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LAW OFFICES OF MARK YABLONOVICH  
Mark Yablonovich (SBN 186670) 
Mark@Yablonovichlaw.com 
9595 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 900 
Beverly Hills, California 90210 
Telephone: (310) 286-0246 • Fax: (310) 407-5391 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Benjamin Yoldi 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

BENJAMIN YOLDI,  

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

EDISON DOWNTOWN, INC., a California 
corporation; THE EDISON DOWNTOWN 
LOS ANGELES, a business entity 
unknown; and DOES 1 through 10, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.: 20STCV10682 

Assigned for all purposes to Hon. Kristin S. 
Escalante, Dept. 24 

ENFORCEMENT ACTION UNDER THE 
PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT, 
CALIFORNIA LABOR CODE §§ 2698 ET 
SEQ. 

JOINT STIPULATION RE SETTLEMENT 
OF PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL 
ACTION ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS 
AND REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL; 
[PROPOSED] ORDER  

OSC Re Dismissal: 
Date: November 10, 2022 
Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Dept. 24  

Complaint Filed:  March 16, 2020 
Trial Date: Vacated  
FSC: Vacated  E
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Subject to Court approval, Plaintiff Benjamin Yoldi (“Plaintiff”) and Defendant 

Edison Downtown, Inc. (“Defendant”) (Plaintiff together with Defendant, the 

“Parties”), through their undersigned counsel, submit the following joint stipulation. 

1. Plaintiff, a former employee of Defendant, worked for Defendant in Los 

Angeles from approximately 2014 to January 4, 2020; 

2. On March 16, 2020, Plaintiff brought this law enforcement action against 

Defendant on a representative basis on behalf of the State of California and aggrieved 

employees under the Private Attorneys General Act, Labor Code sections 2698, et seq. 

(“PAGA”); 

3. Pursuant to the PAGA complaint, Plaintiff sought to recover civil 

penalties for alleged violations of California Labor Code sections: (1) 510 and 1198 

(unpaid overtime); (2) 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, and 1198 (unpaid minimum wages); 

(3) 226.7, 512(a), and 1198 (failure to provide meal and rest periods); (4) 226(a) and 

1198 (non-compliant wage statements); (5) 1174(d) and 1198 (failure to maintain 

accurate payroll and time records); (6) 204 (wages not timely paid during employment); 

(7) 201-203 (wages not timely paid upon termination); and (8) 1198 (failure to pay 

reporting time); 

4. Plaintiff propounded written discovery on Defendant; Defendant provided 

written responses; and the Parties engaged in meet and confer efforts related to the 

discovery; 

5. The Court set trial for October 17, 2022 and a final status conference for 

October 6, 2022;  

6. The Parties engaged in efforts to resolve the matter before trial and were 

successfully able to do so, and Plaintiff informed the Court on September 1, 2022, that 

the Parties had reached an agreement. The Court vacated the trial and final status 

conference and set a hearing on an Order to Show Cause for November 10, 2022; 

7. The Parties have agreed to resolve the matter on an individual basis such 
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that Plaintiff will provide a general release of all his employment-related claims against 

Defendant including attorneys’ fees, costs and interest, and Plaintiff will dismiss any 

representative claims (non-individual PAGA claims1) without prejudice; 

8. On September 28, 2022, Plaintiff filed a Request for Dismissal of

Defendant The Edison Downtown Los Angeles a business entity unknown, which was 

entered by the clerk on September 29, 2022;  

9. Defendant does not admit that it ever violated any provision of the

California Labor Code and Wage Order; 

10. The Parties’ agreement is set forth in complete and final form in the

Settlement Agreement (“Settlement Agreement”) that is attached as Exhibit 1, a copy of 

which has been submitted to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency (“LWDA”); 

11. PAGA provides that “[t]he superior court shall review and approve any

settlement of any civil action filed pursuant to this part.” Cal. Lab. Code § 2699(l)(2). 

Although the Settlement Agreement is not on a representative basis and should not 

require the Court’s review and approval, out of an abundance of caution because this 

action was initiated under PAGA, the Parties present the Settlement Agreement for the 

Court’s review and approval; 

12. In negotiating this individual settlement, Plaintiff has considered the

expense and length of continued proceedings necessary to litigate the case through trial 

and through any possible appeals, and the burdens of proof necessary to establish liability 

for the claims asserted in the action, both generally and in response to Defendant’s 

defenses. Plaintiff has also taken into account the uncertainties and risks of the outcome 

of further litigation and developing law, and the difficulties and delays inherent in such 

litigation, as well as Defendant’s financial condition; 

1 Although Plaintiff’s attorneys do not opine as to the propriety of the United 
Supreme Court’s decision in Viking River Cruises, Inc. v. Moriana, 142 S. Ct. 1906 
(2022), it appears the Court created individual and non-individual PAGA claims. 
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13. Plaintiff has personally and actively participated in litigating this case by

regularly communicating with his attorneys and providing extensive documentation 

relating to his employment with Defendant; 

14. Plaintiff’s attorneys have incurred substantial attorneys’ fees (thousands of

dollars) and approximately $3,167 in out-of-pocket expenses; and 

15. It is California’s policy to encourage settlements.2

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties stipulate to settle this matter according to the

terms and conditions set forth in the attached Settlement Agreement. 

