UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Pacific Resources Associates LL.C v. Suzy Cleaners

No. 3:20-cv-00234-RBM-DEB, United States District Court for the Southern District of California (April 21,

2025)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California granted Jeong-Soon Long’s

unopposed motion for a determination that her $7,500 settlement with the Hortman Parties was

entered in good faith under California Code of Civil Procedure sections 877 and 877.6. The court

concluded that the settlement satisfied the applicable good-faith standards and discussed the

availability and permissible scope of contribution protection under CERCLA for private-party

settlements. The action concerns alleged PCE contamination associated with dry-cleaning businesses

and properties in Escondido, California.
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Defendant and cross-defendant Jeong-Soon Long moved for a
determination that her settlement with the Hortman Parties was
entered in good faith under California Code of Civil Procedure
sections 877 and 877.6 and for contribution protection under

CERCLA. The motion was unopposed and was decided on the papers.

The court reviewed the unopposed settlement motion on the papers
under Civil Local Rule 7.1(d)(1). For the good-faith determination, the
court applied California law and considered the statutory and Tech-Bilt
factors based on the record before it. For CERCLA contribution
protection, the court exercised its discretion under 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)
(1) and assessed whether the settlement was fair, reasonable, adequate,

and consistent with CERCLA's purposes.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the settlement between Jeong-Soon Long and the Hortman Parties was entered into in good

faith under California Code of Civil Procedure sections 877 and 877.6.

2. Whether the court should approve the private CERCLA settlement and bar future contribution claims

against Long to the extent permissible by law.

HOLDINGS

1. The settlement was entered into in good faith under California Code of Civil Procedure sections 877 and
877.6. The determination bars contribution, equitable comparative contribution, and comparative
indemnity claims against Long by persons with constitutionally sufficient prior notice, to the extent

permissible by law.

2. The court approved the settlement as fair, reasonable, adequate, and consistent with CERCLA's purposes

and barred future contribution actions against Long to the extent permissible by law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The party asserting the lack of good faith shall have the burden of proof on that issue.” (at 10)

“In resolving contribution claims, the court may allocate response costs among liable parties using such

equitable factors as the court determines are appropriate.” (at 12)

“The Court also bars future actions for contribution against Ms. Long to the extent permissible by law.” (at
14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pacific Resources formerly owned a storefront property in Escondido that it alleged was contaminated by PCE
migrating from dry-cleaning operations at nearby properties. The Hortman Parties alleged that Jeong-Soon Long
operated a dry-cleaning business at one of those properties for approximately 31 months from 1999 to 2001 and
sought contribution and indemnity in connection with the alleged contamination. Long and the Hortman Parties
entered into a settlement requiring Long to pay $7,500. The settlement motion represented that Long had not
been identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board as a responsible party, had limited involvement in

the property, had limited financial resources, and had not engaged in collusion or fraud.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Pacific Resources filed the action on February 6, 2020, and later filed a second amended complaint asserting
CERCLA, HSAA, tort, and equitable claims arising from alleged PCE contamination. Pacific Resources was
dismissed after settling its claims, while contribution, indemnity, and related third-party claims remained among
other parties. The Hortman Parties asserted claims against Long in a related third-party proceeding, and Long

and the Hortman Parties negotiated a $7,500 settlement. The court granted Long's unopposed settlement motion.
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