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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 23 

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).)  Court Call is approved for all hearings except Law and 

Motion, Issue Conferences and Trial.  Department 23’s telephone number is: (925) 608-1123. 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 23 Cases 

The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with CRC 3.1312. 
The order must include appearances.  If the tentative ruling becomes the Court’s ruling, a copy of 
the Court’s tentative ruling must be attached to the proposed order when submitted to the Court 
for issuance of the order. 
 
 

 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00829 
CASE NAME: MELLO VS. MAGGANAS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO VACATE AND SET ASIDE DENIAL 
FILED BY ATHAN MAGGANAS, et al. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On September 24, 2020 counsel for the Defendants filed a motion requesting that this court 
vacate its order entered on September 16, 2020 denying defense counsel’s request that the 
court award both costs and attorney fees to defense counsel. The motion is denied. 
 
Judgment in this case was entered in favor of the Defendant on September 27, 2019 and mailed 
to the Defendant by Plaintiff’s counsel on October 9, 2019. Defendant had already filed a Bill of 
costs on September 20, 2019 and Plaintiff opposed that request on December 27, 2019. 
 
In a ruling entered on the record on February 10, 2020 this court, having determined that the 
Defendant’ Bill of Costs was too vague, directed Defendant’s counsel to file a more specific, 
detailed Bill of Costs by February 24, 2020. That deadline came and went without the detailed 
Bill of Costs being filed.  
 
On March 9, 2020 (a few days before the court was closed due to the pandemic) Defendant’s 
counsel appeared in court and claimed that there had been an “oversight” with regard to the 
court’s order on February 10. The court continued the hearing on Defendant’s motion as to 
allowable costs until May 11, 2020 and directed that Defendant’s counsel file the “detailed” 
Bill of Costs no later than April 27, 2020. In granting this extension, the court unwittingly violated 
the limitation in rule 3.1700(b)(3) which permits, in the absence of a stipulation by the parties, 
the court to grant one thirty day extension of the time for filing the Bill of Costs.  
 
Both the filing deadline (April 27) and the hearing date (May 11) set on March 9 happened 
during a period when emergency orders of the court required that the courts physically be 
closed due to the on-going pandemic.  
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Defense counsel attempts to excuse his failure to file the more detailed Bill of Costs by 
reference to emergency orders relating to the COVID pandemic that required the courtrooms of 
this court to be closed until late May 2020. However, even before the end of May, Contra Costa 
courts were receiving and processing pleadings by parties in civil cases. Furthermore, this court 
resumed conducting proceedings in open court and via CourtCall on May 18, 2020 and also 
allowed for in-person court appearances as of May 26, 2020.   
 
Defense counsel attempts to justify his failure to file his Bill of Costs timely by reference to 
communications he had with this court’s clerk on April 22. 2020. In his declaration, counsel 
agrees that he received an e-mail telling him that cases would be re-scheduled and that he 
should check for the new hearing date in the case by referring to his case in the court’s on-line 
website. Defense counsel’s declaration does not state that anyone from the court told him that 
his April 27 filing deadline for his Bill of Costs had been extended beyond April 27. The case 
registry for this case shows that had counsel referred to the on-line case registry for civil cases 
he would have noticed that as of May 11, 2020 this case had been re-scheduled for hearing on 
July 28, 2020. The only matter that remained to be heard was the court’s ruling on the Bill of 
Costs scheduled to be submitted by April 27. Therefore, notice of the new hearing date on his 
Bill of Costs was given 78 days before the scheduled hearing. As far as this court can discern, 
even if this court disregards the original deadline of April 27 for filing his Bill of Costs, 
Defendant’s counsel had 78 days after May 11, 2020 to file his updated Bill of Costs and he did 
not file Defendant’s Bill of Costs until July 27, 2020, the day before the scheduled hearing.  
 