IT IS SO STIPULATED. 

Dated: Respectfully submitted, 

LAW OFFICES OF MARK YABLONOVICH 

By: 
Mark Yablonovich 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Benjamin Yoldi 

Dated: Respectfully submitted, 

KATCHKO, VITIELLO & KARIKOMI, PC 

By: 
Michael T. Karikomi  
Attorneys for Defendant Edison 
Downtown, Inc.  

2 See McClure v. McClure, 100 Cal. 339, 343 (1893) (settlements “are highly 
favored as productive of peace and goodwill in the community, and reducing the expense 
and persistency of litigation”); Lamb v. Herndon, 97 Cal. App. 193, 203 (1929) (“it is the 
fixed policy of the law to encourage the settlement of disputes and the prevention of 
litigation”); Hamilton v. Oakland School Dist., 219 Cal. 322, 329 (1933)(“[It] is the 
policy of the law to discourage litigation and to favor compromises of doubtful rights and 
controversies, made either in or out of court”); Potter v. Pacific Coast Lumber Co., 37 
Cal. 2d 592, 602 (1951) (“The law wisely favors settlements”); Cilibrasi v. Reiter, 103 
Cal. App. 2d 397, 400 (1951) (“the law favors settlement of legal controversies”); Brown 
v. Guarantee Ins. Co., 155 Cal. App. 2d 679, 696 (1957) (“it is fundamental that the law
favors settlements”); and Central Basin etc. Wat. Dist. v. Fossette, 235 Cal. App. 2d 689,
705 (1965) (“It is the policy of the law to discourage litigation and to favor compromise
and voluntary settlements of doubtful rights and controversies, made either in or out of
court”).

10/04/2022

October 4, 2022
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ORDER 

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the Court hereby grants the Parties’ 

stipulation to settle Plaintiff’s individual claims, including his attorneys’ fees, costs and 

interest. 

1. The Court approves and incorporates by reference the terms and 

conditions of the attached Settlement Agreement, and directs the implementation of all 

remaining terms, conditions, and provisions of the Settlement Agreement. 

2. The Settlement Agreement is not an admission by Defendant Edison 

Downtown, Inc., nor is this order a finding of the validity of any allegations or of any 

wrongdoing by Defendant. Neither this order, the Settlement Agreement, nor any 

document referred to herein, nor any action taken to carry out the Settlement Agreement, 

may be construed as, or may be used as, an admission of any fault, wrongdoing, 

omission, concession, or liability whatsoever by or against Defendant. 

3. The action is dismissed as follows: Plaintiff’s individual claims are 

dismissed with prejudice and the representative (non-individual) PAGA claim are 

dismissed without prejudice.  

4. The Court shall retain exclusive and continuing jurisdiction over the 

above-captioned action and the Parties for purposes of enforcing the terms of the 

Settlement Agreement as well as this Order. 
  

IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
 
DATED: __________________  ________________________________ 
      Honorable Kristin S. Escalante  

Judge of the Superior Court 
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Yoldi v. Edison Downtown, Inc., Case No. 20STCV10682 
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1

Aarika Davis

From: DIR PAGA Unit <lwdadonotreply@dir.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 11:36 AM
To: Aarika Davis
Subject: Thank you for your Proposed Settlement Submission

09/27/2022 11:35:42 AM 

Thank you for your submission to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency. 

Item submitted: Proposed Settlement 
If you have questions or concerns regarding this submission or your case, please send an email to pagainfo@dir.ca.gov. 

DIR PAGA Unit on behalf of 
Labor and Workforce Development Agency 

Website: http://labor.ca.gov/Private_Attorneys_General_Act.htm 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles. I declare that I am over the age of 

eighteen (18) and not a party to this action.  My business address is: 9595 Wilshire 

Boulevard, Suite 900, Beverly Hills, CA  90212. 

On October 4, 2022, I served the following document described below as: 

JOINT STIPULATION RE SETTLEMENT OF PRIVATE ATTORNEYS 

GENERAL ACTION ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS AND REQUEST FOR 

DISMISSAL; [PROPOSED] ORDER 

on the interested parties in this action by placing a true copy thereof, enclosed in a 

sealed envelope, addressed as follows:  

Michael Karikomi 

Katchko, Vitiello & Karikomi, PC 

11835 W. Olympic Boulevard 

East Tower- Suite 860E 

Los Angeles, CA 90064 

mkarikomi@kvklawyers.com 

(  )  MAIL:  I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California. The 

envelope was mailed with postage thereon fully prepaid.  I am “readily familiar” with 

the firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence for mailing.  Under that 

practice, it would be deposited with U.S. postal service on that same day in the ordinary 

course of business. 

( X ) BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE:  I caused such documents to be uploaded and 

served electronically, on the date specified, via One Legal on the parties listed herein at 

their most recent known e-mail address or e-mail of record in this action. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that 

the foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed on October 4, 2022, at Los Angeles, California. 

______________________________

Aarika Davis 
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