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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 34 

 

The tentative ruling will become the Court's ruling unless by 4:00 p.m. of the court day 

preceding the hearing, counsel or self-represented parties call the department rendering the 

decision to request argument and to specify what issues are to be argued. Calling counsel 

or self-represented parties requesting argument must advise all other affected counsel and 

self-represented parties by no later than 4:00 p.m. of his or her decision to appear and of 

the issues to be argued. Failure to timely advise the Court and counsel or self-represented 

parties will preclude any party from arguing the matter. (Local Rule 3.43(2) revised effective 

1/1/15) Note: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, Dept. 34 prefers and 

encourages fax or email notification to the department of the request to argue and 

specification of issues to be argued – with a strong preference for email notification.  

Dept. 34’s Fax Number is: 925-957-5912.  Dept. 34’s email address is: 

dept34@contracosta.courts.ca.gov.  Warning: this email address is not be used for any 

communication with the department except as expressly and specifically authorized by the 

court.  Any emails received in contravention of this order will be disregarded by the court 

and may subject the offending party to sanctions. 

 

Courtesy Copies at the Hearing and CourtCall Appearances 

If, in compliance with the Local Rules, argument is requested to contest a tentative ruling, 

parties are to appear personally in court and have ready to present to the court courtesy 

copies of any papers they intend to refer to during the hearing. Parties may appear via 

CourtCall on contested matters but on a “listen-only” basis unless otherwise specifically 

approved by the court in advance of the hearing. 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 34 Cases 

The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with the 

requirements of CRC 3.1312. If the tentative ruling becomes the court’s ruling, a copy of the 

court’s tentative ruling must be attached to the proposed order when submitted to the 

court for issuance of the order. 

 

 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01780 

CASE NAME: KAYLYNN  vs.  WESTERN DENTAL 

HEARING ON MOTION TO CONTINUE TRIAL DATE 

FILED BY WESTERN DENTAL SERVICES 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Vacated in light of settlement. 
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  2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01780 

CASE NAME: KAYLYNN  vs.  WESTERN DENTAL 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 

FILED BY WESTERN DENTAL SERVICES 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Vacated in light of settlement. 

 

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-02300 

CASE NAME: CYPRESS  vs.  CEJA 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMENDED CROSS-COMPLAINT 

FILED BY MICAELE MENDOZA CONTRERAS, JUAN CARLOS CEJA 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Vacated. 

 

 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00709 

CASE NAME: EXACT MARKET LLC  vs.  PATRIOTS JET TEAM 

HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO WRITTEN DISCOVERY 

FILED BY PATRIOTS JET TEAM 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Trial counsel are ordered to appear in court at 9:00 a.m. They will be given an opportunity 

to attempt to resolve this dispute on their own; if available, a jury room will be provided for 

their use. At the end of the morning’s calendar, this case will be recalled. If not resolved, 

the hearing on this motion will be continued.  

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01569 

CASE NAME: BANK OF AMERICA vs.  WOODRUFF 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

FILED BY KEVIN P. WOODRUFF 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Defendant Woodruff’s motion for reconsideration of the court’s July 29, 2016 order 

denying his motion for leave to file an answer is denied.  The court has no jurisdiction to 

grant a motion for reconsideration unless the motion is based on “new or different facts, 

circumstances or law” than those before the court at the time of the original ruling.   CCP § 

1008 (a); Baldwin v. Home Savings of America (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 1192, 1199.  “New or 

different facts” means facts that the moving party could not, with reasonable diligence, have 

discovered or produced earlier.  Baldwin, supra, 59 Cal.App.4th at 1198.  New York Times 

Co. v. Sup. Ct. (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 206, 212-213.   A party moving for reconsideration 

must provide a satisfactory explanation for failing to present the evidence at the first 

hearing.  Garcia v. Hejmadi (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 674, 690; Baldwin, supra.  Also, the new 

facts cannot be wholly collateral to the merits of the initial motion.  Gilberd v. AC Transit 
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(1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1494, 1500; Garcia, supra.  New law means a law enacted after the 

original hearing.  It does not mean a claim that the court misapplied existing law.  See 

Gilberd, supra; see also Baldwin, supra (nor to a new legal argument that the party could 

have presented earlier). 