Nor is this court required to ignore the filing deadline that had been set for April 27. Defendant’s 
counsel never bothered to request a delay or continuance of that deadline. The fact that the 
physical structures of the court were closed for a period of time did not preclude Defendant’s 
counsel from submitting his Bill of Costs for filing or, in the alternative, requesting a continuance 
or extension of the deadline. In the two emergency orders posted by this court on its website 
and applicable to the period March 13, 2020 through May 28, 2020, the “emergency civil rules” 
made clear that the “filing holiday” for civil cases scheduled for hearing after May 28, 2020 was 
terminated as of May 28, 2020 and that for any hearing scheduled to occur after May 28, 2020 
the ordinary deadline for pleadings in those cases could occur during the period of the “filing 
holiday.” Even if one ignores this clear language, and uses May 28, 2020 as the starting point 
for the period during which Defendant was required to file his Bill of Costs, that deadline would 
have been June 17, 2020, that is, 20 days after May 28, 2020 (15 days adding 5 days under the 
mailing rule) pursuant to California Rules of Court, Rule 3.1700(a)(1). Defendant did not file his 
Bill of Costs until over a month later which was well after the court closures had ended and even 
longer after civil pleadings were being accepted in the clerk’s office.  
 
Notwithstanding a sequence of facts that clearly shows that on April 22 counsel was advised to 
consult the Superior Court’s website to ascertain the future court dates in the case, defense 
counsel’s declaration in support of his motion to vacate (September 24, 2020) fails to directly 
acknowledge any fault or neglect on his part for the late-filing of his Bill of Costs. After asserting 
his diligence in keeping up with the deadlines and describing this court’s rejection of his untimely  
Bill of Costs as causing him to be “absolutely blindsided” by the court, he grudgingly states that 
“if my actions were in error (at all), I certainly think they were excusable.” This court views 
counsel’s assertions as no admission of any fault on his part.  
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The court fully recognizes that the award of costs to a party entitled to them is a ministerial act 
where, if the judgment fails to correctly award them, can be corrected under Code of Civil 
Procedure section 473. It is noteworthy also however that while the time limitations of Rule 
3.1700 of the California Rules of Court for filing a bill of costs are not jurisdictional, they are 
“mandatory.” Hydratec, Inc. v. Sun Valley 260 Orchard & Vineyard Co., (1990) 223 Cal. App. 3d 
924. 
 
The actual party-defendant has not submitted any declaration in support of the instant motion 
setting forth facts relevant to the application of the discretionary provisions of CCP § 473(b). 
Only defense counsel has filed a declaration which, rather than describing any sort of neglect or 
other excusable fault, impliedly argues that he was misled or, more directly, that the court has 
“blindsided” him by unreasonably denying his request for imposition of costs.  
 
The court understands that the “mandatory” provisions of CCP § 473(b) only apply to a situation 
where the attorney agrees to some neglectful or mistaken conduct or omissions and is seeking 
to have the court vacate what is in effect a default or default judgment. English v. IKON 
Business Solutions (2001) 94 Cal. App. 4th 130, 138.  Therefore the “mandatory” provisions of 
CCP § 473(b) do not apply here.  
 
The discretionary provisions of CCP § 473 apply where the party claims that an adverse ruling 
has occurred as a result of “mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect.” To the 
extent that defense counsel claims that the court’s ruling “blind-sided” him, this court interprets 
that language as suggesting  “surprise” as a basis for his motion. However, case law clearly 
indicates that a party is “surprised” for purposes of a motion under CCP § 473 where he 
receives an unexpected “injury” without any default or negligence of his own, which ordinary 
prudence could not have guarded against. State Farm Fire & Casualty Co. v. Pietak (2001) 90 
Cal. App. 4th 600, 611. In this case, counsel has demonstrated no “surprise” because the 
court’s denial of his motion was one that he could have easily foreseen and guarded against by 
following the instructions of the court clerk to track the hearing date of his on the court’s website 
and/or filing a request to extend the filing deadline for his Bill of Costs. 
 
After the court determined that his initial Bill of Costs was inadequate, and gave him time until 
February 24, 2020 to file an amended Bill of Costs, Defendant’s counsel failed to meet that first 
filing deadline. On March 9, 2020 Defendant’s counsel appeared in court, admitted neglect, and 
was granted until April 27 to file his more detailed Bill of Costs. While the physical courtrooms of 
this court were closed for a period of time ending on May 28, 2020, the April 27 deadline for 
Defendant’s filing of his bill of Costs was never modified by the court and the Defendant never 
requested a modification.  Furthermore, under the emergency rules in effect during that period, 
the clerk’s office was accepting pleadings by litigants even before the courts themselves re-
opened for business on or about May 28, 2020. On April 22, 2020 the court clerk for this 
Department sent defense counsel an e-mail advising him that emergency rules for civil cases 
were posted at the court’s website and that he should consult the court’s “open access” (the on-
line court calendar for all pending cases) to get the next hearing date.  As the court registry for 
this case indicates, on May 11, 2020, the court entered the new hearing date in “open access” 
on line. As noted above, the court’s civil emergency rules were posted on-line and made clear 
that civil pleadings were being received and filed even before May 28, 2020 but in no case was 
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there a “filing holiday” for any pleading after May 28, 2020. In spite of these clear directives, 
defense counsel did not file his Bill of Costs until July 27, 2020 (one day before the scheduled 
court hearing date).  After the court denied his request for an award of costs based upon this 
sequence of events, counsel has filed a motion to vacate the court’s order in which he asserts 
his own diligence while faulting the court for “blindsiding” him.  
 
