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 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC11-02757 
CASE NAME: NATALE VS. DUMAS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO BE RELIEVED AS COUNSEL 
FILED BY RICK ALAN DUMAS, TAMARA DUMAS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
             
Appearance required. 
 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC11-02757 
CASE NAME: NATALE VS. DUMAS 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
FILED BY CATHERINE NATALE, FRANK NATALE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
  
            Plaintiffs Catherine Natale and Frank Natale’s Motion for Summary Adjudication 
is denied.  Plaintiffs have failed to meet their initial burden of production and their burden of 
persuasion that there are no triable issues of material fact and that they are entitled to judgment 
as a matter of law. 
 
 Pursuant to CCP § 437c(f)(1), Plaintiffs bring this motion for summary adjudication of 
the First Cause of Action for Battery on the ground there is no defense to the civil action 
for battery. A motion for summary adjudication shall proceed in all procedural respects as a 
motion for summary judgment.  Cal. Code of Civil Procedure § 437c(f)(2).  “The motion for 
summary judgment shall be granted if all the papers submitted show that there is no triable 
issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of 
law.” Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 437c(c).  From commencement to conclusion, the party moving for 
summary judgment bears the burden of persuasion that there is no triable issue of material fact 
and that he is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 
Cal.4th 826, 850.    
 
 Plaintiffs move for summary adjudication of the cause of action for battery because           
Defendant Rick Dumas’ criminal trial established his liability and he is precluded from litigating 
the matter in this civil action.  In the First Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs allege Defendant Rick 
Dumas stalked and attacked Plaintiffs.  Dumas struck Frank Natale causing serious injury. 
(FAC, ¶17, 29.)  In this motion for summary adjudication, Plaintiffs assert as an undisputed fact, 
Defendant Rick Dumas has been criminally convicted of battery for the unlawful use of force and 
violence upon Frank Natale.  (Plaintiffs’ UMF 2-3.)  Since Rick Dumas has been criminally 
convicted of battery, Plaintiffs contend he is precluded by the doctrine of res judicata in the form 
of collateral estoppel, from attempting to raise a defense in this civil matter.   
   

A. Availability of the Doctrine of Res Judicata  
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    “Summary judgment is an appropriate remedy when the doctrine of collateral estoppel 
refutes all triable issues of fact suggested by the pleadings and supporting documents.”  
Rodgers v. Sargent Controls & Aerospace (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 82, 88.  “Under the collateral 
estoppel aspect of res judicata, the litigation and determination of an issue by final judgment is 
conclusive upon the parties or their privies in a subsequent suit on a different cause of action.”   
Southwell v. Mallery (1987) 194 Cal.App.3d 140, 144.  
 
 Even though criminal and civil actions are not identical as to charge or as to parties, the 
California Supreme Court has held that “[Any] issue necessarily decided in a prior criminal 
proceeding is conclusively determined as to the parties if it is involved in a subsequent civil 
action." Teitelbaum Furs Inc. v. Dominion Ins. Co., Ltd. (1962) 58 Cal.2d 601, 607.  “Moreover, 
because the estoppel need not be mutual, it is not necessary that the earlier and later 
proceedings involve the identical parties or their privies. Only the party against whom the 
doctrine is invoked must be bound by the prior proceeding. [Citations.]” Smith v. ExxonMobil Oil 
Corp. (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1407, 1413-1414.    
 

B.  Application of Collateral Estoppel 
 

 “Traditionally, collateral estoppel has been found to bar relitigation of an issue decided at 
a previous proceeding ‘if (1) the issue necessarily decided at the previous [proceeding] is 
identical to the one which is sought to be relitigated; (2) the previous [proceeding] resulted in a 
final judgment on the merits; and (3) the party against whom collateral estoppel is asserted was 
a party or in privity with a party at the prior [proceeding].’” People v. Carter (2005) 36 Cal.4th 
1215, 1240.    
 
 Here, Plaintiffs failed to produce evidence to establish all of the required elements for 
the application of collateral estoppel to bar the relitigation of the issue of Rick Dumas’ liability 
for battery. 
 
  As to the first element of collateral estoppel—issue to be relitigated was necessarily 
decided at the previous proceeding—Plaintiffs have met the requirement.  “An issue is actually 
litigated when it is properly raised by the pleadings or otherwise, is submitted for determination 
and is actually determined. A determination may be based on a failure of proof.” Younan v. 
Caruso (1996) 51 Cal.App.4th 401, 407. 
 
