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REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 
 

 

DANIEL F. GAINES, ESQ. SBN 251488 
daniel@gaineslawfirm.com 
ALEX P. KATOFSKY, ESQ. SBN 202754 
alex@gaineslawfirm.com 
EVAN S. GAINES ESQ. SBN 287668 
evan@gainleslawfirm.com 
GAINES & GAINES, APLC 
27200 Agoura Rd., Suite 101 
Calabasas, CA 91301 
Telephone: (818) 703-8985 
Facsimile: (818) 703-8984 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff John Jadelrab, on behalf of himself and all “aggrieved employees” pursuant 
to Labor Code § 2698 et seq. 
 

 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 

 
 
JOHN JADELRAB, on behalf of himself and 
all “aggrieved employees” pursuant to Labor 
Code § 2698 et seq., 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
       v. 
 
CCFI, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company, and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, 

 
                                Defendants. 
 

 CASE NO:  
 
REPRESENTATIVE ACTION 
COMPLAINT FOR PENALTIES 
PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 2699(f) 
FOR VIOLATIONS OF LABOR CODE  
§§ 201, 202, 212, 226(a), 226.7, AND 512, 
AND PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 
2699(a) FOR VIOLATIONS OF LABOR 
CODE §§ 225.5, 226.3, AND 558 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

22-CIV-00064

1/6/2022
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REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

Plaintiff JOHN JADELRAB (“Plaintiff”), on behalf of himself and others as an “aggrieved 

employee” under the Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004, complains of CCFI, LLC, 

a Delaware limited liability company, and/or any subsidiaries or affiliated companies (hereinafter 

referred to as “Defendants”), as follows: 

I. 

INTRODUCTION AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

1. This is a Representative Action, pursuant to Labor Code § 2698 et seq., on behalf of

Plaintiff and other California employees who currently work or formerly worked for Defendants 

(“Aggrieved Employees”). 

2. For at least one (1) year prior to the filing of this action and at least one (1) year prior

to the date Plaintiff began the process of exhausting the administrative requirements, pursuant to 

Labor Code § 2698 et seq., and continuing to the present (the “liability period”), Defendants have had 

consistent policies of: 

a. Failing to pay Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees by an instrument payable on

demand and without discount, in violation of Labor Code §§ 212 and 225.5.  Defendants paid Plaintiff 

and Aggrieved Employees with pay cards.  Plaintiff, however, was unable to obtain all of his wages 

at once without incurring any fees, in violation of Labor Code § 212, which requires wages to be 

negotiable and payable in cash, on demand, without discount at an established place of business in 

the State.  Indeed, Plaintiff had to pay a fee each time he sought to obtain cash from his pay card and 

was unable to retrieve all the money from his pay card at one time. What’s more, Defendants would 

charge Plaintiff a fee to retrieve funds from his pay card such that it was less expensive to use an 

ATM machine instead, which he routinely did.  Labor Code § 225.5 provides for penalties for 

violations of Labor Code § 212. This is alleged on behalf of all Aggrieved Employees of Defendants; 

b. Failing to pay premium wages to Plaintiff and non-exempt Aggrieved

Employees who were denied rest periods, in violation of Labor Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order 

4-2001. Plaintiff and all other non-exempt Aggrieved Employees were routinely unable, and not

authorized, to take a 10-minute rest period for every four (4) hours of work or major fraction thereof,

but were not paid premium wages of one hour’s pay for each missed rest period. Plaintiff and non-
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REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

exempt Aggrieved Employees were simply denied rest periods altogether (especially during shifts 

when they were the sole working employee) and were rarely, if ever, paid premium rest period wages 

in lieu thereof. This violates Labor Code § 226.7 and IWC Wage Order 4-2001; 

c. Failing to pay premium wages to Plaintiff and non-exempt Aggrieved 

Employees who were denied meal periods, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512 and 558 and 

IWC Wage Order 4-2001. Plaintiff and all other non-exempt Aggrieved Employees were routinely 

denied, and not authorized to take, a timely, uninterrupted, 30-minute meal period for every shift 

worked of five or more hours in duration, but were not paid premium wages of one hour’s pay for 

each missed meal period.  This violates Labor Code §§ 226.7, 512 and 558 and IWC Wage Order 4-

2001; 

d. Failing to provide Plaintiff and Aggrieved Employees with wage statements 

that fully and accurately itemized the requirements set forth in Labor Code §§ 226(a) and 226.3. 

