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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:  10:00   CASE#: MSC17-01212 
CASE NAME: AMERICAN EXPRESS BANK VS. LARK 
COURT TRIAL – SHORT CAUSE – 1HR. CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear for court trial at 10:00 a.m. 
 
The Court draws to plaintiff’s attention that the file contains neither an Order After Hearing 
signed by the Court as to deeming matters admitted, nor a declaration from counsel supporting 
such an order as required. 
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 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MS4208 
CASE NAME:  SHAKE ROOF COORDINATED CASES 
FINAL HEARING RE SETTLEMENT FUND 
SET BY PLAINTIFFS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel to appear. 
 
Although the matter has taken way longer than anticipated, it appears that the administration of 
this class-settlement fund has been a model of effectiveness, with nearly all of the settlement 
fund now distributed to nearly all of the potential class-member claimants.  The Court approves 
the request of class counsel for a final attorney fee award of $200,000. 
 
That leaves a remainder of more than $23,000.  Class counsel reports that there are no claims 
remaining to be processed or paid, little if any prospect of locating any additional claimants, and 
(in a word) nothing useful still to be done by the Administrator or class counsel.  He proposes 
that the remainder be paid as a cy pres distribution to the Legal Aid Division of the Contra Costa 
County Bar Association.  No one objects to the appropriateness of that proposed cy pres 
beneficiary. 
 
The only open issue is the counter-proposal of California Class Action Claims Administration, 
LLC (CCACA), which the Court does not quite understand.  CCACA has acted in the self-
appointed role of locating potential claimants and, for a fee, assisting them in presenting claims 
to the settlement fund.  CCACA says it does not object to wrapping up the role of class counsel 
and the Administrator.  It proposes, however, that it continue in its activity.  It does not spell out 
exactly what that means.  CCACA says it “has contracted with its clients to perform these 
services, and it should be allowed to [continue to] do so”.  But since all claims have been paid 
and there are no pending, unpaid claims, presumably all of CCACA’s actual, contracted clients 
have been paid.  If that is not true, CCACA needs to explain why it has contracted clients for 
whom it has not submitted claims. 
 
The Court assumes that what CCACA really means is that CCACA wants to continue to search 
for uncontacted class members with a view to assisting them in seeking distributions out of the 
remainder left in the fund.  If that is the intention, however, CCACA needs to explain what 
realistic reason exists for believing that there still are unpaid claimants out there, and that 
CCACA will succeed in identifying them, reaching contracts with them, and submitting claims for 
them.  In light of the report of class counsel, the prospect appears speculative or worse. 
 
Further, CCACA does not explain how it contemplates this working in practical terms.  CCACA 
says it agrees that it is not cost-effective for the Administrator and class counsel to remain on 
duty.  But if they are discharged, who does CCACA contemplate will be doing the work of 
screening and paying those hypothetical future claims? 
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 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00903 
CASE NAME:  SILVA VS. FRY’S ELECTRONICS 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1ST Amended COMPLAINT 
FILED BY FRY’S ELECTRONICS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the Court to July 27, 2018, at 9:00 a.m. in the interest of obtaining the Supreme 
Court’s guidance in the Resh case, which should be announced by the end of June. 

On or before July 18, 2018, each side shall serve and file a brief, not to exceed twelve pages, 
explaining the significance of the United States Supreme Court’s decision in Resh on the 
disposition of the demurrer, the motion to strike, and/or any other aspect of this litigation. 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00903 
CASE NAME:  SILVA VS. FRY’S ELECTRONICS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF 1ST Amended COMPLAINT 
FILED BY FRY’S ELECTRONICS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
See Line 3. 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00903 
CASE NAME: SILVA VS. FRY’S ELECTRONICS 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
See Line 3. 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01459 
CASE NAME:  LASKARI  VS.  DOES 1 TO 5 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
FILED BY COWAN & THOMPSON CONSTRUCTION INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
In its ruling of April 20, 2018 (with Order After Hearing April 24), the Court directed that in the 
event that the Court deemed matters admitted, defendant’s counsel should advise the Court 
whether it intends to proceed with this pending summary judgment motion or will instead 
proceed on the basis of the matters deemed admitted.  The Court has heard nothing in 
response.  The present motion is accordingly taken off calendar.  While defendant is entitled to 
proceed with the summary judgment motion if it so chooses, the Court does not intend to wade 
through the several inches of supporting documents on that motion in the absence of any 
indication that defendant is pressing the motion in light of the intervening ruling. 

If defendant does intend to proceed with the summary judgment motion, it may so indicate by 
the same means as contesting a tentative, and the Court will recalendar the matter. 
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 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01532 
CASE NAME:  SILVERMAN VS. COSTA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO BE RELIEVED AS COUNSEL 
FILED BY GEORGE J. COSTA, JOSEPH DUNHAM 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel to appear for an in camera showing as to the grounds for withdrawal. 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01652 
CASE NAME: BOWERS VS. PRICELESS KITCHEN & BATH 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE PRICELESS KITCHEN & BATH INC.’S ANSWER 
FILED BY DAMON BOWERS, LISA BOWERS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Plaintiffs’ motion to strike the answer of Priceless Kitchen & Bath, Inc. is denied. 

Priceless, a corporation, filed its answer to the complaint in this case at a time when it was 
represented by counsel.  It has since transpired that Priceless is not now represented in this 
case, its attorney having “substituted out”.  (The Court notes that arguably it was improper for 
counsel to “substitute out” when the proposed substitute representation (a corporation 
appearing pro per) was unlawful; counsel should instead have moved to withdraw.  As it 
appears that such a motion would have been consented to by the client, however, the Court will 
overlook the point for present purposes and accept that Priceless has no lawyer in this case.) 