Under these circumstances, this court exercises its discretion to deny the request of 
Defendant’s counsel to vacate its order of August 10, 2020 denying defendant’s request for an 
award of court costs. 

 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00396 
CASE NAME: HADAR VS. LURIA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STAY PROCEEDINGS PENDING JUDICIAL REVIEW 
FILED BY GERSHON LURIA, IRIT LURIA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Defendants have filed a motion to stay proceedings in this court pending resolution of their 
appeal of the court’s ruling granting Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Adjudication. The Plaintiffs 
have filed no opposition to the requested stay. Therefore, the motion is granted.  Proceedings in 
this case are stayed pending Defendants’ appeal. This court sets a hearing on  
 
The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is assigned to Department 36 
(Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL07-05801 
CASE NAME: HUDSON VS. CHANCE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO AUGMENT AND/OR CONTEST TENTATIVE RULING 
FILED BY DOUGLAS R. CHANCE JR. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The original complaint in this case was filed on September 10, 2007. The Plaintiff thereafter 
obtained a default judgment and renewed that default judgment on April 17, 2017. 
 
The Defendant moved to vacate the default judgment on November 21, 2019. That motion was 
denied by this court on November 21, 2019. An appeal from that denial is currently pending 
before the appellate panel of this court. 
 
Meanwhile, the defendant had also filed a motion to quash a subpoena issued to the Wells 
Fargo Bank and alleged that the subpoena should be quashed because his claim of exemption 
had been granted by the court. This motion to quash was denied without prejudice on August 3, 
2020 because the Defendant had failed to actually submit any proof that there was a subpoena 
that had in fact been issued to and received by Well Fargo Bank. 
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Defendant has now filed a document entitled “Motion to Augment and/or Contest Tentative 
Ruling.” This “motion” is accompanied by a document that is entitled “Deposition Subpoena” 
which was apparently issued to the Wells Fargo Bank located at 1803 Walnut Grove Avenue, 
Rosemead, CA. The subpoena directs a “custodian of records” to appear on February 3, 2020 
at a location in El Monte, CA and provide certain records described in an Attachment to the 
subpoena. This court has been provided no information as to whether this subpoena has  
already resulted in the production of the requested records and, therefore, is moot.  
 
The court construes Defendant’s latest “motion” as his renewal of his motion to quash the 
subpoena referred to in his motion to quash that previously was denied without prejudice. 
The Plaintiff has not filed a response to this pleading.  This is understandable because it 
appears that neither of the Defendant’s two attempts to serve Plaintiff’s counsel by mail were 
directed to the correct address.  One mailing was sent to the “Zee Law Group, 323 West Valley 
Blvd, Alhambra, CA.” The other mailing was sent to “Collect Access LLC, 9660 Telstar Ave., 
El Monte, CA.”  
 
The Defendant should know from pleadings filed in his pending appeal that the correct address 
of Plaintiff’s counsel is “Tappan Zee, Attorney at Law, 9660 Telstar Ave., El Monte, CA, 91731.” 
The address one of the mailings described above is correct but the addressee is not.   
 
This court continues the hearing on the motion to quash until January 25, 2021 at 9:00 a.m.  
Defendant is directed to properly serve Plaintiff’s counsel with his original motion and his 
updated pleading on the motion on or before December 4, 2020. Plaintiff’s counsel is directed to 
serve any answer to Defendant’s motion to quash on or before January 11, 2021.  
 
The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is assigned to Department 36 
(Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL18-04907 
CASE NAME: BANK OF AMERICA VS. JOSE ARREGUIN 
HEARING ON MOTION TO BE RELIEVED AS COUNSEL 
FILED BY JOSE ARREGUIN 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This case involves a routine “collections” complaint for damages in the amount of $7,204. 
The defendant, Jose Arreguin, acting through counsel Dustin Young, filed his “general denial” 
on November 13, 2018. Thereafter, the court was advised that the parties had settled the case 
but the record suggests that the Defendant declined to sign the written settlement thus 
preventing the filing of a dismissal that would have completed the case.  
 
