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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal affirmed summary judgment for Estenson Logistics in a PAGA action
challenging its practice of paying weekly wages on the Monday following a Saturday deadline. The
court held that Code of Civil Procedure section 12a extends the Labor Code section 204(d) payment
period when the seventh calendar day falls on a weekend or holiday.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Code of Civil Procedure section 12a applies to the seven-calendar-day wage-payment period in
Labor Code section 204, subdivision (d).

2. Whether wages due under Labor Code section 204, subdivision (d), on a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday
may be paid on the next day that is not a holiday.

3. Whether summary judgment for Estenson was proper on the undisputed facts.

HOLDINGS

1. Code of Civil Procedure section 12a applies to the time limit in Labor Code section 204, subdivision (d),
because section 12a expressly applies to provisions of law in any code or statute requiring an act to be
performed within a specified period of time.

2. When weekly-paid wages are due under Labor Code section 204, subdivision (d), on a weekend or
holiday, the employer may pay them on the next day that is not a holiday.

3. Summary judgment for Estenson was proper because the relevant facts were undisputed and its payment
practice did not violate Labor Code section 204, subdivision (d), as construed with Code of Civil
Procedure section 12a.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Section 12a’s rule thus expressly applies both to “this code” (i.e., the Code of Civil Procedure), and also to
“any other code or statute,” which would include the Labor Code in general and section 204(d) in
particular.” (7)

“Here, we apply the rule in section 12a to the time limits in section 204(d), and we hold that when weekly-
paid wages are due on a weekend or a holiday, they may be paid on the next day that is not a holiday.” (14)

“The judgment is affirmed. Estenson shall recover its costs on appeal.” (15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Estenson paid its employees weekly, with pay periods running from Sunday through Saturday. Its practice was to
pay employees on the second Monday after the pay period ended, which was nine calendar days after the close
of the period, or on Tuesday if Monday was a holiday. Parsons contended that Labor Code section 204,
subdivision (d), required payment no later than the seventh calendar day, including when that day fell on a
Saturday, and brought a PAGA claim challenging the practice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Parsons brought a PAGA action alleging that Estenson violated Labor Code section 204, subdivision (d), by
paying weekly wages on the ninth calendar day after the close of the payroll period when the seventh day fell on
a Saturday. The Sacramento County Superior Court granted Estenson's motion for summary judgment and
entered judgment for Estenson. The Court of Appeal affirmed.
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