
CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   12 
HEARING DATE:   05/10/19 

 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 12 

 
NOTE PROCEDURE CAREFULLY 

 
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 the issues 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).) 
 
Note: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, Dept. 12 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. 12’s Fax Number 
is: (925) 608-2693.  Dept. 12’s email address is: dept12@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. 
 
 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 12 Cases 
 
The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with 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:  8:30   CASE#: MSC12-01269 
CASE NAME: ROBERT L. SANDERS VS. KARAVIDAS 
HEARING ON CLAIM OF EXEMPTION 
FILED BY ROBERT L. SANDERS PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant’s claim of exemption appears to be frivolous on its face.  To take only one example, 
why should defendant be allowed to save $6,000 per month into his IRA and 401(k) – more than 
his self-reported take-home pay – while he owes a substantial unsatisfied judgment debt? 
 
Defendant may appear and explain his arguments if he thinks he’s got a good explanation.  
If so, he must notify opposing counsel and the Court of his intention to contest the tentative.  
Otherwise the claim of exemption is rejected. 
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 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00519 
CASE NAME: GUERRA VS. BMW 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR TERMINATING, ISSUE. OR EVIDENTIARY SANCTIONS 
FILED BY BMW OF NORTH AMERICA, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant’s motion for terminating or issue sanctions is denied, without prejudice to renewal on 
a more focused showing of substantial prejudice. 
 
This is a case for breach of warranty and violation of the Song-Beverly Act, based on alleged 
unrepairable defects in a vehicle purchased as certified pre-owned.  Plaintiff purchased the car 
in 2013, and (according to his suit) he encountered a long train of significant problems with it.  
He demanded repurchase in February 2016, and filed this suit in March 2016. 
 
More than two years later, in July 2018, defendant served a notice of inspection of the vehicle.  
After some initial scheduling discussion, plaintiff’s counsel informed defendant’s counsel in 
September 2018 that plaintiff had sold the car and thus couldn’t produce it for inspection.  
Plaintiff’s brief says it was sold in August.  This motion followed. 
 
Plaintiff acted improvidently in disposing of the vehicle in this manner.  Selling it may be 
understandable:  No one wants to keep a lemon around, or have it take up space in one’s 
driveway, or have to pay storage, or have equity value tied up in it.  But a plaintiff suing on 
a Lemon Law claim can expect that the defendant will demand to inspect the vehicle.  
Before selling it, therefore, it is at least prudent to notify the defendant so that it can get an 
opportunity to inspect before the sale.  And a plaintiff who sells the car in the face of an actual, 
previously served inspection notice, without telling the defendant he is going to do so, is just 
asking for trouble. 
 
Defendant, on the other hand, hardly acted diligently here.  It waited more than two years after 
both the repurchase demand and the lawsuit before it got around to serving an inspection 
notice.  The timing of the notice does not necessarily suggest that defendant was consciously 
waiting out the plaintiff’s patience with the vehicle, in hopes of winning the case of a spoliation 
motion.  But that possibility cannot be ruled entirely out. 
 
In any event, in the Court’s view, selling a vehicle subject to a pending Lemon Law suit may well 
be grounds in some cases for a spoliation remedy, but it is not a matter for a per se remedy.  
The remedy, if any, should be gauged by the actual prejudice.  If the defendant has not suffered 
any serious and concrete inability to make its defensive case, then dismissal is way too harsh 
a remedy. 
 
This is not trial and the Court is not an auto mechanics expert, so the Court has not combed 
through the inch-thick stack of repair orders provided in plaintiff’s opposition papers.  From 
plaintiff’s summary, however, the Court is certainly open to the possibility that as to at least 
some of the defects at issue in this case, both the existence of the defect and the inability to 
repair it may well be provable, beyond reasonable debate, from the repair records themselves. 
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What is missing from defendant’s motion, therefore, is any detailed assertion as to any particular 
point on which it was genuinely necessary for defendant to inspect the vehicle in order to be 
able to verify or disprove plaintiff’s allegations.  If defendant can identify something like:  “plaintiff 
says there was a problem with System X; we think there wasn’t or that it got repaired; and the 
only way to tell for sure is to inspect System X” – then defendant may have a valid case at least 
for an issue sanction as to System X.  If the showings of this kind are serious or numerous 
enough, it may warrant a dismissal remedy.  And given plaintiff’s improvident disposition of the 
vehicle, the parties may expect the Court to resolve doubts in defendant’s favor. 
 