 Here, the issues in the civil matter are whether there was intentional, offensive, 
unconsented touching by Rick Dumas upon the person of Frank Natale.  In the criminal matter, 
after full trial on the merits, Dumas was convicted of violation of Penal Code §242, which defines 
“battery” as willful and unlawful use of force or violence upon the person of another.  (UMF 2-3; 
RJN, Exh. C.) Since Dumas was found guilty of criminal battery, the lesser elements of civil 
battery were also proven.  The same issues were litigated in the criminal matter.  Thus, the first 
element is met. 
 
  As to the second element—the criminal proceeding resulted in a final judgment on the 
merits— Plaintiffs failed to present evidence that the conviction judgment is final.   “The doctrine 
of res judicata applies only to final judgments, that is, to judgments which are free from attack on 
appeal.”  Morris v. McCauley's Quality Transmission Service (1976) 60 Cal.App.3d 964, 973. 
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“To be final for purposes of collateral estoppel, the decision need only be immune, as a practical 
matter, to reversal or amendment.”  Mueller v. J. C. Penney Co. (1985) 173 Cal.App.3d 713, 
719.   “A significant factor in determining whether a judgment is sufficiently final for collateral 
estoppel purposes is whether the decision was in fact reviewed on appeal. (Rest.2d Judgments, 
§ 13, com. g.)” Ibid.  
 
 Here, Plaintiffs attached a copy of “Jury Trial Day 5” transcript.  (RJN, Exh. C)   
Defendants claim the matter is on appeal, but produced no evidence to support the assertion.  
However, Defendants have no burden until Plaintiffs meet their initial burden.  Plaintiffs 
produced no evidence to establish the fact that the matter is not on appeal.  Under California 
law the pendency of an appeal from a judgment prevents its operation as res judicata.  Wood v. 
Herson (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 737, 747.  Corp. (1969) 271 Cal.App.2d 147, 159-160. (See also 
Code Civ. Proc., § 1049 and Swaffield v. Universal Ecsco Corp. (1969) 271 Cal.App.2d 147, 
159-160.)   
   
 As to the third element—the party against whom collateral estoppel is asserted was a 
party or in privity with a party at the prior proceeding—Plaintiffs presented evidence to satisfy 
this element. Dumas was the Defendant in the criminal proceeding. (UMF 2-3.)  Only the party 
against whom the doctrine is invoked must be bound by the prior proceeding.  Lucido v. 
Superior Court (1990) 51 Cal. 3d 335, 341.    
 

C. Application of Collateral Estoppel Does Not Dispose Entire Cause of Action  
   

   Even if Plaintiffs are able to establish the elements for application of the doctrine of res 
judicata, the motion for summary adjudication still fails.  The issue of damages resulting from the 
alleged battery remains. Plaintiffs admit in the Reply that damages remain to be proven.  The 
Reply asserts that Mr. Natale intends to introduce evidence of his damages at the civil trial. 
(Reply, 3:24; 4:27-28; 5:13-14.)   
 
  There can be no summary adjudication of less than an entire cause of action. (Code Civ. 
Proc., § 437c, subd. (f)(1) [“A motion for summary adjudication shall be granted only if it 
completely disposes of a cause of action, an affirmative defense, a claim for damages, or an 
issue of duty.”].) “If a cause of action is not shown to be barred in its entirety, no order for 
summary judgment—or adjudication—can be entered.” McCaskey v. California State 
Automobile Assn. (2010) 189 Cal.App.4th 947, 975.  
    
    The court in Paramount Petroleum Corp. v. Superior Court (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 
226, 241 specifically addressed the question:  “May a plaintiff seek summary adjudication of 
liability only, leaving the resolution of damages to a later trial? The statutory language mandates 
the question be answered in the negative. A plaintiff can obtain summary adjudication of a 
cause of action only by proving ‘each element of the cause of action entitling the party to 
judgment on that cause of action.’ (Code Civ. Proc., § 437c, subd. (p)(1).)”   
 
 Code of Civil Procedure section 437c makes no provision for a partial summary 
judgment as to liability.  While recent changes to CCP § 437c permits summary adjudication of a 
legal issue, provided certain conditions are met, Plaintiffs have not met the conditions set forth 
in CCP § 437c(t). Thus, the motion for summary adjudication is denied. 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   09 
HEARING DATE:   08/24/16 

 
 

- 4 - 

 
 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01152 
CASE NAME: MALIK VS. SHORT 
HEARING ON OSC RE: KRISTIN McGEE'S FAILURE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS 
IN RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF’S SUBPOENA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appearance required. 
 