On August 10, 2020 counsel for defendant, Dustin Young filed a motion to be relieved as 
counsel advising the court of the complete lack of communications with the client 
notwithstanding counsel’s attempts to do so. Defense counsel served his motion on the client 
and the client has not filed an opposition. 
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The court will grant counsel’s motion contingent upon defense counsel’s serving this order upon 
the client and Plaintiff’s counsel.  
 
The court sets a Case Management Conference for December 4, 2020 at 8:30 a.m.  Both  
Plaintiff’s counsel and the Defendant, Jose Arreguin, are ordered to appear either in person or 
on CourtCall on that date and time. Plaintiff’s counsel shall be prepared to explain to the court 
the status of any settlement agreement. If the previously announced settlement agreement has 
not been finalized the parties should be prepared to have the case set for trial. Failure of the 
Defendant to appear in court or CourtCall on that date shall result in the court’s striking of the 
Defendant’s “general denial” and permitting the Plaintiff to obtain a default judgment. 

The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is assigned to Department 36 
(Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL19-02713 
CASE NAME: WELLS FARGO VS. RUTH JUDAN 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
FILED BY WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This case involves a routine “collections” complaint for damages in the amount of $12,774. 
 
On July 27, 2020 the Plaintiff filed a motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. Defendant filed a 
pleading on August 27, 2020 indicating that the parties may have settled the case.  
 
This hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings is continued to December 14, 
2020 at 9:00 a.m. Plaintiff is ordered to file a pleading on or before Monday, November 30, 2020 
advising the court as to whether or not this case has been settled. 

The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is assigned to Department 36 
(Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL19-05992 
CASE NAME: STATE FARM VS. KATRINA CLARK 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
FILED BY STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
For the reasons stated below, Plaintiff’s Motion to Deem Admissions Admitted is granted as to 
Defendant Katrina Clark and denied without prejudice as to Defendant Darla Gonsalves.  
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This case involves what appears to be a routine subrogation claim relating to an automobile 
accident with claimed damages of $12,761. Defense counsel for both defendants filed their 
answer to the complaint on December 17, 2019.  
 
It appears that on August 7, 2020 the Plaintiff filed its Motion to Deem Requests for Admissions 
Admitted based upon its allegation that the Requests for Admissions had been served but no 
response had been received within the required 35 day period (CCP §2033.250 – 30 days plus 
5 days under the mailing rule). Defendants filed their Opposition to Plaintiff’s motion on October 
2, 2020. Neither that opposition or any other pleading of the defendants reflects that they had 
responded to Plaintiff’s requests for admissions.  
 
Defendants Katrina Clark and Darla Gonsalves opposes the motion by raising separate claims 
with respect to each defendant. 
 
With regard to defendant Darla Gonsalves, defendants’ Opposition alleges that Ms. Gonsalves 
has dementia and is incapable of cogently answering the requests for admissions. The 
Opposition was not accompanied by a declaration of a medical expert or by medical records 
filed under seal. Rather, the Opposition is accompanied by a declaration of Defendant Clark 
which states that Ms. Gonsalves is her mother, that Ms. Gonsalves has been diagnosed with 
dementia, Ms. Gonsalves is unable to remember and recount events accurately, and that Ms. 
Gonsalves’ only involvement is any aspect of this case is that she was the nominal owner of the 
automobile involved in the accident mentioned in the complaint. Furthermore, Defendant Clark’s 
declaration states that she was the only occupant of the car that was involved in the collision 
that is at issue in this case.  
 
With respect to Defendant Gonsalves, this court denies without prejudice the Plaintiff’s motion to 
deem that plaintiff’s Requests for Admissions from her be deemed admitted. There is a plausible 
claim that Ms. Gonsalves is not capable of admitting or denying any facts that are relevant to 
her own or any other person’s liability for the automobile accident that is at issue here. If Ms. 
Gonsalves was a/the named insured for an automobile involved in an accident, that policy may 
cover losses resulting from the accident. The only question of concern here is whether a named 
party who is incompetent to provide verified information should be held to have made answers 
when that person was not otherwise competent to give those answers. This court will re-
consider this issue if it appears later in the case that Ms. Gonsalves was/is competent to answer 
the requests for admissions or that applicable legal principles require this court to deem that 
Ms. Gonsalves to have made the admissions requested in spirt of her incompetence to 
understand them.   
 