But defendant simply has not attempted any showing at this level of granularity.  The present 
motion can fairly be characterized as contending that selling the vehicle is per se grounds for 
terminating sanctions.  The Court’s not buying that. 
 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01460 
CASE NAME: MENASCO VS. KILARR 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENFORCE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
FILED BY JAMES KENNETH MENASCO, NIKII MENASCO 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Judge Treat is disqualified in this case.  It will be reassigned and a new date set. 
 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00350 
CASE NAME: M. P-F VS. BART 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
FILED BY SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT CT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s motion for summary judgment or adjudication 

is denied.  

Plaintiff’s sole claim against BART is for the dangerous condition of public property.  This claim 

must be based upon a physical defect in the property.  BART brings this motion seeking 

summary judgment or alternatively summary adjudication that (1) Plaintiff does not have a claim 

for dangerous condition of public property, or (2) BART has immunity.  The Court finds that 

BART has not shifted its burden on several issues, and on the remaining issues there are triable 

issues of material fact.  Indeed, while BART presents more or less the same substance in a 

variety of different wrapping papers, it’s the same substance under different section headings. 

Dangerous Condition 

A claim for dangerous condition of public property requires a showing that “the property was in a 

dangerous condition at the time of the injury, that the injury was proximately caused by the 

dangerous condition, that the dangerous condition created a reasonably foreseeable risk of the 

kind of injury which was incurred, and either: [¶] (a) A negligent or wrongful act or omission of an 
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employee of the public entity within the scope of his employment created the dangerous 

condition; or [¶] (b) The public entity had actual or constructive notice of the dangerous condition 

under Section 832.5 a sufficient time prior to the injury to have taken measures to protect 

against the dangerous condition.”  (Gov. Code § 835; see also Zelig v. County of Los Angeles 

(2002) 27 Cal.4th 1112, 1133.) 

Dangerous Condition 

BART argues that Plaintiff’s claim is not based on physical defects with the property.  However, 

Plaintiff alleges that surveillance cameras were not located in the stairwell where the robbery 

occurred.  As the Court explained in its ruling on the demurrer, the placement of surveillance 

cameras can constitute a physical defect sufficient to state a claim for dangerous condition of 

public property. (See, Peterson v. San Francisco CCD (1984) 36 Cal. 3d 799 and Slapin v. Los 

Angeles International Airport (1976) 65 Cal.App.3d 848.)  The present motion is little more than 

a rehash of the unsuccessful demurrer. 

BART also points out that it cannot be liable for injuries caused solely by a third party.  However, 

BART may be liable if Plaintiff was injured by a combination of a dangerous condition of public 

property and the wrongful act of a third party. (Slapin, supra, 65 Cal.App.3d 484, 490; see also 

Zelig, 27 Cal.4th at 1135 [public entity can be liable “only when there is some defect in the 

property itself and a causal connection is established between the defect and the injury”].) 

Next, BART argues that the stairwell was not a dangerous condition because no one else had 

been robbed on Platform 1 or its stairwell from 2011 to 2016 and that over 25 million people 

used the station during that time period.  (Dam Decl. ¶5 ; Monaghan Decl. ¶5.)  BART relies on 

two cases for the proposition that a history of no prior injuries from the claimed defect can be 

used to show that there is not a dangerous condition.  In Callahan v. City and County of San 

