), which protects
an employee from retaliation for disclosing unlawful activity,
apply when the information is already known to that person
or agency? Fully briefed.
Rattagan v. Uber Technologies, 19 F.4th 1188 (9th Cir. Dec. 6,
2021), request granted (Feb. 29, 2022) S272113/9th Circ. No.
20-16796
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The Law Review reflects the diversity of the Section’s membership in the articles and columns we publish. Our
resources are you, the readers, so we count on you to provide us with the variety of viewpoints representative of our
7,000+ members. We therefore invite members of the Section and others to submit articles and columns from the
points of view of employees, unions, and management. Although articles may be written from a particular viewpoint,
whenever possible, submissions should address the existence of relevant issues from other perspectives. The Law
Review reserves the right to edit articles for reasons of space or for other reasons, to decline to print articles that
are submitted, or to invite responses from those with other points of view. We will consult with authors before any
significant editing. Authors are responsible for cite checking and proofreading their submissions. Note that as a
contributor of an article selected for publication in the Law Review, you can claim self-study MCLE credit, hour-forhour, for the time you spend researching and writing the article.
As a rule, we accept only well-researched articles on timely topics. Submissions from third-party public relations
or marketing firms will not be considered. Articles should be between 2,000 and 2,500 words. Please follow the
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