With respect to Defendant Clark, the facts are different. In her Opposition to the Plaintiff’s 
motion the Defendant does not state that she has responded to the Plaintiff’s Request for 
Admissions; nor is her Opposition accompanied by her responses to the Request for 
admissions. While the Opposition complains about the “gotcha” tactics being used by the 
Plaintiff, Defendant Clark fails to meet a basic requirement of Code of Civil Procedure section 
2033.280(c) that before the hearing on the motion Defendant is required to serve her proposed 
response to the requests for admissions in compliance with Code of Civil Procedure section 
2033.220. No such proof of service has been presented to this court by Ms. Clark. This failure 
has occurred notwithstanding the submission by counsel of a declaration that indicates that 
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counsel at some otherwise unspecified date (but at least as of October 2) was awaiting the 
“receipt of verifications” from the client. As of the date of this Tentative Ruling (October 26) 
those verified responses have not been made known to this court. 
 
To the extent that the opposition complains that the Plaintiff’s Requests for Admissions seek 
admissions at to ultimate issues in the case, this complaint ignores the clear language of Code 
of Civil Procedure section 2033.010. Applicable case law permits such requests to be directed 
to the opposing party on the ultimate issues of liability in the case. See e.g., Miller v. American 
Greetings Corp., (2008) 161 Cal. App. 4th 1055, 1066; Elston v. City of Turlock (1985) 38 Cal. 
3d 227, 231-33;  
 
Code of Civil Procedure section 2033.280(c) requires that this court impose sanctions for the 
failure to timely serve answers to Requests for Admissions. In its motion, the Plaintiff made a 
request for such sanctions to be imposed in the amount of $460. The court orders that both 
counsel and the Defendant shall pay these required sanctions. 

The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is assigned to Department 36 
(Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL20-00666 
CASE NAME: ACHIEVABLE SOLUTIONS  VS.  ANTHONY CARTER 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY ANTHONY P. CARTER 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Plaintiff Achievable Solutions filed its complaint on January 21, 2020 and filed a Proof of Service 
of its complaint indicating that Anthony Carter, the defendant, has been served with the 
compliant on February 20, 2020. On September 23, 2020, Defendant Anthony Carter filed a 
demurrer to the complaint. Defendant’s filing contained no proof of service or other indication 
that his demurrer had been served upon the Plaintiff. Rule 3.1320 of the California rules of Court 
requires that the party filing a demurrer give notice to the opposing party.  
 
The court continues the hearing on Defendant’s demurrer to December 14, 2020 at 9:00 a.m. 
defendant shall serve the demurrer on the Plaintiff on or before November 19, 2020.  
 
The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 if judgment has not been entered this case is 
assigned to Department 36 (Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

  



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:  23 
HEARING DATE:   11/02/2020 

 
 

- 9 - 

 8.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL18-03675 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV I, LLC  VS.  VASILIKI BERRIS 
COURT TRIAL - 1 HR. SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This trial is taken off calendar. The parties have stipulated to a continuance of the trial date in 
this case.  

The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 if judgment has not been entered this case is 
assigned to Department 36 (Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

 9.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL18-04219 
CASE NAME: SAMPSON VS. ALLISON McCLISH 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT CAUSE / 1 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This case has been settled. 

 

  

10.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-05190 
CASE NAME: REVIVER FINANCIAL LLC VS. PHILLIP HALLE 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT (1-2 HOURS) CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This case is set for trial. The parties are to appear prepared for trial. A failure to appear may 
subject that party to sanctions. 

The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 if judgment has not been entered this case is 
assigned to Department 36 (Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

11.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-08790 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV VS. MARISOL BERUMEN 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The file of this case discloses that the Plaintiff made requests for admissions to the Defendant 
on or about March 26, 2020. Apparently, the defendant did not respond to the requests within 
the time frame provided by CCP § 2033.250. The hearing on the motion is set for November 9, 
2020 at 9 a.m.  
 
The parties have stipulated to continuing the trial date. Therefore, the trial scheduled for 
November 2, 2020 is taken off calendar. 
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The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 if judgment has not been entered this case is 
assigned to Department 36 (Judge Clare Maier) for all purposes. 

 

  

12.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL20-00488 
CASE NAME: CROWN ASSET VS. DEBORAH McELWAINE 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This case has been dismissed. 

 

 

 