Francisco (1971) 15 Cal.App.3d 374, the court held that summary judgment was properly 

granted.  The evidence showed that there were traffic accidents at the intersection at a rate of 1 

per 685,000 vehicles and that in the past four years no other vehicle had been in an accident 

driving the same direction as the driver had.  However, the evidence also showed that the driver 

was acting carelessly at the time of the accident: speeding in heavy fog after other passengers 

in the car told the driver to slow down.  Thus, the court’s decision was not based solely on the 

lack of similar accidents at the intersection. Fielder v. City of Glendale (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 

719, was a sidewalk slip and fall case that dealt with whether a depression in the sidewalk was 

a trivial defect. Fielder also explained that evidence of prior accidents was one of several factors 

for the court to consider when determining if there is a dangerous conduct.  (Id. at 734.)  

Neither case is sufficiently on point to allow BART to shift its burden that stairwell was not a 

dangerous conduction by relying solely on the absence of similar robberies at that location.  

BART is correct that the absence of prior incidents is relevant, and indeed the jury may find it 

very persuasive.  But BART does not present cases to establish that the absence of such 
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incidents, without more, means that the public entity must prevail as a matter of law.  Thus, the 

jury fact question remains, and BART has not shifted the burden on this element.  

Causation 

BART argues that there is no evidence that the robbery occurred in the stairwell because of the 

lack of surveillance cameras.  Plaintiff disagrees.  The parties essentially agree on the facts 

here:  Plaintiff was in view of the cameras on Platform 1 when the assailant came up to Plaintiff 

and put a gun to his side.  (Plaintiff Decl. ¶4; Chin Decl. Ex. A at 25:12-27:22 [Plaintiff Depo].)  

Instead, BART goes back to its general argument that the stairwell was not a dangerous 

condition.  Plaintiff was then told by the assailant to walk to the stairwell where the robbery 

occurred and where no surveillance cameras were located.  (Id.)  BART also argues that there 

is no evidence that the assailant knew the location of the surveillance cameras.  Neither side 

has presented the assailant’s actual reason for choosing the stairwell to commit his crime.  

However, the assailant’s conduct creates an inference that he was aware of the camera 

locations.  There are other possible inferences that could be drawn from this conduct, but on a 

defendant’s motion for summary judgment, the Court must construe reasonable inferences in 

the plaintiff’s favor.  

Here, a trier of fact could conclude that the assailant told Plaintiff to go to the stairwell because it 

was not covered by surveillance camera.  

Foreseeability 

In opposition and reply, the parties discuss whether the injury here was foreseeable.  BART did 

not raise this argument in its moving papers and it cannot be used to grant this motion.  

Actionable Conduct 

Plaintiff must show that BART was involved with actionable conduct, which can be done by 

showing either (1) BART’s employees created the dangerous condition through their negligent 

or wrongful acts, or (2) BART had actual or constructive notice of dangerous conduction.  

Much of Plaintiff’s opposition on this point discusses the actions of BART’s employees in not 

monitoring the cameras or leaving the station booth unattended.  The problem with this line of 

argument is that it goes beyond the claimed physical defect, which is the basis of the dangerous 

condition of public property claim.  

As for BART’s argument that it did not create and had no notice of the dangerous condition, 

however, this is a bit of a sleight of hand linguistically.  Those factors come into play mainly 

when the dangerous condition is something that the governmental entity had nothing to do with.  

The classic example is the spilled beverage creating a slipping hazard.  Other examples could 

be, say, a handrail broken through age and misuse, or even the absence of surveillance 

cameras due to theft or vandalism. 
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Here, however, there is simply no room for debate that BART created, and had notice of, the 

“condition” alleged, namely the absence of surveillance cameras.  BART created that condition 

by deciding not to install them, and it was on notice that it had done so.  When BART argues 

that it didn’t create or have notice of a “dangerous condition”, then, the argument it’s really 

making isn’t about the condition, but about whether the condition was dangerous.  That 

argument is addressed and rejected above, and it fares no better in this guise. 

Immunity 

BART argues that it is immune from liability in this case under Government Code § 845.  