 

The only new evidence that defendant points to here consists of (1) events that 

occurred between March and September of 2015 and (2) his June 30, 2016 filing of a 

document entitled, “Counterclaim and Memorandum of Law in Support of Answer and 

Affirmative Defenses on Special Deposit.”   

 

The things that occurred between March and September 2015 do not qualify as new 

facts.  They were known when defendant filed his motion for leave to file an answer on 

June 20, 2016.  Defendant has not explained why he did not mention these 2015 facts in 

connection with his original motion.  

 

Further, defendant’s June 30, 2016 filing is not a new fact.  Defendant is really 

arguing that the court made a legal error in not considering that document a proposed 

Answer.  However, a motion for reconsideration may not be used to argue that the court’s 

legal reasoning in reaching its original ruling was erroneous.  Gilberd, supra. 

 

In addition, plaintiff’s June 30, 2016 filing could not serve as a proposed answer to a 

verified complaint.  The denials to a verified complaint must be specific, not general.  They 

must also be made under penalty of perjury.  See CCP § 446.  The alleged proposed answer 

meets neither requirement. 

 

Even if defendant’s June 30, 2016 filing could be considered a proposed Answer, that 

would not address the other bases for the court’s July 29, 2016 Order.  Those bases would 

remain compelling reasons to deny the original motion for leave to file an answer. 

 

 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01569 

CASE NAME: BANK OF AMERICA  vs.  WOODRUFF 

HEARING ON MOTION TO EXPUNGE NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF ACTION 

FILED BY KEVIN P. WOODRUFF 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

 Defendant’s motion to expunge plaintiff’s notice of pendency of action is denied. 

 

 Defendant is in default.  As a result, he has no right to file or prevail on this motion.  

“A defendant against whom a default has been entered is out of court and is not entitled to 

take any further steps in the cause affecting plaintiff's right of action; he cannot thereafter, 

until such default is set aside in a proper proceeding, file pleadings or move for a new trial 

or demand notice of subsequent proceedings.”  Devlin v. Kearny Mesa Amc/Jeep/Renault 

(1984) 155 Cal.App.3d 381, 385-386.  Any further unpermitted filings by defendant are 

subject to being stricken on the court’s own motion.  CCP § 436.  
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 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01739 

CASE NAME: RSR DEVELOPMENT CO.  vs.  SALLY HUA 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR A PROTECTIVE ORDER RE: PLAINTIFF’S SUBPOENAS 

FILED BY SALLY HUA, TUAN HUA 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued by the court to September 30, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. The motion for reconsideration 

is also continued to the same date and time.  

 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01829 

CASE NAME: JOSE L. RAMIREZ-CENICEROS  vs.  PACIFIC SPECIALTY 

HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended COMPLAINT of RAMIREZ-CENICEROS 

FILED BY PACIFIC SPECIALTY INSURANCE COMPANY 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

The demurrer of defendant Pacific Specialty Insurance Company (“PSIC”) is 

sustained in part, with leave to amend. CCP § 430.10 (f).  Any amended complaint shall be 

filed and served on or before October 7, 2016.  Counsel are directed to review and comply 

with CCP § 430.41 regarding any future demurrers.  In any future demurrers, defendant 

shall cite the subdivision of CCP § 430.10 on which defendant is relying, e.g. CCP § 403.10 

(a), (e), or (f). 