Plaintiff and other non-exempt Aggrieved Employees were not paid all premium meal and rest period 

wages due, as stated above.  As such, the wage statements provided by Defendants failed to accurately 

state all gross wages earned, in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(1) and 226.3, and net wages earned, 

in violation of Labor Code §§ 226(a)(5) and 226.3; and 

e. Failing to pay certain non-exempt Aggrieved Employees all wages due at the 

separation of their employment based on the time frames required by Labor Code §§ 201 and 202. 

As stated above, certain non-exempt Aggrieved Employees were not paid all wages due during the 

course of their employment and, as a result of this failure, they were not timely paid all wages due at 

the separation of their employment. This violates Labor Code §§ 201-202 and is alleged on behalf of 

non-exempt Aggrieved Employees who have left their employment with Defendants. 

3. Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all Aggrieved Employees pursuant to Labor Code § 

2698 et seq., seeks civil penalties for Defendants’ violations of the California Labor Code. 

4. Venue is proper in this judicial district, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 395. 

The Labor Code violations alleged against Defendants herein arose in San Mateo County, California. 

\\\ 

\\\ 
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REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

II. 

PARTIES 

A. Plaintiff

5. Plaintiff JOHN JADELRAB has been employed by Defendants since 2007 as a non-

exempt employee in San Mateo County, California. 

B. Defendant

6. Defendant CCFI, LLC, is a Delaware limited liability company that employed Plaintiff

and Aggrieved Employees throughout the State of California, including San Mateo County, 

California. 

7. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate, or otherwise,

of Defendants sued herein as DOES 1 to 10, inclusive, are currently unknown to Plaintiff, who 

therefore sues Defendants by such fictitious names under Code of Civil Procedure § 474.  Plaintiff is 

informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that each of the Defendants designated herein as a 

DOE is legally responsible in some manner for the unlawful acts referred to herein.  Plaintiff will 

seek leave of court to amend this Complaint to reflect the true names and capacities of the Defendants 

designated hereinafter as DOES when such identities become known. 

8. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that each Defendant acted

in all respects pertinent to this action as the agent of the other Defendant, carried out a joint scheme, 

business plan or policy in all respects pertinent hereto, and the acts of each Defendant is legally 

attributable to the other Defendants. 

9. The Defendants named herein as DOE 1 through DOE 10 are and were persons acting

on behalf of, or acting jointly with, Defendants, who violated, or caused to be violated, one or more 

provisions of the California Labor Code as alleged herein. 

\\\ 

\\\ 

\\\ 

\\\ 

\\\ 
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REPRESENTATIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

III. 

CAUSES OF ACTION 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

PLAINTIFF AND ALL AGGRIEVED EMPLOYEES AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

PENALTIES PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 2699(f) FOR VIOLATIONS OF LABOR 

CODE §§ 201, 202, 212, 226(a), 226.7, AND 512, AND PURSUANT TO LABOR CODE § 

2699(a) FOR VIOLATIONS OF LABOR CODE §§ 225.5, 226.3, AND 558 

10. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 9 of this Complaint as though fully set

forth herein. 

11. As a result of the acts alleged above, including the Labor Code violations set forth in

paragraph 2 above, Plaintiff seeks civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code §§ 2698 et seq. 

12. For each such violation, Plaintiff and all other Aggrieved Employees are entitled to

penalties and other relief in an amount to be shown at the time of trial subject to the following formula: 

a. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f), $100 for each initial violation and $200 for

each subsequent violation of Labor Code §§ 201, 202, 226(a), 226.7, and 512;

and

b. Pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(f), the penalties as authorized by Labor Code

§§ 225.5, 226.3, and 558.