 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01152 
CASE NAME: MALIK VS. SHORT 
HEARING ON OSC RE: NICHOLE WILLIAMSON'S FAILURE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS 
IN RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF’S SUBPOENA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appearance required. 
 
 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00367 
CASE NAME: RODRIGUEZ VS. FRANKLIN SHUTTLE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENAS AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS 
FILED BY FRANKLIN SHUTTLE, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Hearing dropped from calendar by moving party. 
 
 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01614 
CASE NAME: EUGENE SPENCER VS. SAFEGUARD PROPERTIES 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
FILED BY NORRIS CANYON ESTATE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued to September 7, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. by the Court. 
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 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02271 
CASE NAME: DUFFEY VS TENDER HEART 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 
FILED BY TENDER HEART HOME CARE AGENCY, LLC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

Defendant Tender Heart Home Care Agency’s Motion for Protective Order is 
granted in part and denied in part.  Defendant is hereby ordered to answer Plaintiff’s Special 
Interrogatory No. 1 and Plaintiff’s Document Request Nos. 43 and 44.  Defendant need not 
respond to Document Request Nos. 45-48, nor Special Interrogatory Nos. 2-3. 

 
“The court, for good cause shown, may make any order that justice requires to protect 

any party … from unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, or undue burden 
and expense.  This protective order may include…(1) That the set of interrogatories, or 
particular interrogatories in the set, need not be answered…(4) That the response be made only 
on specified terms and conditions…(6) That a trade secret or other confidential research, 
development, or commercial information not be disclosed or be disclosed only in a certain way.”  
(Code Civ. Proc. § 2030.090, subd. (b).)  “If the motion for a protective order is denied in whole 
or in part, the court may order that the party provide or permit the discovery against which 
protection was sought on terms and conditions that are just.”  (Code Civ. Proc. § 2030.090, 
subd. (c).)  Code of Civil Procedure section 2031.060 provides a similar protective order statute 
for document requests. 

  
Grounds on Demurrer.  Defendant’s instant motion is based on similar grounds argued 

within Defendant’s Demurrer to the First Amended Complaint.  As further explained the court’s 
ruling on the demurrer, Plaintiff has sufficiently pled the existence of an employment relationship 
necessary to maintain the first seven causes of action, including the claim for PAGA violations.  
(First Amended Complaint, ¶ 7.)  Plaintiff is not required to further establish the existence of an 
employment relationship under Civil Code section 1812.5095 at this stage of litigation.  Plaintiff 
has also sufficiently pled satisfaction of prior written notice requirements under Labor Code 
section 2699.3.  (First Amended Complaint, ¶ 25.)  Defendant’s motion for protective order is 
denied on these grounds. 

 
Special Interrogatory No. 1- Caregiver Identities.  Defendant asserts that Plaintiff’s 

requests would oppressively require Defendant to supply 800 page responses for 200 referred 
caregivers.  However, Interrogatory No. 1 only requests the contact information for these 
caregivers.  Plaintiff is entitled to this information on behalf to her claim for PAGA violations.  
Defendant is ordered to answer this interrogatory.  However, due to Defendant’s unopposed 
privacy concerns, this information shall remain confidential, and shall not be revealed or used 
for any purpose beyond the instant litigation. 

  
Document Request Nos. 43 and 44- Defendant/Client Contracts.  Defendant asserts 

that Plaintiff’s requests would oppressively require Defendant to disclose the identities of highly 
vulnerable elderly people who received care. Plaintiff requires these documents to explain 
referral fee payments and to calculate unpaid overtime rates.  This information is also relevant 
to anticipated defenses under Civil Code section 1812.5095.  Plaintiff additionally claims the 
identities of such clients are requested because such clients are percipient witnesses to 
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Plaintiff’s overtime work.  Defendant is ordered to answer these document requests.  However, 
due to Defendant’s unopposed privacy concerns, this information shall remain confidential, and 
shall not be revealed or used for any purpose beyond the instant litigation. 

  
Document Request Nos. 45-48 & Special Interrogatory Nos. 2-3.  Defendant 

also moves for a protective order on grounds of oppression caused by the time, expense, 
and privacy concerns these requests raise.  Plaintiff’s Opposition is non-responsive as to how 
the necessity of this discovery outweighs Defendant’s good cause showing.  Defendant’s 
motion for protective order is granted, and so, Defendant need not answer these specific 
discovery requests.  
 