Plaintiffs are correct that because a corporation cannot appear in pro per in a court case, 
Priceless is not now allowed to participate in any way in this action.  That would include, for 
example, appearing at trial, appearing at other court hearings, filing any motions or other papers 
with the Court, and taking or responding to discovery. 

It does not follow, however, that Priceless’s answer should be stricken.  The answer was 
properly filed at the time, by Priceless’s then-attorney.  That Priceless no longer has an attorney 
does not retroactively render the filing of that answer either improper or nugatory.  Plaintiffs cite 
no authority for the remedy of striking the answer in this situation.  (The only case they cite 
involved striking a pleading improperly filed without an attorney, not one filed by an attorney who 
later dropped out.  CLD Construction v. City of San Ramon (2004) 120 Cal.App.4th 1141.) 

The difference is material.  If the answer were stricken, plaintiffs would be in a position to obtain 
a default against Priceless, and thus would not be required to prove up their case to the extent 
that the facts in their complaint were thus admitted.  Instead, plaintiffs may still be required to 
prove their case, though in a proceeding with an empty defense chair (and thus without contrary 
evidence, cross-examination, etc.). 

This denial is without prejudice to a further motion if better grounds should arise, such as failure 
to respond to discovery or the like. 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   12 
HEARING DATE:   05/25/18 

 
 

- 5 - 

The Court notes that the file reflects a recent rejection of a stipulation concerning the 
trial date and issue conference date, though the Court does not recall either the substance of 
the stipulation or why (or by whom) it was rejected.  Furthermore, Priceless would be unable 
to enter into such a stipulation at this point, for lack of a lawyer.  The case is therefore set 
for Case Management Conference at the same time as the hearing on this motion, 
to address scheduling. 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02060 
CASE NAME:  CURL VS. CITIMORTGAGE 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2ND AMENDED COMPLAINT OF CURL 
FILED BY CITIMORTGAGE INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Before the Court is a Demurrer filed by Defendant CitiMortgage, Inc. The Demurrer relates to 
the Second Amended Complaint (“SAC”) filed by Chantell Curl. The SAC pleads causes of 
action for (1) negligence; (2) violation of Civ. Code § 2923.6; (3) violation of Civ. Code § 2923.5; 
and (4) breach of contract. 

Defendant demurs pursuant to Code of Civ. Proc. § 430.10(e) on several grounds.  The 
demurrer is sustained without leave to amend as to the second cause of action.  It is 
sustained with leave to amend as to the remaining causes of action.  A Third Amended 
Complaint may be filed and served within 30 days after service of the Order After Hearing 
hereon. 

Request for Judicial Notice 

Defendant requests judicial notice of several county recorder documents as well as pleadings 

and orders in federal district court case Curl v. CitiMortgage, Case No. 14-CV-01829. This 

request is opposed. The request is granted. Evid. Code §§ 452, 453. The Court notes that 

certified copies of recorded documents are self-authenticating. Evid. Code §§ 1530, 1600; see 

also Fontenot v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 256, 264-65, disapproved on 

another point by Yvanova v. New Century Mortgage Corp. (2016) 62 Cal.4th 919. 

Analysis 

Res Judicata 

Defendant argues that Plaintiff’s SAC is partially barred by the operation of res judicata. 

Res judicata or claim preclusion precludes the relitigation of a cause of action that previously 
was adjudicated in another proceeding between the same parties or parties in privity with them. 
Mycogen Corp. v. Monsanto Co. (2002) 28 Cal.4th 888, 896. California’s res judicata doctrine is 
based upon the primary right theory. Id. at 904. Two proceedings are on the same cause of 
action if they are based on the same “primary right.” Id; see also Federation of Hillside & 
Canyon Assns. v. City of Los Angeles (2004) 126 Cal.App.4th 1180, 1202. Under this theory, a 
cause of action is “‘comprised of a “primary right” of the plaintiff, a corresponding “primary duty” 
of the defendant, and a wrongful act by the defendant constituting a breach of that duty. The 
most salient characteristic of a primary right is that it is indivisible: the violation of a single 
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primary right gives rise to but a single cause of action.’” Mycogen, 28 Cal.4th at 904 (internal 
citations omitted). 

Res judicata applies if (1) the decision in the prior proceeding is final and on the merits; (2) the 
present proceeding is on the same cause of action as the prior proceeding; and (3) the parties in 
the present proceeding or parties in privity with them were parties to the prior proceeding. 
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Assns., 126 Cal.App.4th at 1202. 

Here, both Plaintiff Chantell Curl and Defendant CitiMortgage, Inc. were parties to a suit in the 
Northern District of California where Ms. Curl alleged causes of action for (1) intentional 
misrepresentation, (2) negligent misrepresentation, (3) breach of warranty of good faith, 
(4) negligence, (5) unfair business practices, and (6) declaratory relief. See RJN Ex. 3. Therein, 
Ms. Curl alleged that she applied for a loan modification numerous times, and that CitiMortgage 
was negligent in the handling of her loan application between 2012 through 2014.  Id. at ¶¶ 8, 
42-44. That case was dismissed without leave to amend on grounds of judicial estoppel.  RJN 
Ex. 4.  

All the elements of res judicata are met with respect to Plaintiff’s allegations regarding 
CitiMortgage’s alleged negligent handling of her loan application between 2012 through 2014. 
The decision in the prior proceeding was final and on the merits, the causes of action in the prior 
proceeding are based on the same primary right as in this proceeding, and the parties are 
identical. Plaintiff is precluded from relitigating CitiMortgage’s alleged negligent handing of her 
loan application between 2012 through 2014. Accordingly, in amending as allowed below, 
Plaintiff must not base any of her claims on her allegations of mishandling during that time 
period. 