Section 845 makes public entities immune for their failure to provide police protection or for their 

failure to provide enough police protection. The statute “‘is meant to protect the budgetary and 

political decisions which are involved in hiring and deploying a police force.’  [Citation.]”  (Zelig, 

27 Cal.4th at 1142.)  Zelig provides examples of conduct that is immune under § 845.  (Id. at 

1142-43.)  

BART’s immunity argument is based on an incomplete reading of the complaint.  BART argues 

that Plaintiff’s complaint is based on a failure to provide security measures.  Although that 

allegation is included in the complaint, BART ignores the other allegations that Plaintiff based 

his claim on.  Plaintiff alleges that BART failed to take adequate measures to address the high 

rate of criminal activity at the station, including through “adequate surveillance cameras”, 

“avoidance of ‘dead spots’ in the area”, and “maintaining adequate coverage of the surveillance 

cameras to prevent ‘dead spots’ such as the stairway in which plaintiff M. P-F was robbed”.  

(FAC ¶21.)  

BART argues that Plaintiff’s reliance on the placement of the surveillance cameras is insufficient 

because they do not deter crime.  This argument is based on a sentence in Sharon P. v. Arman, 

Ltd. (1999) 21 Cal.4th 1181, where our Supreme Court said that “surveillance cameras do not 

deter all crime and criminals do not confine their activities to locations that are untidy or 

unkempt.”  (Id. at 1196 (emphasis added).)  This sentence is dictum, and the court’s later 

discussion of surveillance cameras suggests that it was not intending to create a blanket rule 

that surveillance cameras can never prevent crime.  In the next paragraph, the court noted that 

“surveillance cameras may be ineffectual to protect against crime unless there are employees 

who are available to continuously monitor video transmissions and respond effectively when 

suspicious or criminal behavior is observed.”  (Ibid. (emphasis added).)  Later, the court stated 

that “[i]t is difficult to quarrel with the abstract proposition that the provision of improved lighting 

and maintenance, operational surveillance cameras and periodic walk-throughs of the tenant 

garage owned and operated by defendants might have diminished the risk of criminal attacks 

occurring in the garage.  But absent any prior similar incidents or other indications of a 

reasonably foreseeable risk of violent criminal assaults in that location, we cannot conclude 

defendants were required to secure the area against such crime.”  (Id. at 1199.)  Thus, BART’s 

citation to Sharon P. does not convince this Court that additional surveillance cameras at the 

Del Norte Station would not have, as a matter of law, prevented the robbery.  
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There is a legislative or policy argument to be made that a decision whether to buy and install 

surveillance cameras should be treated the same as other budget-sensitive decisions about 

crime prevention, such as how many officers to hire, how to train and equip them, and how to 

deploy them.  But that is not the argument adopted by the statute as interpreted in the cases.  

They draw the distinction that § 845 immunity does not apply to a dangerous-condition-of-

property claim, such as is presented here. 

Thus, BART has not shifted the burden on its immunity defense.  

Objections to Evidence 

BART’s requests for judicial notice are denied.  These documents are already part of the Court’s 

record in this case.  

The Court rules on the parties’ objections as follows: 

Plaintiff’s objections to the Charles declaration: overruled as to paragraphs 4 and 5, and 

sustained as to paragraphs 6 and 7. Plaintiff also included some additional “objections” in his 

response to BART’s separate statement. Since these objections were not included in the proper 

form, the Court will not rule on them.   

BART’s objections are all overruled.  None, however, would make a difference to the 

present outcome. 