 

The complaint is uncertain because it presents a legal issue that merits consideration 

before trial but cannot be addressed as the complaint is currently alleged.  That issue is 

whether plaintiff can recover for PSIC’s failure to pay his personal injury damages or Flores’s 

defense costs before Flores has tendered a claim against PSIC for indemnity and defense or 

before the Fifth Cause of Action is settled or goes to trial.  Accordingly, plaintiff shall file an 

amended complaint that separates out the claims for personal property and personal injury 

and alleges the latter in their own causes of action.  See generally PH II, Inc. v. Superior 

Court (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 1680, 1682-1683; Lilienthal & Fowler v. Superior Court (1993) 

12 Cal.App.4th 1848, 1854. 

 

However, the court overrules the demurrer for uncertainty as it relates to the 

assignment.  The complaint clearly alleges there was an assignment.  On a demurrer, the 

court considers only matters shown on the face of the pleading or as to which it can take 

judicial notice.  Rea v. Blue Shield of California (2014) 226 Cal. App. 4th 1209, 1223.  

Defendant will have to file a motion for summary judgment or summary adjudication if it 

intends to prevail by proving that plaintiff lacks admissible evidence to prove there was an 

assignment. 

 

The court overrules the demurrer to the Fifth Cause of Action.  Defendant admits 

that plaintiff has properly sued it as to the personal property claim.  (Opp. at 2:1-2.)  

Plaintiff has a right to sue PSIC as to that claim now.  Therefore, cases such as Rose v. 

Royal Ins. Co. of America (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 709, 718 are inapplicable.  They do not 

involve the situation presented here, where the complaint clearly alleges certain claims that 

can be brought directly against the insurance company on a theory not involving Insurance 

Code section 11580.  Defendant has not persuaded the court that plaintiff has misjoined it 
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under the facts of this case.  See also Roman v. Unigard Ins. Group (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 

177, 184, as discussed in Hamilton v. Maryland Casualty Co. (2002) 27 Cal.4th 718, 728.  

This ruling is without prejudice, however, to any future rulings about how to order the 

issues to be resolved at trial. 

 

The court overrules the other demurrers (no standing and failure to state a claim) 

without prejudice. 

 

 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01829 

CASE NAME: JOSE L RAMIREZ-CENICEROS  vs.  PACIFIC SPECIALTY 

FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued by the court to November 9, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02182 

CASE NAME: BOEDECKER  vs.  SOLARI 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

FILED BY GEORGE B. BOEDECKER JR. 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued on the court’s motion to October 14, 2016, 9:00 a.m., Dept. 34. 

 

 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00067 

CASE NAME: KEITH LUCIA  vs.  COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR RELIEF FROM CLAIM PRESENTATION REQUIREMENT 

FILED BY KEITH LUCIA AND MARY SUE LUCIA 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

 The court rules as follows on the Petition of Keith Lucia and Mary Sue Lucia under 

Government Code section 946.6 for relief from the requirement of presenting a government 

claim.  The Petition is granted in part, as detailed below. 

 

Findings of Fact 

 

For purposes of its ruling on this petition only, the court makes the following findings 

of fact.  Megan Nicole Lucia (hereinafter “Megan” for convenience) attempted to commit 

suicide on July 30, 2015 while at the West County Detention Facility.  Megan ultimately died 

on August 27, 2015 as a result of this suicide attempt.  Megan’s parents, petitioners Keith 

and Mary Sue Lucia, knew about the suicide attempt shortly after it occurred.   They 
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retained attorney Steven Brady soon after Megan’s death.  They presented a government 

claim on October 5, 2015.  That government claim did not assert a theory of professional 

negligence in the provision of mental health care.  Rather it asserted that “None of the 

Contra Costa County Sheriffs, who detained, transported or processed the Decedent 

obtained medical or psychiatric care for her, including crisis intervention.”  (Ex. 3 to Brady 

Decl. filed 4/18/16.)  The government claim was rejected on November 10, 2015.  

Petitioners thereafter filed suit on January 14, 2016.  Among other things, the complaint 

alleges that despite her having informed a Deputy Sheriff that she was going to kill herself, 

“Decedent was not given any medical or psychiatric care.”  (Compl., ¶ 2, 9, 15.)   