13. Civil penalties recovered will be allocated 75% to the Labor and Workforce

Development Agency, and 25% to the affected employees. 

14. On October 28, 2021, Plaintiff sent a letter, by online submission to the LWDA and

by certified mail, return receipt requested, to Defendants setting forth the facts and theories of the 

violations alleged against Defendant, as prescribed by Labor Code § 2698 et seq.  Pursuant to Labor 

Code § 2699.3(a)(2)(A), no notice was received by Plaintiff from the LWDA within sixty-five (65) 

calendar days of October 28, 2021.  Plaintiff may therefore commence this action to seek civil 

penalties pursuant to Labor Code § 2698 et seq. 

Wherefore, Plaintiff and the Aggrieved Employees he seeks to represent request relief as 

described below. 
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IV. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for the following relief: 

1. For civil penalties pursuant to Labor Code § 2698 et seq. for Plaintiff and all other

Aggrieved Employees; 

2. An award providing for payment of costs of suit pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(g)(1)

and other applicable law; 

3. An award of attorneys’ fees pursuant to Labor Code § 2699(g)(1) and other applicable

law; and 

4. Such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

Dated: January 5, 2022 Respectfully submitted, 

GAINES & GAINES 
A Professional Law Corporation 

By: _______________________ 
 DANIEL F. GAINES 

       EVAN S. GAINES 
       Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF SAN MATEO COUNTY 

Civil Division 

400 County Center, 1
st

 Floor, Room A Redwood City, CA 94063 

(650) 261-5100 

www.sanmateocourt.org 

FOR COURT USE ONLY 
 

FILED 
SAN MATEO COUNTY 

1/6/2022 

Clerk of the Superior Court 

/s/ Marcela Enriquez 

DEPUTY CLERK 
 

 

PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF:   JOHN JADELRAB 

 

RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT:   CCFI, LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY 

COMPANY; DOES 1 THROUGH 10, INCLUSIVE 

 

NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT FOR ALL PURPOSES (CIVIL) AND  

NOTICE OF CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 

CASE NUMBER: 

22-CIV-00064 
 

 

By order of the Presiding Judge pursuant to San Mateo County Superior Court Local Rule 3.200(a) the above entitled 

matter is assigned for all purposes to: Marie S. Weiner in Department 2. 

 

An Initial Case Management Conference is set before the Civil Commissioner, as follows: 

DATE: 5/9/2022 

TIME: 9:00 AM 

LOCATION: 1050 Mission Road, South San Francisco, CA 94080 

 

APPEARANCES SHALL BE REMOTE ONLY.  Please visit our website at for information on remote appearances:   

https://www.sanmateocourt.org/general_info/remote_appearance.php 
 

 

 

ASSIGNED DEPARTMENT INFORMATION 

To schedule a Law and Motion Hearing, please see Local Rule 3.402, or visit the assigned Judicial Officer’s webpage 

at: www.sanmateocourt.org/civiljudges. 

Contact information for your assigned department is as follows: 

 
 

Judicial Officer Department Phone Department E-mail 

Marie S. Weiner 650-261-5102 Dept2@sanmateocourt.org  

 

CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE INFORMATION 

You are hereby given notice of your Initial Case Management Conference.  The date, time and department are noted 

above. 

1. In accordance with applicable California Rules of the Court and Local Rules, you are hereby ordered to: 

a) Serve all named defendants and file proofs of service on those defendants with the court within 60-days of 

filing the complaint (CRC 3.110(b); Local Rule 3.804). 

b) Serve a copy of this Notice, blank form of the Case Management Statement and ADR Information Package on 

all named parties in this action (Local Rule 3.804(a)). Documents are available online under the CIVIL CMC 

Packet section at: http://sanmateocourt.org/court_divisions/civil/  

c) File and serve a completed Case Management Statement at least 15 days before the Case Management 

Conference (CRC 3.725; Local Rule 3.805(c)).  Failure to do so may result in monetary sanctions or the 

continuance of the CMC. 

d) Meet and confer, in person or by telephone, to consider each of the issues identified in CRC 3.724 no later 



 

Rev. November 2020 

than 30 days before the date set for the Case Management Conference (Local Rule 3.805(b)). 