 

 

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02271 
CASE NAME: DUFFEY VS TENDER HEART 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
May appear by Court Call if ruling on Line 9 is not argued. 
 
 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02321 
CASE NAME: WATSON VS. ZANET 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
FILED BY LUCA ZANET 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Motion to Strike was filed as to the original complaint and should have been vacated when 
the Amended Complaint was filed on 3/22/16, at the same time the hearing on the Motion for 
Judgment on the Pleadings was vacated on 3/25/16. 
 
 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02321 
CASE NAME: WATSON VS. ZANET 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
FILED BY LUCA ZANET 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Denied – based on failure to comply with CCP 438.  Plaintiff’s request or sanctions is denied. 
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11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02321 
CASE NAME: WATSON VS. ZANET 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
May appear by Court Call if Lines 9 & 10 are not argued. 
 
 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00217 
CASE NAME: DANIEL DITTRICH VS. DINH NGUYE 
HEARING ON REQUEST FOR HEARING TO APPOINT GUARDIAN AD LITEM 
FILED BY DINH NGUYEN 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Granted – David Bensusen is appointed for the purposes of acting on behalf of Dinh Nguyen as 
his Guardian ad Litem in this case only. 
 
 

  

13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00377 
CASE NAME: KING VS. MEJIA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES TO DISCOVERY AND REQUEST FO  
SANCTIONS  /  FILED BY EMELIO MEJIA, MARIO MEJIA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed motion granted.  The discovery responses shall be served within 20 days of the 
date of this hearing.  Sanctions in the amount of $572.00 are awarded to plaintiff against 
defendant for failure to provide the discovery responses, also due within 20 days of the date of 
this hearing. 
 
 

  

14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00845 
CASE NAME: GARAY VS TOOMEY 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT of APARICIO GARAY 
FILED BY 255 16TH STREET LAND TRUST, et al. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Moot in light of the Court’s ruling on the petition to compel arbitration. 
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15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00845 
CASE NAME: GARAY VS TOOMEY 
HEARING ON PETITION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION & STAY ACTION 
FILED BY CHRISTOPHER JACK MALKI, et al. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel to appear.  

The Court is inclined to grant the petition to compel arbitration in part, however, the Court would 

like clarification about who is the current trustee for 255 16th Street Land Trust (“Land Trust”). 

The parties shall meet and confer prior to the hearing and be prepared to inform the Court if 

they agree on who the current trustee is.  

If the parties agree that the current trustee is Christopher Jack Malki then the Court’s tentative 

ruling on the petition to compel arbitration is as follows: 

Defendants 255 16th Street Land Trust, Christopher Jack Malki, Eva Nina Malki and New 

Connection Real Estate’s (“Defendants”) petition to compel arbitration is granted in part.  

Plaintiff is ordered to arbitrate his claims against the Land Trust. Both Plaintiff and the Land 

Trust are parties to the lease, which contains a valid arbitration agreement. Defendant 

Christopher Jack Malki may participate in the arbitration in his capacity as trustee for the Land 

Trust.  

Plaintiff is not ordered to arbitrate his claims against defendants Christopher Jack Malki, Eva 

Nina Malki and New Connection Real Estate. These defendants admit that they do not have the 

right to compel arbitration and therefore the Court cannot order Plaintiff to arbitrate with these 

defendants.  

Plaintiff’s claims against defendants Bill Toomey, Christopher Jack Malki, Eva Nina Malki and 

New Connection Real Estate are stayed pending the outcome of the arbitration. Code of Civil 

Procedure section 1281.2(c) permits this Court to “stay the pending court action…pending the 

outcome of the arbitration proceeding” if there is a pending arbitration which arises “out of the 

same transaction or series of related transactions and there is a possibility of conflicting rulings 

on a common issue of law or fact.” Here, this case involves both arbitrable and non-arbitrable 

claims that have at least one of the same parties (the Plaintiff) and could result in conflicting 

rulings on common issues of law or fact. 

Defendants’ request for judicial notice of the 2016 grant deed is granted as unopposed. 

Plaintiff’s request for judicial notice of the 2012 deed of trust is granted as unopposed. Plaintiff’s 

request for judicial notice of two emails from attorney Allen are not proper for judicial notice. 

However, attorney Allen does not dispute that he does not currently represent Toomey, and 

therefore the Court accepts this fact as true.  
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This ruling is not meant to stop the parties from going to arbitration on the claims against all 

defendants, if the parties agree to do so. 