 

 As part of its standard procedures, the County initiated a Law Enforcement Involved 

Fatal Incident (“LEIFI”) Protocol investigation after the suicide attempt.  It was conducted 

by Detective Vivian Ericksen.  (Ex. 2 to Brady Decl. at 48:12-49:2.)  The County has not 

presented any evidence regarding when Detective Ericksen prepared a written report of that 

investigation, when the report would have been available had petitioners or their attorney 

requested it, or whether the County would have voluntarily provided it upon request or 

would have asserted objections.  The court assumes based on the representations of County 

Counsel Radke at the hearing on May 27, 2016, but does not find, that Detective Ericksen’s 

report revealed that April Boswell had evaluated Megan within approximately 30 minutes 

before Megan’s death.  The court must state this as an assumption rather than a factual 

finding because the County has not filed Detective Ericksen’s report with the court.  Further, 

the court makes no assumption about whether the report would have caused anyone to 

suspect professional negligence other than the fact, if it is a fact, that the report revealed an 

evaluation of Megan by a mental health professional within approximately thirty minutes 

before Megan attempted suicide. 

 

 The Death Certificate would have been available shortly after September 1, 2015.  

Had petitioners presented it to the County along with an authorization, the County would 

have given petitioners the medical and mental health records pertaining to Megan (Page 

Decl.), and petitioners would have seen that Boswell evaluated Megan shortly before the 

suicide attempt. 

 

 The County notified petitioner Keith Lucia by telephone in early December 2015 and 

by a follow-up letter mailed December 15, 2015 that a Coroner’s Inquest would be held on 

January 22, 2016.  Based on a representation of plaintiff’s attorney Steve Brady at the 

hearing on May 27, 2016, Mr. Lucia did not inform Mr. Brady about this Inquest before the 

fact. 

 

 Mr. Lucia attended the Inquest and informed Mr. Brady about it soon thereafter.  Mr. 

Brady ordered a copy of the transcript and received it on or about February 13, 2016.   

Upon reviewing it, he saw that a mental health professional had interviewed Megan just 

before Megan’s suicide attempt.  He had no previous information about this fact.  On 

February 18, 2016, he therefore presented an application to the County asking permission 

to present a late claim amendment. The County denied that request.  On April 18, 2016, 

Petitioners then filed the instant Petition within this already pending lawsuit.     

 

 Conclusions of Law 

 

 A government claim must be presented within six months of accrual of the cause of 
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action.  Gov’t C. § 911.2 (a).  Accrual occurs upon occurrence of the last element essential 

to the cause of action, which in this type of case is usually damages.  See Aryeh v. Canon 

Business Solutions, Inc. (2013) 55 Cal.4th 1185, 1191.  Accrual can be delayed based upon 

delayed discovery of the cause of action.  Aryeh, supra, 55 Cal.4th at 1192.  In that event, 

accrual is delayed until the claimant knows or has reason to suspect that someone has done 

something wrong to her.  Norgart v. Upjohn Co. (1999) 21 Cal.4th 383, 397.      

 

 The complaint here alleges two distinct causes of action:  (1) abuse of a dependent 

adult; and (2) wrongful death.  The first accrued so far as the element of damage is 

concerned when Megan attempted suicide on July 30, 2015; the second when she died on 

August 27, 2015.   See Larcher v. Wanless (1976) 18 Cal.3d 646, 656-657; Grant v. 

McAuliffe (1953) 41 Cal. 2d 859, 864; see Parker v. Superior Court (1985) 175 Cal.App.3d 

1082, 1088.  Setting aside considerations of delayed accrual, a claim had to be presented 

regarding the first cause of action by January 30, 2016 and the second by February 27, 

2016. 

 

 A claim may be amended at any time before expiration of the six-month claim 

presentation period.  Gov’t C. § 910.6.  The amended claim is considered a part of the 

original claim for all purposes.  Gov’t C. § 910.6.  Therefore, the petition is moot as to the 

cause of action for wrongful death.  There is no need for either plaintiffs or defendant to 

have a jury trial on the issue of when the last element essential to the cause of action for 

wrongful death occurred or on the issue of delayed accrual as to that cause of action.  As a 

matter of law, the cause of action for wrongful death accrued on August 27, 2015, the date 

of death, the six-month presentation period for that claim expired on February 27, 2016, 

and the amended claim that petitioners presented on February 18, 2016 was timely.  