 

2. Parties may proceed to an Appropriate Dispute Resolution process (“ADR”) by filing a Stipulation and Order to 

ADR (Local Form ADR-CV-1). File and serve the completed Stipulation and Order to ADR form at least 12 days 

prior to the Case Management Conference (Local Rule 3.805(f)). You may find this form and information 

regarding the Civil ADR Program online at http://sanmateocourt.org/court_divisions/adr/civil/ 

 

For additional information, you may visit the Judicial officer’s webpage at: www.sanmateocourt.org/civiljudges 

 
 

 

CLERK’S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am the clerk of this Court, not a party to this cause; that I served a copy of this notice on the below date, 

 by hand  by electronic service to the parties or their counsel of record at the email addresses set forth below and shown by 

the records of this Court  or   by placing a copy thereof in separate sealed envelopes addressed to the address shown by the 

records of this Court, and by then sealing said envelopes and depositing same, with postage fully pre-paid thereon, in the United 

States Mail at Redwood City, California. 

Date:  1/6/2022 
Neal I Taniguchi, Court Executive Officer/Clerk 

/s/ Marcela Enriquez By: 

  Marcela Enriquez, Deputy Clerk 

Notice being served on: 

 

 

 

ALEX P KATOFSKY 

GAINES & GAINES APLC 

27200 AGOURA ROAD SUITE 101 

CALABASAS CA  91367 
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APPROPRIATE DISPUTE RESOLUTION INFORMATION SHEET 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, SAN MATEO COUNTY 
 
In addition to the court provided voluntary and mandatory settlement conferences, this 
court has established, in partnership with the community and Bar Association, the Multi-
Option ADR Project. Recognizing that many civil disputes can be resolved without the 
time and expense of traditional civil litigation, the San Mateo County Superior Court 
encourages the parties in civil cases to explore and pursue the use of Appropriate 
Dispute Resolution 
 

WHAT IS APPROPRIATE DISPUTE RESOLUTION? 
 

Appropriate Dispute Resolution (ADR) is the general term applied to a wide variety of 
dispute resolution processes which are alternatives to lawsuits.  Types of ADR 
processes include arbitration, mediation, neutral evaluation, mini-trials, settlement 
conferences, private judging, negotiation, and hybrids of these processes.  All ADR 
processes offer a partial or complete alternative to traditional court litigation for resolving 
disputes. 
 
WHAT ARE THE ADVANTAGES OF USING ADR? 
 

ADR can have a number of advantages over traditional court litigation. 
 

• ADR can save time.  Even in a complex case, a dispute can be resolved through 
ADR in a matter of months or weeks, while a lawsuit can take years. 

  

• ADR can save money.  By producing earlier settlements, ADR can save parties and 
courts money that might otherwise be spent on litigation costs (attorney’s fees and 
court expenses). 

 

• ADR provides more participation.  Parties have more opportunity with ADR to 
express their own interests and concerns, while litigation focuses exclusively on the 
parties’ legal rights and responsibilities. 

 

• ADR provides more control and flexibility.  Parties can choose the ADR process 
most appropriate for their particular situation and that will best serve their particular 
needs. 

 

• ADR can reduce stress and provide greater satisfaction.  ADR encourages 
cooperation and communication, while discouraging the adversarial atmosphere 
found in litigation.  Surveys of disputants who have gone through ADR have found 
that satisfaction with ADR is generally high, especially among those with extensive 
ADR experience. 

 

Arbitration, Mediation, and Neutral Evaluation 
 

Although there are many different types of ADR processes, the forms most commonly 
used to resolve disputes in California State courts are Arbitration, Mediation and Neutral 
Evaluation.  The Multi-Option ADR Project a partnership of the Court, Bar and 
Community offers pre-screened panelists with specialized experience and training in 
each of these areas. 
 