 

 

  

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL14-03901 
CASE NAME: ARROWOOD VS DAVIS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO VACATE DEFAULT JUDGMENT 
FILED BY SHANI DAVIS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Motion to Vacate Default is granted.  Defendant shall file an answer to the complaint within 
15 days of the date of this hearing.  As a condition to setting aside the default, Defendant shall 
reimburse Plaintiff the amount of $750.00 attorney’s fees. 
 
 

  

17.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN13-1897 
CASE NAME: JAMES EYRE VS. TYLER WRIGHT 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: MOTION TO AMEND RESTRAINING ORDER 
SET BY TYLER WRIGHT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
No proof of service on file.  Dropped from the calendar. 
 
 

  

18.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN15-1865 
CASE NAME: R.A. VS. ANTIOCH POLICE DEPARTMENT 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
SET AT 5/26/16 HEARING 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The hearing is continued by the Court to September 28, 2016, at 9:00 a.m., 
in Department 9.  Each side shall file and serve a supplemental memorandum, on or before 
September 7. 2016, addressing the following issues.  This supplemental memorandum shall not 
exceed 15 pages.  Each side may file and serve a response to the other side’s supplemental 
memorandum, on or before September 14, 2016.  This response shall not exceed 10 pages.  
No additional papers shall be filed.  
 
 Due Process.  Petitioner was listed on CACI in June 2001, but was not notified of the 
listing until October 2012.  Petitioner argues that the 11-year delay constitutes a per se denial of 
due process, and in and of itself requires removal of the listing.  The Court is sympathetic to this 
argument, but questions whether petitioner is seeking relief more appropriate to a petition for a 
writ of ordinary mandate rather than a petition for a writ of administrative mandamus.  Can the 
petition in the case at bar be deemed to include a request for such per se relief, despite its title?  
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In the alternative, can the petition in the case at bar be amended to conform to petitioner’s proof 
and argument?  Finally, the Court requests a more focused discussion of case law pertinent to 
the issue of when protracted delay constitutes a denial of due process, in the context of the right 
to an administrative hearing. 
 
 “Active” Investigation.  CANRA contemplates that parties will be listed on CACI only 
following the conclusion of an “active” investigation.  In the case at bar, respondent never 
interviewed petitioner to evaluate his side of the story; petitioner was willing to be interviewed, 
but wanted his brother (an attorney) to be present.  As a matter of law, can an investigation in 
which the agency makes no substantial effort to interview the alleged perpetrator ever be 
deemed an “active” investigation? 
 
 “Inconclusive” Evidence.  In its opposition memorandum, respondent devotes little 
attention to application of the independent judgment standard.  The Court requests briefing on 
why the Court, exercising its independent judgment, should not deem the evidence introduced 
at the July 2015 administrative hearing to be “inconclusive.”  The Court’s understanding is that, 
if the evidence is deemed inconclusive, then because more than 10 years has passed with no 
additional listings for petitioner the 2001 listing would have to be removed. 
 
 

  

19.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-0611 
CASE NAME: TORTORICI VS. FOUR M'S 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 
FILED BY JEFFREY C. TORTORICI 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion for costs in the amount of $1,080.51 is granted.  Reasonable attorney’s fees will 
also be granted.  Plaintiff’s attorney is requested to submit an itemized fee declaration to be 
reviewed in camera and the Court will issue an order as to attorney’s fees. 
 
 

  

20.  TIME:  9:01   CASE#: MSN16-1111 
CASE NAME: RE BRADLEY GARLAND 
HEARING ON PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF STRUCTURED 
SETTLEMENT PAYMENTS  /  FILED BY CBC SETTLEMENT FUNDING LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appearance required. 
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ADD-ONS 

 21.  TIME:  9:02   CASE#: MSC15-00717 
CASE NAME: DHINGRA VS. MAND 
HEARING ON MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA AND FOR SANCTIONS 
FILED BY KENNETH STORY, SUNITA DHINGRA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Hearing dropped by counsel for moving party. 
 
 

  

 22.  TIME:  9:03   CASE#: MS16-0365 
CASE NAME: ZHENG VS. PERRY 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended UD COMPLAINT of ZHENG 
FILED BY VICKI PERRY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Hearing continued to 8/31/16 from the 8/19/16 hearing. 
 
 

 

23.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02315 
CASE NAME: THORNTON VS. CLARE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE WITH No. MSC16-01000 
FILED BY GENA K. THORNTON 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Granted – there is sufficient commonality of issues of law and fact between the two cases to 
warrant consolidation for judicial economy. 
 
 

  

 
 