 

 As for the survival claim, a petition under Government Code section 946.6 for relief 

from the requirement of filing a government claim is a limited proceeding.  It is generally 

restricted to finding whether any of the four grounds for relief from the claim presentation 

requirement applies.  See Ngo v. County of L.A. (1989) 207 Cal.App.3d 946, 950-951; 

Jefferson v. County of Kern (2002) 98 Cal.App.4th 606, 614-615. Therefore, the court does 

not make any findings of fact or conclusions of law here about whether there was delayed 

accrual of the adult dependent abuse cause of action.  Arguments about Fox v. Ethicon 

Endo-Surgery, Inc. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 797, 810–811 are simply not pertinent to this 

proceeding.  The court confines itself to the issue of whether there was excusable neglect in 

failing to present the claim amendment by January 30, 2016 and presenting it instead on 

February 18, 2016.    

   

 The following legal principles are pertinent to the resolution of that issue.  Whether 

to grant a petition under section 946.6 is within the discretion of the trial court.  Christopher 

P. v. Mojave Unified School Dist. (1993) 19 Cal.App.4th 165, 169-170.  Section 946.6 is a 

remedial statute.  DeVore v. Department of California Highway Patrol (2013) 221 

Cal.App.4th 454, 459.  It is liberally applied.  Moore v. State of California (1984) 157 

Cal.App.3d 715, 721.  Any doubts must be resolved in favor of the claimant, although the 

preference for a trial on the merits does not warrant relief if based on a perfunctory recital 

of diligence in support of excusable neglect.  DeVore v. Department of California Highway 

Patrol, supra, 221 Cal.App.4th 454, 459.  The denial of a 946.6 petition receives stricter 

scrutiny on appeal than the granting of one.   Bettencourt v. Los Rios Community College 

Dist. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 270, 276.   
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Where such is the ground for relief, excusable neglect is evaluated the same way as 

on a motion under CCP § 473.  Neglect is permissible.  Inexcusable neglect is not.  See 

Kaslavage v. West Kern County Water Dist. (1978) 84 Cal.App.3d 529, 536; Viles v. State 

(1967) 66 Cal.2d 24, 29.   

 

Excusable neglect has been defined as neglect that might have been the act or 

omission of a reasonably prudent person under the same or similar circumstances.   

Barragan v. County of Los Angeles (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 1373, 1384.  In deciding 

whether an attorney’s error is excusable, the court “looks to: (1) the nature of the mistake 

or neglect; and (2) whether counsel was otherwise diligent in investigating and pursuing the 

claim.”  Bettencourt v. Los Rios Community College Dist. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 270, 276.  Courts 

are “somewhat loath to penalize a litigant on account of some omission on the part of his 

attorney, particularly where the litigant himself has acted promptly and has relied . . . upon 

the attorney to protect his rights.”  Kaslavage, supra, 84 Cal.App.3d at 537, quoting Stub v. 

Harrison (1939) 35 Cal.App.2d 685, 689-690. 

 

Furthermore, contrary to the assertion of defendant at the May 27, 2016 hearing, the 

issue is not just whether petitioners or their attorney conducted any investigation, but also 

whether such investigation would have led to earlier discovery.  See DeVore v. Department 

of California Highway Patrol, supra, 221 Cal. App. 4th at 462 (“nothing in the accident 

report or the records of the CHP would have led plaintiffs or an attorney acting with 

reasonable diligence to discover the earlier traffic stop or the identity of defendant 

Sherwood (and the audio/video recording from his patrol car). The trial court does not 

identify what trail plaintiffs or counsel could have followed to lead to these facts within the 

limitations period . . .”)  

 
Applying these standards, the court grants the petition to the extent it is brought by 

petitioners as successors in interest to Megan Nichole Lucia on the cause of action for abuse 

of a dependent adult.  Petitioners were diligent in hiring an attorney.  See Barragan, supra, 

184 Cal.App.4th at 1383.  The attorney was diligent in presenting the original government 

claim as well as in obtaining the transcript of the Coroner’s Inquest and presenting the 

application for leave to present a late amended claim thereafter, on February 18, 2016.  