Arbitration: An arbitrator hears evidence presented by the parties, makes legal rulings, 
determines facts and makes an arbitration award.  Arbitration awards may be entered as 
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judgments in accordance with the agreement of the parties or, where there is no 
agreement, in accordance with California statutes.  Arbitrations can be binding or non-
binding, as agreed by the parties in writing. 
 

Mediation: Mediation is a voluntary, informal, confidential process in which the 
mediator, a neutral third party, facilitates settlement negotiations.  The mediator 
improves communication by and among the parties, helps parties clarify facts, identify 
legal issues, explore options and arrive at a mutually acceptable resolution of the 
dispute. 
 

Neutral Evaluation: Involves presentations to a neutral third party with subject matter 
expertise who may render an opinion about the case the strengths and weaknesses of 
the positions, the potential verdict regarding liability, and a possible range for damages. 
 

CIVIL ADR PROCEDURES FOR THE SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT 
 

• Upon filing a Complaint, the Plaintiff will receive this information sheet from the 
Superior Court Clerk.  Plaintiff is expected to include this information sheet when 
he or she serves the Complaint on the Defendant. 

 

• All parties to the dispute may voluntarily agree to take the matter to an ADR 
process. A stipulation is provided here.  Parties chose and contact their own ADR 
provider. A Panelist List is available online. 

 

• If the parties have not agreed to use an ADR process, an initial Case 
Management Conference (“CMC”) will be scheduled within 120 days of the filing 
of the Complaint.  An original and copy of the Case Management Conference 
Statement must be completed and provided to the court clerk no later than 
15 days prior to the scheduled conference. The San Mateo County Superior 
Court Case Management Judges will strongly encourage all parties and their 
counsel to consider and utilize ADR procedures and/or to meet with the ADR 
director and staff where appropriate.  

 

• If the parties voluntarily agree to ADR, the parties will be required to sign and file 
a Stipulation and Order to ADR.   

 

• A timely filing of a stipulation (at least 10 days prior to the CMC) will cause a 
notice to vacate the CMC.  ADR stipulated cases (other than judicial arbitration) 
will be continued for further ADR/Case Management status review in 90 days.  If 
the case is resolved through ADR, the status review date may be vacated if the 
court receives a dismissal or judgment. The court may upon review of case 
information suggest to parties an ADR referral to discuss matters related to case 
management, discovery and ADR. 
 

• Any ADR Services shall be paid for by the parties pursuant to a separate ADR 
fee agreement. The ADR Director may screen appropriate cases for financial aid 
where a party is indigent. 

 

• Local Court Rules require your cooperation in evaluating the ADR Project and 
will expect a brief evaluation form to be completed and submitted within 10 days 
of completion of the process. 
 

You can find ADR forms on the ADR webpage: www.sanmateocourt.org/adr. For more 
information contact the Multi-Option ADR Project at (650) 261-5075 or 261-5076. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 

MULTI OPTION ADR PROJECT 
HALL OF JUSTICE AND RECORDS 

400 COUNTY CENTER 
REDWOOD CITY, CALIFORNIA 94063 

ADR Stipulation and Evaluation Instructions 

In accordance with Local Rule 3.904(b), all parties going to ADR must complete a Stipulation and Order 

to ADR and file it with the Clerk of the Superior Court. In accordance with Local Rule 2.1.7, all parties, 

except for self-represented litigants, are required to file the Stipulation and Order to ADR electronically. 

There is no filing fee for filing the stipulation. An incomplete stipulation will be returned to the parties by 

the Clerk’s Office. All stipulations must include the following: 

❑ Signatures for all attorneys (and/or parties in pro per); 

❑ The name and phone number of the neutral; 

❑ Date of the ADR session (date must include month, day and year. TBD or tentative 

responses will not be accepted); and 

❑ Service List (Counsel need not serve the stipulation on parties). 

Parties mutually agree on a neutral and schedule ADR sessions directly with the neutral. If parties would 

like a copy of the Court’s Civil ADR Program Panelist List and information sheets on individual panelists, 

they may visit the Court’s website at www.sanmateocourt.org/adr. 
 