Negligence 

To state a cause of action for negligence, a plaintiff must allege: (1) the defendant owed the 
plaintiff a duty of care; (2) the defendant breached that duty, and (3) the breach proximately 
caused the plaintiff’s damages or injuries. Lueras v. BAC Home Loans Servicing, LP (2013) 221 
Cal.App.4th 49, 62. “The existence of a duty of care owed by a defendant to a plaintiff is a 
prerequisite to establish a claim for negligence.” Nymark v. Heart Fed. Savings & Loan Ass’n 
(1991) 231 Cal.App.3d 1089, 1096.  

California case law is in some disarray as to the extent to which a lender owes a duty of care, 
for purposes of a negligence tort, to a borrower in the context of seeking a refinancing or other 
modification of an existing mortgage loan.  See, e.g., Daniels v. Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 
(2016) 246 Cal.App.4th 1150, 1158, 1180-82, and Rossetta v. CitiMortgage, Inc. (2017) 18 
Cal.App.5th 628, 637-41, both discussing the conflicting cases.  Much depends on exactly what 
the plaintiff is asserting to be the negligent acts or omissions, and what he alleges to be the 
harm flowing from those acts or omissions.  There appears to be general agreement that a 
lender is under no “duty of care” to act only reasonably in denying a request for modification.  
That is, assuming that a modification negotiation is otherwise handled professionally and 
competently, the Court knows of no case law that would hold a lender liable in tort because it 
declined to accept a proposed loan modification and that refusal is alleged to have been 
“unreasonable”.  See, e.g., Lueras, 221 Cal.App.4th at 67.  To hold otherwise would effectively 
put courts and juries in command of a bank’s business decisions about what contracts to enter 
into or decline, which is no more appropriate in this setting than it would be in seeking to hold 
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(say) a building contractor liable for declining to offer a “reasonable” price for a construction 
project. 

On the other hand, despite acknowledging a “general rule” that a financial institution owes no 
duty of care to a borrower when the institution’s involvement in the loan transaction does not 
exceed the scope of its conventional role as a mere lender of money (e.g., Nymark, 231 
Cal.App.3d at 1095-96), a number of cases have nevertheless held that a lender may be liable 
for negligence in the manner of handling a loan modification application, for example by 
intentional or negligent misrepresentations, unreasonable delays, mishandling of documents, or 
requiring a borrower to default before consideration.  E.g., Daniels, 246 Cal.App.4th at 1180-82; 
Rossetti, 18 Cal.App.5th at 640-41; Alvarez v. BAC Home Loans Servicing, L.P. (2014) 228 
Cal.App.4th 941, 944-49; Jolley v. Chase Home Finance, LLC (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 872. 

It is important, however, to look also at the causal nexus alleged.  Negligent conduct is not a tort 
unless the negligence itself results in harm to the plaintiff.  Thus, even the most carelessly or 
even mendaciously handled loan modification application does not support a negligence claim 
unless it is alleged and proved that but for the negligent handling, the borrower would have 
succeeded in obtaining a workable refinancing or otherwise rescuing his or her property from 
foreclosure.  See, e.g., Alvarez, 228 Cal.App.4th at 951.  This might be established, for 
example, if it can be alleged and shown that (by the bank’s own standards and procedures) a 
competently handled application would have been accepted, or alternatively by alleging and 
showing that a reasonably prompt communication of rejection would have led the borrower to 
pursue other avenues with other lenders, and that those other avenues would have been fruitful.  
Further, there may be other forms of harm not directly tied to success in refinancing, such as 
additional payments made or harm to credit ratings, provided it can be shown that those harms 
would not have occurred but for the alleged negligent acts or omissions. 

Turning to plaintiff’s negligence cause of action in the SAC, her theory of negligence and 
causation is not at all clearly identified.  For one thing, she does not distinguish between alleged 
conduct occurring in 2012-2014 versus later alleged conduct.  The former, however, is barred by 
res judicata, as discussed above.  Further, she begins by asserting that defendant was 
negligent in failing to comply with the specific statutory provisions relied on in her other causes 
of action.  If that were the only negligence alleged, this cause of action would add little if 
anything to the other causes of action, and would fall with them when they fell.  She may be 
attempting to allege other forms of mishandling not directly based on statutory requirements, 
however; for example, she alleges that her modification request was ultimately rejected because 
it had been pending for more than 12 months, but that it was defendant’s own delays that 
caused the process to be drawn out that long. 

There still remains the issue, however, of causation and harm.  The SAC speaks of harm in that 
plaintiff was “not given a fair opportunity to be reviewed for a modification” (¶ 33, emphasis 
added), or that a loan modification was precluded “to the extent Plaintiff was qualified and would 
otherwise have been granted a modification” (¶ 39, emphasis added).  A “fair opportunity”, 
however, would not have prevented plaintiff’s harms and damages unless, with that fair 
opportunity, she would have succeeded in obtaining a modification.  Plaintiff does allege 
vaguely and conclusorily that “[h]ad defendants fairly and carefully reviewed Plaintiff for loss 
mitigation options, she would not have suffered the damages alleged herein” (¶ 34).  But on the 
same page she concedes that this is not because she would have gotten the loan modification:  
“Although there was no guarantee the modification would be granted had the loan been properly 
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processed, the mishandling of the document deprived Plaintiff of the possibility of obtaining the 
requested relief” (¶ 37).  Again, though, losing a “possibility” is not cognizable harm if the 
“possibility” would not have been fruitful – or unless harm would have occurred in some 
identifiable collateral manner, such as loss of an opportunity for relief elsewhere. 

In short, if plaintiff is asserting a negligence cause of action, she needs to spell out more clearly 
what she says were the negligent acts or omissions, and to explain how those acts and 
omissions resulted in the harm of which she complains. 