 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01079 
CASE NAME: HALE VS. SAN RAMON VALLEY USD 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO DISCOVERY 
FILED BY DARLENE HALE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This was apparently double-calendared in error.  The motion was addressed two weeks ago. 
 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01529 
CASE NAME: FRENKEN VS. WELTER 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
FILED BY TIFFANY M. WELTER 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant moves for judgment on the pleadings.  Plaintiff has filed a motion for continuance on 
grounds of illness.  The latter motion is itself both improperly presented – being noticed for two 
weeks from now – and ill-supported, with a purported doctor’s letter not signed by the doctor or 
anyone else.  Nevertheless, the Court sees no particular prejudice to defendant from assuming 
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that plaintiff may be in earnest about needing the continuance.  The motion for judgment on the 
pleadings is therefore continued to July 12, 2019 at 9:00 a.m. 
 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-00989 
CASE NAME: BOYKIN VS. PA STAFFING 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENLARGE TIME TO RESPOND TO DISCOVERY 
FILED BY NOBU HOSPITALITY, LLC, PA STAFFING, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendants’ unopposed motion for enlargement of time to respond to discovery is granted.  
The motion does not state what deadline is requested, predicting that responses would likely 
have been provided by now; but the Court does not know that.  The deadlines for responses to 
plaintiffs’ first set of employment form interrogatories, first set of general form interrogatories, 
first set of special interrogatories, and first set of requests for production are extended to 
May 24, 2019.  The deadline for production of documents is extended to May 31, 2019. 
 
Sanctions are awarded in the amount of $100, payable by plaintiff to counsel for defendants 
within 30 days after service of an Order After Hearing hereon.  Although plaintiff did grant some 
extensions and might otherwise reasonably have objected to further extensions, he really ought 
to have agreed in light of the death of the principal contact person at the defendants. 
 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01540 
CASE NAME: BECKUM VS. OTTO 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING RESPONSES TO DISCOVERY 
FILED BY INCENSE SPECIALTIES, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
In its ruling of April 19, the Court granted each defendant’s motion for an order deeming matters 
admitted, contingent on filing a declaration that no responses to defendant’s requests for 
admission were received before the time of hearing.  Those declarations have been received, 
and hence the matters are deemed admitted. 
 
Defendants also sought orders compelling responses to interrogatories and document requests.  
That part of these motions was put over to the present date, with an invitation for each moving 
defendant to file and serve a supplemental statement explaining which (if any) of these other 
discovery responses are still genuinely needed, in light of the order deeming matters admitted. 
 
Incense Specialties has filed the supplemental statement invited in the Court’s ruling of April 19.  

In part it is just repetition of the arguments made at the April 19 hearing, and rejected by the 

Court then. 

Beyond that, Incense Specialties points out that the matters deemed admitted do not cover a 

number of factual areas raised in some of the interrogatories and document requests now at 

issue – most notably having to do with damages (the extent and nature of plaintiff’s injuries, and 
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property damage if any).  That’s all true, though dubiously still of much importance given that in 

the matters deemed admitted, plaintiff has essentially given away his entire liability case. 

Nevertheless, it is fair to point out that while it may appear to the Court and/or Incense 

Specialties that plaintiff has no liability case left, plaintiff has not admitted that to be true – and 

who knows what alternative arguments or theories he might come up with later.  Accordingly, 

the Court will stretch the point to order responses to the specific interrogatories and document 

requests enumerated in Incense Specialties’s supplemental statement, page 8.  Responses 

(without objections) to interrogatories, and written responses (without objection) to document 

requests, are due 30 days following service of an Order After Hearing hereon.  Actual 

production of the documents is due 35 days after such service. 

The Court awards sanctions to Incense Specialties, Inc., in the amount of $960, payable by 
plaintiff to counsel for Incense Specialties within 30 days after service of an Order After Hearing 
hereon.  (The Court does not include sanctions reasonably apportioned to the RFAs, as to 
which no sanctions are awardable.) 
 
The Court also draws counsel’s attention to the requirements for tabbing of exhibits, CRC 
3.1110(f) and Local Rule 3.42. 
 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01540 
CASE NAME: BECKUM VS. OTTO 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING RESPONSES TO DISCOVERY 
FILED BY FATIM AYESH 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
In its ruling of April 19, the Court granted each defendant’s motion for an order deeming matters 
admitted, contingent on filing a declaration that no responses to defendant’s requests for 
admission were received before the time of hearing.  Those declarations have been received, 
and hence the matters are deemed admitted. 
 