Defendant has not established that petitioners or their attorney could have known anything 

to indicate that a mental health care professional had seen Megan on July 30, 2015 before 

her attempted suicide any earlier than September 1, 2015 and possibly not until the actual 

Inquest on January 22, 2016.  The court finds that a reasonably prudent attorney might 

have made the same error, if it be an error, that petitioners’ attorney did in not discovering 

the professional negligence theory any earlier than he did.   

 

City of Fresno v. Superior Court (1980) 104 Cal. App. 3d 25, 34 is distinguishable.  

There, the court reversed the trial court’s order granting the petition because it said that 

any investigation would have uncovered the basis for liability.  Here, defendant has not 

shown how any reasonable investigation would have uncovered the new basis for liability 

before August 18, 2015, six months before plaintiffs presented the amended claim.   

 

Request for Leave to File a First Amended Complaint 
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The Petition contains a request for permission to file a First Amended Complaint.  

(Pet. at 1:26-28.)   Defendant did not oppose this request.  In the court’s discretion, the 

court therefore grants leave for plaintiffs to file a First Amended Complaint in the form 

attached as Exhibit 1 to their Petition.  Plaintiffs shall file the First Amended Complaint on or 

before October 7, 2016. 

 

 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00952 

CASE NAME: SHAIR  vs.  NATIONSTAR 

HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT of SHAIR 

FILED BY NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

The Court exercises its discretion to consider Mr. Shair’s late-filed opposition. However, the 

tardiness of Mr. Shair’s papers prevented the Court from giving the matter timely 

consideration. This matter is therefore continued to October 7, 2016, at 9:00 a.m. In the 

future, Mr. Shair shall observe and comply with filing deadlines. 

 
 

  

13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL13-06280 

CASE NAME: CAPITAL ONE  vs.  LIOYD 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER TERMS OF SETTLEMENT 

FILED BY CAPITAL ONE BANK (USA), N.A. 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

There being no opposition, the motion is granted.  

  

14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL14-03820 

CASE NAME: BOHN  vs.  PATERA 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF ORDER DATED 7-22-16 

& CLARIFICATION  /  FILED BY MARCI PATERA 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Dropped from the court calendar. The court does not see a proof of service of this motion on 

file. (In addition, the court cannot find the motion itself; but even if it was indeed filed, as 

appears to be the case, there is no proof of service on file so far as the court can tell.) 
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15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1100 

CASE NAME: MATTER OF 5042 REID COURT 

HEARING ON PETITION RE: DEPOSIT OF UNDISTRIBUTED SURPLUS 

PROCEEDS OF SALE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued by the court to October 7, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. 

 

 

  

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1360 

CASE NAME: RE ABOUBOU TRAORE 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF STRUCTURED 

SETTLEMENT PAYMENTS  /  FILED BY ALLSTATE SETTLEMENT CORPORATION 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Appear. 

  

 

  

17.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1410 

CASE NAME: MATTER OF JENNIFER NG 

HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Counsel and guardian ad litem to appear.  Counsel to have reviewed documents with 

guardian and be prepared to voir dire guardian on the proposed settlement. 

 

 

  

18.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC13-02539 

CASE NAME: JOSEPH MATTA  vs.  EDWARD LEAL 

JURY TRIAL - LONG CAUSE / 12 DAY(S) 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Trial call continued to September 30, 2016 at 11 a.m. 

 

  

19.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC14-00639 

CASE NAME: CAVEN vs.  PANLILIO 

JURY TRIAL - LONG CAUSE / 5 DAY(S) 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Trial call continued to September 30, 2016 at 11 a.m. 
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20.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL15-01280 

CASE NAME: AMERICAN EXPRESS  vs.  DOUGLAS 

COURT TRIAL - SHORT CAUSE / 001 DAY(S) 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Vacated. 

 

 

 

 