The Demurrer to this cause of action is sustained, with one opportunity to amend. 

Violation of Civ. Code § 2923.6 

The prohibition on dual tracking was codified in former section 2923.6 that was repealed on 
January 1, 2018. Prior to January 1, 2018 Civil Code § 2923.6 prohibited “dual tracking”, 
wherein a “borrower’s mortgage servicer, a mortgage service, mortgagee, trustee, beneficiary, 
or authorized agent” records a notice of default or notice of sale, notwithstanding a pending 
application for a first lien loan modification. Civ. Code § 2923.6 (repealed January 1, 2018). The 
ban on “dual tracking” became effective once the borrower submitted a “complete application for 
a first lien loan modification”, § 2923.6(c). HBOR provided injunctive relief only for a “material” 
violation of the dual tracking statute. See former Civ. Code § 2924.12(a)(1) (“a borrower may 
bring an action for injunctive relief to enjoin a material violation of Section 2923.55, 2923.6, 
2923.7, 2924.9, 2924.10, 2924.11, or 2924.17”) (emphasis added). 

The new section 2923.6 does not contain dual tracking prohibitions. See Civil Code § 2923.6 
(operative January 1, 2018).  

A cause of action which rests solely on a statutory basis terminates on legislative repeal of the 
statute unless (1) a saving clause is included in the repealing legislation; (2) the rights of a party 
have vested under the statute; or (3) the repealed statute is simultaneously reenacted in 
substantially the same form. The same general rule and exceptions apply, whether the repealed 
statute concerns criminal sanctions, civil penalties, or remedies outside the common law. 
Governing Board v. Mann (1977) 18 Cal.3d 819, 829-30; Lemon v. Los Angeles T. Ry. Co. 
(1940) 38 Cal.App.2d 659, 671. 

Here, (1) the former Civil Code § 2923.6 has an express sunset provision; (2) Plaintiff’s did not 
secure a final judgment before January 1, 2018; and (3) § 2923.6 was not simultaneously 
reenacted in 2924.11. 

“Repeal of a remedial statute destroys a pending statutory action unless ‘vested or contractual 
rights have arisen under’ the statute. Zipperer v. County of Santa Clara (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 
1013, 1024 (quoting Department of Social Welfare v. Wingo (1946) 77 Cal.App.2d 316, 320). 
“No person has a vested right in an unenforced statutory penalty or forfeiture.” Rankin v. Longs 
Drug Stores California, Inc. (2009) 169 Cal.App.4th 1246, 1256 (quoting Zipperer, 133 
Cal.App.4th at 1024). “‘The justification for this rule is that all statutory remedies are pursued 
with full realization that the legislature may abolish the right to recover at any time.’” Governing 
Board, 18 Cal.3d at 829. That common law principle has been codified in California, as follows: 
“Any statute may be repealed at any time, except when vested rights would be impaired. 
Persons acting under any statute act in contemplation of this power of repeal.” Gov. Code 
§ 9606. 
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The repealed Civil Code § 2923.6 had an express sunset provision. It read: “[t]his section shall 
remain in effect only until January 1, 2018, and as of that date is repealed, unless a later 
enacted statute, that is enacted before January 1, 2018, deletes or extends that date.” Civ. 
Code § 2923.6(k) (repealed January 1, 2018). There was no savings clause.  

Plaintiff’s rights have not vested under the statute as she has not secured a final judgment 
before January 1, 2018. See Rankin, 169 Cal.App.4th at 1256 (repeal of remedial statute 
destroyed the applicant’s pending statutory action).  

Plaintiff argues that § 2923.6, although nominally repealed by the sunset clause, is rescued in 
substance because it was substantially reenacted in the form of Civil Code § 2924.11 (as 
amended effective 2018). See, e.g., Sobey v. Molony (1940) 40 Cal.App.2d 381, 385 (“When a 
statute, although new in form, re-enacts an older statute without substantial change, even 
though it repeals the older statute, the new statute is but a continuation of the old. There is no 
break in the continuous operation of the old statute, and no abatement of any of the legal 
consequences of acts done under the old statute. Especially does this rule apply to the 
consolidation, revision, or codification of statutes, because, obviously, in such event the intent of 
the legislature is to secure clarification, a new arrangement of clauses, and to delete 
superseded provisions, and not to affect the continuous operation of the law.”).  But here, 
although the newly enacted § 2924.11(a) does address the same general problem as the now-
repealed § 2923.6(c), the two are not close enough that the second is “without substantial 
change” (Mobey, 40 Cal.App.2d at 385) or “in substantially the same form” (Stacy & Witbeck v. 
San Francisco (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1074, 1086) as the first.  In particular (among other 
changes), the prior statute forbade recording of a notice of default under stated circumstances, 
while the new statute pointedly omits to include filing of a notice of default as a prohibited act.  
Given that Plaintiff’s claim here centers largely on the allegedly wrongful filing of a notice of 
default, it is clear that the difference between the old statute and the new is material. 

Indeed, in this respect, it almost doesn’t matter whether § 2924.11(a) were treated as a 
reenactment of § 2923.6(c) or not.  Even if the new statute had been enacted expressly as an 
amendment to § 2923.6(c), the Court would be obliged to apply the new, amended version of 
the statute, not the old, pre-amended version.  And since the amendment consists of (among 
other changes) deleting the recording of a notice of default as a prohibited act, Plaintiff’s claim 
resting on just such an act could not survive in any event. 

The Demurrer to this cause of action is sustained, without leave to amend. 

Violation of Civ. Code § 2923.5 

Civil Code § 2923.5 precludes a mortgage servicer, mortgagee, trustee, beneficiary, or 
authorized agent from recording a Notice of Default without meeting several contact 
requirements and waiting a proscribed period of time.  