Defendants also sought orders compelling responses to interrogatories and document requests.  
That part of these motions was put over to the present date, with an invitation for each moving 
defendant to file and serve a supplemental statement explaining which (if any) of these other 
discovery responses are still genuinely needed, in light of the order deeming matters admitted.  
No such supplemental statements have been filed.  Accordingly, as the Court stated on April 19, 
“If no such statement is filed, the Court will assume that no further responses are called for.” 
 
That still leaves the matter of sanctions, however.  At the time these motions were filed, they 
were meritorious, because plaintiff had entirely failed to provide timely responses to discovery.  
It was therefore necessary and appropriate for defendants to file the motions, and sanctions for 
failure to make discovery are called for.  The Court awards sanctions to Fatim Ahesh in the 
amount of $960, payable by plaintiff to counsel for Fatim Ayesh within 30 days after service of 
an Order After Hearing hereon.  (The Court does not include sanctions reasonably apportioned 
to the RFAs, as to which no sanctions are awardable.) 
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The Court also draws counsel’s attention to the requirements for tabbing of exhibits, CRC 
3.1110(f) and Local Rule 3.42. 
 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-02319 
CASE NAME: HYUNH VS. GLASCO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO BE RELIEVED AS COUNSEL 
FILED BY ESTATE OF THANH HYUNH 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel to appear in person for an in camera hearing as to grounds for withdrawal, and for 
inquiry into the state of matters as to identification of the persons constituting or acting for the 
plaintiff in this case.  If there is any person acting on behalf of the plaintiff here, or proposing to 
become the plaintiff, such person or persons are invited to participate. 
 
As was discussed at the recent CMC, although the complaint identifies the Estate as the 
plaintiff, there is neither the identification of any actual person who is the representative of the 
Estate, nor any probate order designating anyone as such representative.  There also is no 
allegation of any survivors purporting to bring a wrongful death action on their own behalfs.  
The Court gathers that the person(s) who arranged for counsel to bring this action may be 
different from the family members who may actually be entitled to represent the Estate and/or 
sue for survivor damages.  Further, depending on who (if anyone) steps in to continue to 
conduct this case, it may become necessary for plaintiff to have an attorney. 
 
Accordingly, an Order to Show Cause why the case should not be dismissed for lack of a proper 
plaintiff is set for the existing CMC date, July 22, 2019.  Plaintiff’s counsel is directed to exert his 
best efforts to see that notice of this is given to anyone appropriate.  In light of this uncertainty it 
may be appropriate to defer hearing the pending demurrer now set for May 29. 
 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN18-0710 
CASE NAME: IN RE 1276 WALNUT MEADOWS DRIVE 
HEARING ON CLAIM FOR SURPLUS FUNDS 
FILED BY PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR OF CCC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The unopposed claim of the Public Administrator is allowed.  The Court directs that all 
remaining funds held by the Court in this case be disbursed to the Public Administrator, to be 
administered in the probate case. 
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12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN19-0619 
CASE NAME: IN THE MATTER OF KABIR DHILLON 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The proposed minor’s compromise is approved. 
 

  

13.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MS19-0229 
CASE NAME: HIGHLANDS SAN RAMON VS. HAMID 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: JURY TRIAL FOR UNLAWFUL DETAINER 
SET BY THE COURT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by stipulation to May 17. 
 

  

14.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC17-00580 
CASE NAME: ROE VS. MOUNT DIABLO USD 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: TRIAL SETTING CONFERENCE 
SET BY COURT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel to appear for trial-setting. 
 

  

15.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSN19-0396 
CASE NAME: WILLOW PASS ONE VS. MINKOFF 
JURY TRIAL - SHORT CAUSE / 4-5 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The parties have stipulated to reset this trial for June 14.  The Court notes, however, that at 
present the trial is set to be conducted as a court trial. 
 
If they have not already done so, counsel should also contact the Department’s clerk about 
rescheduling the settlement conference previously set in this case. 
 

 

 