If Filing the Stipulation Prior to an Initial Case Management Conference 

To stipulate to ADR prior to the initial Case Management Conference (CMC), parties must file a completed 

stipulation at least 12 days before the scheduled Case Management Conference. The clerk will vacate the 

Case Management Conference, and the general civil action will be referred to the ADR Analyst [Local 

Rule 3.805(f)]. 
 

If Filing Stipulation Following a Case Management Conference or Following an Order to Vacate Case 

Management Conference and Order to ADR 

When parties are referred to ADR at the CMC, or parties receive an Order Vacating Case Management 

Conference and Order to ADR, they have 21 days from the date of the CMC or Order to file a Stipulation 

and Order to ADR with the Court [Local Rule 3.904(b)]. 
 

Post-ADR Session 

Submit post-ADR session evaluations within 10 days of completion of the ADR process. Evaluations are 

to be filled out by both attorneys and clients. A copy of the Evaluation by Attorneys and Client Evaluation 

will be mailed by the ADR department as the mediation session date approaches, or can be downloaded 

from the Court’s web site [Local Rule 3.905(c)]. 

 

If not all disputes are resolved through the ADR session, file a Statement of Nonagreement (ADR-CV-11) 

with the Court to facilitate the setting of a post-ADR Case Management and Trial Setting Conference before 

the assigned Civil Judge [Local Rule 3.905(b)]. 
 

Non-Binding Judicial Arbitration 

Names and dates are not needed for stipulations to judicial arbitration. The Judicial Arbitration 

Administrator will send a list of names to parties once a stipulation has been submitted. 
 

For further information regarding San Mateo Superior Court’s Civil ADR and Judicial Arbitration 

Programs, visit the Court’s website at www.sanmateocourt.org/adr or contact the ADR offices at 

(650) 261-5075. 

http://www.sanmateocourt.org/adr
http://www.sanmateocourt.org/adr
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Attorney or Party without Attorney (Name, Address, Telephone, Fax, Court Use Only 

State Bar membership number):  

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO  

Hall of Justice and Records  

400 County Center  

Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 (650) 261-5100  

Plaintiff(s): Case number: 

Defendant(s): Current CMC Date: 

 

STIPULATION AND ORDER TO APPROPRIATE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 

Plaintiff will file this stipulation with the Clerk’s Office 10 days prior to or 3 weeks following the first 

Case Management Conference or Order to ADR unless directed otherwise by the Court and ADR 

Department [Local Rule 3.904(b)]. Please attach a Service List. 

The parties hereby stipulate that all claims in this action shall be submitted to (select one): 
 Voluntary Mediation         Binding Arbitration (private) 

Neutral Evaluation      Settlement Conference (private) 

 Non-Binding Judicial Arbitration CCP 1141.12   Summary Jury Trial      Other:    
 

Case Type:    

Neutral’s name and telephone number:  Date of session:    
(Required for continuance of CMC except for non-binding judicial arbitration) 

Identify by name the parties to attend ADR session:    

 
Original Signatures 

 

   
Type or print name of    Party without attorney   Attorney for   

 Plaintiff/Petitioner   Defendant/Respondent/Contestant 
 (Signature) 

 Attorney or Party without attorney 

 

   
Type or print name of    Party without attorney   Attorney for   

 Plaintiff/Petitioner   Defendant/Respondent/Contestant 
 (Signature) 

 Attorney or Party without attorney 

 

   
Type or print name of    Party without attorney   Attorney for   

 Plaintiff/Petitioner   Defendant/Respondent/Contestant 
 (Signature) 

 Attorney or Party without attorney 

 

   
Type or print name of    Party without attorney   Attorney for   

 Plaintiff/Petitioner   Defendant/Respondent/Contestant 
 (Signature) 

 Attorney or Party without attorney 
 

  

IT IS SO ORDERED: 
 

Date: Judicial Officer of the Superior Court of San Mateo County 
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