With respect to § 2923.5, HBOR only provides relief for a “material” violation of the statute. Civ. 
Code § 2924.12. Plaintiff’s allegations do not present a material violation of this statute. Plaintiff 
alleges that “Defendants recorded foreclosure documents without even contacting Plaintiff and 
are threatening to sell the home.” SAC at ¶ 50. Plaintiff has failed to allege that she was 
damaged by any alleged technical violations of § 2923.5. Her boilerplate recitation that she “has 
sustained damages, including, but not limited to, excessive interest accumulation, negative 
amortization, loss of equity, destruction of credit standing, pain, suffering, and emotional 
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distress, in an amount to be shown at trial” (SAC at ¶ 51) is insufficient.  These alleged harms 
flow from the fact of foreclosure, not from the absence of contacts and a waiting period.  For the 
harms to be caused by the violation, plaintiff would have to allege further that if she had been 
contacted, she would have been successful in avoiding the foreclosure.  That is not alleged. 

The Demurrer to this cause of action is sustained, with one opportunity to amend. 

Breach of Contract 

“[T]he elements of a cause of action for breach of contract are (1) the existence of the contract, 
(2) plaintiff’s performance or excuse for nonperformance, (3) defendant’s breach, and (4) the 
resulting damages to the plaintiff.” Oasis W. Realty, LLC v. Goldman (2011) 51 Cal.4th 811, 
821. 

Plaintiff alleges that she “entered into a verbal and implied contract wherein defendants agreed 
to review Plaintiff’s loan modification application in good faith before foreclosing on the home.” 
SAC at ¶ 53. Not only does this allegation appear to run afoul of the statute of frauds (Civ. Code 
§§ 1624, 2922), there is no detail regarding when the alleged agreement was reached, with 
whom, and what precisely were the terms. Plaintiff has not sufficiently alleged a contract 
between herself and Defendant.  

The Demurrer to this cause of action is sustained, with one opportunity to amend. 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02440 
CASE NAME: YUPANA VS. CLARK 
HEARING ON MOTION TO BE RELIEVED AS COUNSEL 
FILED BY TRANSCEIVE COMMUNICATIONS INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Attorney Wilson moves to withdraw as counsel for all defendants.  The motion is moot as to 
defendant Transceive Communications, which has filed a substitution bringing in replacement 
counsel. 

As to all other defendants, moving counsel is to appear for an in camera showing as to grounds 
for withdrawal. 

The Court notes the asserted position of plaintiff in response to this motion, but invites counsel 
to take a look at the ruling in Line 8 above, an unrelated case raising similar issues. 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02460 
CASE NAME:  PALMA VS. SABHLOK 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
FILED BY A.K. SABHLOK 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant A.K. Sabhlok’s motion for judgment on the pleadings is continued June 8, 2018 

at 9:00 a.m. in Department 12.  
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Plaintiff filed a supplemental opposition on May 16, 2018 without first receiving permission from 

this Court. Generally the Court strikes such unapproved supplemental briefs, however, in this 

case the additional briefing has raised issues that this Court would like to consider before ruling 

on Defendant’s motion. Therefore, Defendant may (but is not required to) file and serve a 

supplemental reply of no more than five pages double spaced by June 1, 2018. The Court will 

then issue a new tentative ruling on June 7, 2018. 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00132 
CASE NAME:  TRAVIS VS. WELLS FARGO BANK 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1ST Amended COMPLAINT 
FILED BY WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Before the Court is a demurrer filed by Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. The Demurrer relates 
to the First Amended Complaint (FAC) filed by Plaintiff Steven Travis and Plaintiff Judith A. 
Travis. This is an unlawful foreclosure case. The Plaintiffs are in pro per. The FAC asserts 
causes of action for (1) violation of Civil Code § 2923.6; (2) violation of RESPA (12 CFR 
§ 1024.41); (3) violations of Equal Credit Opportunity Act (15 USC § 1691); (4) violations of 
Business and Professions Code § 17200; (5) wrongful foreclosure; (6) negligence; 
(7) cancellation of deed; and (8) quiet title. 

As with their opposition to Defendant’s demur to the Plaintiffs’ first amended complaint, 
Plaintiff’s opposition to the Defendant’s demur to the second amended complaint is overlong. 
Plaintiff’s opposition is 23 pages long. As the Court previously noted, California Rule of Court 
3.1113(d) permits only 15 pages for the responding memorandum of points and authorities. 
Plaintiffs proceeding in propria persona are not exempt from the California Rules of Court or 
Code of Civil Procedure. See Gamet v. Blanchard (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1276, 1284. 

Defendants demur pursuant to § 430.10(e) on several grounds. For the following reasons, the 
demur is sustained without leave to amend. 

Request for Judicial Notice 

Defendant Requests Judicial Notice of several records and correspondence. Plaintiffs object to 
this Request. The Request for Judicial Notice (“RJN”) is granted in part and denied in part. The 
RJN is granted as to the official records of the Office of the Contra Costa County Recorder (Exs. 
B, D, E, H) and this Court’s prior order on Defendant’s demurrer to Plaintiff’s initial Complaint 
(Ex. I). Evid. Code §§ 452, 453. The RJN is denied as to the other documents and 
correspondence. 

“The function of a demurrer is to test the sufficiency of the complaint as a matter of law.” Holiday 
Matinee, Inc. v. Rambus, Inc. (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 1413, 1420. A complaint “is sufficient if it 
alleges ultimate rather than evidentiary facts” (Doe v. City of Los Angeles (2007) 42 Cal.4th 531, 
550 (“Doe”), but the plaintiff must set forth the essential facts of his or her case “with reasonable 
precision and with particularity sufficient to acquaint [the] defendant with the nature, source and 
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extent” of the plaintiff’s claim. Doheny Park Terrace Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Truck Ins. 
Exchange (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 1076, 1099. Legal conclusions are insufficient. Id. at 1098-99; 
Doe at 551, fn. 5. The Court “assume[s] the truth of the allegations in the complaint, but do[es] 
not assume the truth of contentions, deductions, or conclusions of law.” California Logistics, Inc. 
v. State of California (2008) 161 Cal.App.4th 242, 247. “The existence and scope of duty are 
legal questions for the court.” Merrill v. Navegar, Inc. (2001) 26 Cal.4th 465, 477. 

Analysis 

This Court has already ruled once on a demurrer in this case a year ago, sustaining the 
demurrer with leave to amend.  The present FAC represents the (belated) amendment allowed 
in that ruling.  The FAC fails to cure the defects that made the original Complaint demurrable.  
Indeed, it hardly represents a serious effort to cure those defects. 

In its prior ruling, before addressing plaintiffs’ separate counts individually, the Court described 
the fundamental problem running through the entire Complaint, namely the failure to allege any 
causal connection between Wells Fargo’s various asserted violations of legal requirements, and 
any concrete harm suffered by plaintiffs – whether in the form of loss of the house or otherwise.  
As the Court said then: 

Substantively, the key missing point that runs throughout all of plaintiffs’ various 
causes of action is the absence of any allegation that, but for the alleged dual-
tracking violations, plaintiffs would have succeeded in obtaining a loan 
modification or otherwise avoiding foreclosure.  The Complaint’s allegations of 
harm and damages are scanty; but what harms are alleged, would all flow 
causally from the foreclosure itself – not from the alleged illegal dual-tracking.  As 
the Court will discuss claim by claim, that is not sufficient to support any of the 
alleged causes of action.  As far as the present Complaint alleges, even if 
defendant had not double-tracked this foreclosure – that is, even if it had paused 
the foreclosure while it considered and rejected plaintiffs’ application – then 
plaintiffs would still have suffered the same alleged harms, be they loss of the 
home, harm to credit rating, or whatever else plaintiffs might assert.  If plaintiffs 
could allege and prove that a fully considered application would have been 
successful, then they would allege harm actually caused by, and flowing from, 
the premature and improvident foreclosure.  Perhaps they have other forms of 
damages they think they can allege that do relate causally directly from the dual-
tracking as such.  Nothing of either kind, however, is alleged in the present 
Complaint. 

Nothing of either kind is alleged in the present FAC either.  The Court has not attempted to 
compare the two pleadings line by line or paragraph by paragraph, to see what (if anything) may 
have been added, subtracted, or amended.  What the Court has done, though, is to read 
through the FAC looking specifically for the causal allegations that were fatally missing from the 
original Complaint.  The Court has found none.  As before, plaintiffs tend to resort to entirely 
conclusory and formulaic assertions along the lines that they “have suffered general and special 
damages in an amount according to proof.”  Further (again as before), where they do allege any 
harm more concretely identified than that (such as loss of the equity in their home), they still do 
not come to grips with the problem that that harm flows from the fact of foreclosure – not from 
the alleged violations of the various legal requirements leading up to foreclosure, such as failure 
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to pause the foreclosure process while considering a pending application.  If the foreclosure 
would have occurred even without the alleged violations of timing and process, then the harms 
do not result from the violations. 

The Court’s prior ruling posed a challenge to plaintiffs:  If you can allege, in a coherent and non-
conclusory fashion, that but for these alleged violations you would have succeeded in 
refinancing or otherwise saving your home, you may be able to allege viable causes of action.  
Plaintiffs still do not do that.  That is sufficient reason to sustain this demurrer – and to do so 
without leave to amend. 

There are other problems with some aspects of the FAC, also noted in the prior demurrer ruling 
and also not remedied in the FAC.  To take the most prominent examples: 

The Court previously rejected plaintiffs’ attempt to assert a claim for violation of the Equal Credit 
Opportunity Act (15 USC § 1691) because the only factual basis asserted in support of the claim 
was allegation that Wells Fargo failed to notify them “of a decision on their complete loan 
modification application within the mandatory time period” (FAC at ¶ 104).  But failure to meet a 
required deadline is not an “adverse action” as defined by 15 USC § 1691(d)(6).  The 
allegations in the FAC on this cause of action are identical to those rejected in the original 
Complaint, and fail for the same reason. 

Likewise, as to plaintiffs’ cause of action for quiet title:  Plaintiffs’ quiet title claim is premised on 
their allegations that the foreclosure sale is void (FAC ¶ 162) because they had a pending 
completed loan modification application when Wells Fargo foreclosed. FAC ¶ 55. 

The elements of an action to quiet title are: (1) “the plaintiff is the owner and in possession of the 
land,” and (2) “the defendant claims an interest therein adverse to [the plaintiff].” South Shore 
Land Co. v. Petersen (1964) 226 Cal.App.2d 725, 740-41; see also Code of Civil Procedure 
§ 761.020. Generally, a borrower may not quiet title against a secured lender without first paying 
the outstanding debt on which the mortgage or deed of trust is based. Miller v. Provost (1994) 
26 Cal.App.4th 1703, 1707 (“mortgagor of real property cannot, without paying his debt, quiet 
his title against the mortgagee”); Aguilar v. Bocci (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 475, 477 (borrower 
cannot quiet title without discharging the debt.). A cloud on title remains until the debt is paid. 
Burns v. Hiatt (1906) 149 Cal. 617, 620-22. 

Plaintiffs have not alleged tender. Neither have Plaintiffs alleged that they are exempt from the 
tender requirement. There are four exceptions to the tender requirement in the nonjudicial 
foreclosure context: First, if the borrower’s action attacks the validity of the underlying debt, a 
tender is not required since it would constitute an affirmation of the debt. Second, a tender will 
not be required when the person who seeks to set aside the trustee’s sale has a counterclaim or 
set-off against the beneficiary. Third, a tender may not be required where it would be inequitable 
to impose such a condition on the party challenging the sale. Fourth, no tender will be required 
when the trustor is not required to rely on equity to attack the deed because the trustee’s deed 
is void on its face. See Lona v. Citibank, N.A. (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 89, 112-13. There are no 
allegations in the FAC that would support any of these exceptions. 

While the Court does not rely on it for today’s ruling, moreover, the Court notes that there 
appears to be an additional, equally fatal problem with the first cause of action (dual tracking), 
namely the fact that the statutory basis for the claim is no longer on the books and the claim has 
therefore been abated.  (This is discussed in detail in Line 9 above, an unrelated case where 
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that precise issue is being decided.)  Because Wells Fargo did not raise this ground and 
plaintiffs have had no opportunity to address it, however, the Court does not rely on this ground 
at this time. 

If plaintiffs seek to contest this tentative ruling to argue that the present pleading is viable, they 
will do well to come to the hearing armed with “chapter-and-verse” specific citations to 
paragraphs in the FAC that meet the defects identified above.  If they seek to contest to request 
leave to amend, they must be prepared to specify exactly how they propose to amend, how it 
will cure the present defects, and why they did not make those allegations during the year since 
the original Complaint was stricken down. 

  

13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00532 
CASE NAME:  KAPFERER VS. INTEGRA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES TO FORM INTERROGS. 
FILED BY INTEGRA CONSTRUCTION SERVICES, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant Integra’s motion to compel responses to discovery requests is granted.  Plaintiff 
Kapferer must serve responses to plaintiff’s second set of form interrogatories (served on or 
about December 11, 2017) within 30 days following service of the Order After Hearing on this 
ruling, without objections. 
 
Sanctions are awarded in the amount of $410, payable to Integra’s counsel within 30 days after 
service of the Order After Hearing. 

  

14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00722 
CASE NAME:  GONZALEZ VS. SNEED 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2ND Amended COMPLAINT 
FILED BY STATE OF CALIFORNIA, CA DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Before the Court is a Demurrer filed by Defendant State of California, acting by and through the 
Department of Transportation. The Demurrer relates to the Second Amended Complaint filed by 
Maria Araceli Gonzales. The SAC asserts causes of action for (1) negligence (against Paul 
Sneed); (2) negligence (against Caltrans); and (3) dangerous condition of public property 
(against Caltrans). 

The State’s demurrer purports to attack the dangerous-condition count as lacking sufficient 
specificity, though the demurrer gives no inkling of what exactly the State thinks is missing or 
inadequate.  This part of the demurrer was not addressed in meet-and-confer and is not 
mentioned in the State’s reply brief.  The demurrer to the third cause of action is accordingly 
overruled. 

As to the second cause of action, the State points out that such a claim must have an identified 
statutory basis for liability.  Accordingly, in meet-and-confer (before this demurrer was filed), 
plaintiff proposed to file her Third Amended Complaint substituting a claim under Govt. Code 
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§ 815.2.  The State argued that that claim is likewise impermissible.  Not reaching agreement, 
the State proceeded with this demurrer. 

While not the most serious violation the Court has seen, this represents ineffective conduct of 
the meet-and-confer process.  The Court is asked to rule on a demurrer to a count that both 
sides apparently agree is defective, namely the non-statutory negligence cause of action in the 
Second Amended Complaint.  It appears that the parties may disagree as to the viability of the 
proffered § 815.2 claim.  If so, the proper steps would have been to stipulate to amendment, 
followed by a demurrer to the newly added claim.  Instead the State seeks to skip a step, asking 
the Court to sustain its demurrer to a statutory claim that hasn’t been filed yet, on a ground that 
plaintiff hasn’t had any opportunity to address yet. 

Accordingly, the demurrer is sustained with leave to amend as to the second cause of action 
in the Second Amended Complaint.  However, if she has not already done so, plaintiff would be 
well advised to consider the State’s contrary argument before deciding to proceed with an 
amendment including the § 815.2 claim. 

 

15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01649 
CASE NAME:  YOUNG VS. ASHLEY PROVOST DESIGNS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER DISCOVERY RESPONSES 
FILED BY STELLA YOUNG 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Lead counsel are to appear in person. 

Plaintiff has filed this motion to compel against the individual defendants only (Ashley Provost 

and Jeffrey Berger).  The motion papers do not cast a favorable light on the professionalism or 

good sense of either attorney. 

This is, apparently, a straightforward two-car vehicle collision case.  It is surely not a document-

intensive case.  Nor is it a case that could reasonably be expected to generate any substantial 

volume of privileged documents on either side, aside from each attorney’s routine case file.  

Nevertheless, the Court is presented with several inches of paper on points quite unlikely to 

yield any results of consequence for either side. 

Plaintiff served identical sets of document requests on the two individual defendants.  Now at 

issue are only the first three requests in each set, which are brief and utterly routine.  Omitting 

the block capitals, they request:  (1) “All documents regarding the incident”; (2) All documents 

regarding any information you received regarding the incident”; and (3) “All documents you 

created regarding the incident”. 

There are only two disputed points raised on this motion.  First is defendants’ inexplicable 

refusal to provide confirmations under oath that all nonprivileged responsive documents have 

been produced.  Defendants’ counsel has represented in writing that that is true, and plaintiff 

articulates no reason to doubt that that is so.  Plaintiff points out, however, that she is entitled to 

written confirmation under oath, in the form of amended responses, representing that all such 

documents have been produced.  Plaintiff is correct, and the Court cannot imagine what 
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defendants’ counsel thinks he is doing by refusing to provide such responses other than casting 

doubt on the truth of his own representation. 

Defendants’ response is to raise rather silly quibbles about the asserted vagueness and 

overbreadth of the requests, asking such rhetorical questions as whether the driver’s Social 

Security card would be a document “regarding the incident”.  But given that defendants say 

they’ve produced everything responsive other than privileged documents, and plaintiff doesn’t 

assert they haven’t, the supposed vagueness/overbreadth argument is entirely beside the point. 

Plaintiff also seeks to compel plaintiff to produce a privilege log.  Counsel are to appear to 

explain just what, if anything, that’s supposed to be about.  Again, a case of this nature would 

not be expected to produce any significant volume of privileged documents, other than a factual 

statement by the driver to his attorney.  Such a statement indeed exists and has been expressly 

identified to plaintiff as privileged; plaintiff does not dispute that it is indeed privileged. 

So what else are we fighting about here?  Defendants point out, correctly, that plaintiff’s written 

definitions and instructions, if taken literally, would basically require defendants to inventory the 

case file routinely compiled by any attorney conducting a court litigation.  The Court agrees with 

defendants that a demand for a “privilege log” is excessive if it really purports to extend that far.  

But all plaintiff’s counsel had to do to avoid that fight was to assure defendants’ counsel that she 

was of course not seeking an inventory of the opponent’s case file, but only documents of some 

lesser scope such as documents constituting communications from the client.  The Court is 

confident that in that case, defendants’ counsel would simply have responded that the only such 

item is the recording of the driver’s statement, which has already been identified. 

  

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01690 
CASE NAME:  MCGINN VS. ELLINWOOD PARK 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENFORCE WRITTEN SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
FILED BY MILES MCGINN 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel are to appear to discuss how to proceed on the present dispute. 

  

17.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01690 
CASE NAME:  MCGINN VS. ELLINWOOD PARK 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
See Line 16. 

 

18.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01972 
CASE NAME:  BEZA VS. GEICO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF SUMMONS 
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FILED BY JEWELL SVETLANA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The moving party reports that this matter has been settled and is withdrawing the motion. 

  

19.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-02189 
CASE NAME:  STATE FARM VS. XYLEM 
HEARING ON APPLICATION OF DAVID MICHAEL TO APPEAR PRO HAC VICE 
FILED BY XYLEM, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The application for leave to appear pro hac vice is granted. 

 

20.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-02212 
CASE NAME:  REED VS. AVIVA USA CORP. 
HEARING ON APPLICATION OF K. REILLY FOR OUT OF STATE COUNSEL 
FILED BY ACCORDIA LIFE & ANNUITY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The application for leave to appear pro hac vice is granted. 

  

21.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-02212 
CASE NAME:  REED VS. AVIVA USA CORP 
HEARING ON APPLICATION OF JASON GOULD TO APPEAR PRO HAC VICE 
FILED BY ACCORDIA LIFE & ANNUITY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The application for leave to appear pro hac vice is granted. 
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22.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-02362 
CASE NAME:  GANNON VS. MOLLOY 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY RESPONSES 
FILED BY NRT WEST, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion to compel responses to discovery requests is granted.  Each of plaintiffs Daniel 
Gannon and Pamela Gannon must serve responses to defendants’ first set of contention 
interrogatories (served on or about February 16, 2018) within 30 days following service of the 
Order After Hearing on this ruling, without objections. 
 
Each of plaintiffs Daniel Gannon and Pamela Gannon must also serve responses to defendants’ 
request for production of documents (served on or about February 16, 2018) within 30 days 
following service of the Order After Hearing on this ruling, without objections.  Plaintiffs must 
also produce all such documents within 35 days after service of the Order After Hearing. 
 
Sanctions are awarded in the amount of $450, payable to defendants’ attorney within 30 days 
after service of the Order After Hearing. 

The Court was informed at a CMC earlier this week that plaintiffs served responses late last 
week, including some objections.  If the scope or merit of the objections were at issue, that 
would require a new discovery motion; indeed, it would have to go through the facilitator 
process.  Defendant’s contention, however, is not that plaintiffs have asserted incorrect 
objections, but that plaintiffs are not entitled to assert objections at all, having long missed the 
deadline for timely response.  The Court agrees. 

  

23.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-00249 
CASE NAME:  PACPIZZA VS. CERTAIN UNDERWRITERS AT LLOYD’S 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY CERTAIN UNDERWRITERS AT LLOYD’S 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the Court to June 8, 2018 at 9:00 a.m.  
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24.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-2049 
CASE NAME:  PINZA VS. B. MANN’S PROPERTIES 
HEARING ON PETITION TO CONFIRM ARBITRATION AWARD 
FILED BY PINZA GROUP PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The uncontested petition to confirm arbitration award is granted.  Judgment will be entered in 
favor of petitioner in the amount of $19,872.71, plus $800 in attorney fees on this proceeding.  
Costs may be sought by a memorandum of costs. 

 

25.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN18-0760 
CASE NAME:  SANCHEZ VS. MAYO 
HEARING ON MINOR’S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Court has no concerns about the fairness of the proposed compromise.  Because Gabriela 
is now an adult, however, the Court is of the view that she can settle her own injury case without 
court intervention, notwithstanding that the injury was sustained before adulthood. 

  

26.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN18-0770 
CASE NAME:  SANCHEZ VS. MAYO 
HEARING ON MINOR’S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The proposed minor’s compromise (as to Fernando) is approved. 

  

 


