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 1.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC19-00048 
CASE NAME: LOS MEDANOS  VS.  C.C. LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
FILED BY LOS MEDANOS COMMUNITY HEALTHCARE DISTRICT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued on the Court’s motion to February 14, 2019, 9:00 a.m., Dept. 33. 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01404 
CASE NAME: OUBRE VS. PACIFIC BELL 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
FILED BY PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued to February 21, 2019 in Dept. 33 per written stipulation.  Trial is continued to May 20, 
2019 at 9:00 a.m.  Issue Conference currently set for 2/20/19 is continued by the court to 
4/30/19 at 9:00 a.m. 

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02483 
CASE NAME: CHENG VS. PALMER 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO DISCOVERY 
FILED BY JENNIFER CHENG, et al. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Hearing dropped from calendar at the request of the moving party. 

 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00404 
CASE NAME: PATEL VS. SIROTT 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 
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 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00404 
CASE NAME: PATEL VS. SIROTT 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
FILED BY BIMAL PATEL M.D., et al. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
            Plaintiffs Bimal Patel, M.D. and EBO Properties North LLC’s motion for summary 
adjudication of the First Cause of Action for Reformation is denied. Plaintiffs have not 
established they are entitled to summary adjudication as a matter of law.   
 
 Plaintiff Bimal Patel and EBO Properties North LLC bring this motion for summary 
adjudication of the First Cause of Action for Reformation in the Second Amended Complaint, 
pursuant to CCP § 437c and CRC, Rule 3.1350.  Plaintiffs seek reformation of the First 
Amendment to the Operating Agreement of 400 Taylor Holdings, LLC as to 50% ownership of 
400 Taylor Holdings, LLC.   
 
 “The motion for summary judgment shall be granted if all the papers submitted show that 
there is no triable issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a 
judgment as a matter of law.” Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 437c(c).  The party moving for summary 
judgment carries both the burden of persuasion and the burden of production of evidence.  
(Evid. Code §500; Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal. 4th 826, 850.) 
 
  A plaintiff may move for summary judgment/adjudication if it is contended the there is no 
defense to the action.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 437c, subd. (a).)  A plaintiff  has met his or her 
burden of showing that there is no defense to a cause of action if that party has proved each 
element of the cause of action entitling the party to judgment on the cause of action. (Code Civ. 
Proc., § 437c, subd. (p)(1).) The party moving for summary judgment bears an initial burden of 
production to make a prima facie showing of the nonexistence of any triable issue of material 
fact.  (Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal.4th 826, 850.)    
 
 
Summary Adjudication of the First Cause of Action for Reformation 
 
 Plaintiffs argue that it cannot be disputed that Plaintiffs did not intend to transfer EBO’s 
interest in 400 Taylor to Epic Care.  Plaintiffs maintain the requested reformation does not affect 
Defendants’ interest in 400 Taylor and Defendants are not prejudiced by the reformation.   
 
 Civil Code section 3399 sets forth the statutory guidelines for reformation of a written 
contract. Civil Code § 3399 provides: 
 

When, through fraud or a mutual mistake of the parties, or a mistake of one party, 
which the other at the time knew or suspected, a written contract does not truly 
express the intention of the parties, it may be revised on the application of a party 
aggrieved, so as to express that intention, so far as it can be done without 
prejudice to rights acquired by third persons, in good faith and for value. 
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  “Civil Code section 3399 is a codification of the equitable action for reformation of a 
written instrument, and the sole purpose of the reformation doctrine is to correct a written 
instrument in order to effectuate a common intention of the parties which was incorrectly 
reduced to writing. …” (Giammarrusco v. Simon (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1586, 1606.) 
“While sometimes referred to as a "cause of action," reformation is merely one of several 
remedies for a single wrong.” (Landis v. Superior Court of Los Angeles County (1965) 232 
Cal.App.2d 548, 555.)  
   “‘A complaint for the reformation of a contract should allege what the real agreement 
was, what the agreement as reduced to writing was, and where the writing fails to embody the 
real agreement. It is also necessary to aver facts showing how the mistake was made, whose 
mistake it was and what brought it about, so that mutuality may appear.’ [Citation.]” (Lane v. 
Davis (1959) 172 Cal.App.2d 302, 309.)      
 
 
Allegations of the First Cause of Action for Reformation 
 On or about March 26, 2007, Plaintiff Dr. Patel and Defendant Dr. Sirott executed an 
Operating Agreement for 400 Taylor, which stated that the two members of 400 Taylor were Dr. 
Patel (50% interest) and Dr. Sirott (50% interest).  Plaintiffs allege that on or about September 1, 
2009, the parties entered into the First Amendment to the Operating Agreement.  Plaintiffs 
allege the intended purpose of the First Amendment was to: (1) split Dr. Sirott’s 50% in Taylor 
into a 25% interest in the name of the Sirott Family Trust and 25% interest in the name of Dr. 
Robles and (2) to transfer Dr. Patel’s 50% interest to EBO Properties North LLC.   
 
 Instead, the First Amendment transferred Dr. Patel’s 50% to East Bay Medical 
Oncology/Hematology Medical Associates, Inc. (“EBMOH”) dba Epic Care. (Patel Decl., 
Exh. C.)  Dr. Patel claims to have executed the First Amendment without recognizing that 
Epic Care was listed instead of EBO. EBO has two members, Dr. Patel (50%) and Dr. Ganey 
(50%).   Since the amendment, Plaintiffs allege 400 Taylor has been treating EBO, not Epic, 
as a Member.   
 
 
Plaintiffs’ Burden 
 
 Plaintiffs assert they have met their burden, entitling them to summary adjudication of 
the Reformation cause of action. “[H]ow the parties moving for, and opposing, summary 
judgment may each carry their burden of persuasion and/or production depends on which would 
bear what burden of proof at trial.”  (Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal.4th 826, 851.) 
“In order to reform a written instrument, the party seeking relief must prove the true intent by 
clear and convincing evidence.”  (Shupe v. Nelson (1967) 254 Cal.App.2d 693, 700.) It is also 
incumbent upon Plaintiffs to establish, by clear and convincing evidence, that the objectionable 
language found in the lease was the result of a mutual mistake by the parties or [unilateral 
mistake].” (Moore v. Vandermast, Inc. (1941) 19 Cal.2d 94, 97.) “In the absence of clear and 
convincing evidence to the contrary, a written instrument is presumed to express the true intent 
of the parties.” (Ibid at p. 98.) 
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Intent of the Parties 
 
 Here, Plaintiffs argue the evidence is undisputed that a mistake was made while drafting 
the 2009 First Amendment to the Operating Agreement in that it failed to name the proper 
members of 400 Taylor Holdings, LLC.   
 
 First, Plaintiffs submit the evidence of an agreement showing EBO as a member of 400 
Taylor.  Plaintiff Patel declares the he was recently advised of the discovery of the executed 
Final Agreement in some documents subpoenaed by his counsel.  (Patel Decl., 16.)  On or 
about October 13, 2008, Drs. Patel, Sirott and Robles executed the “Restated and Final 
Operating Agreement” for 400 Taylor. (UMF No. 4) The Final Agreement stated that there would 
be three members of 400 Taylor:  EBO (50% interest), Dr. Sirott (25% interest), and Dr. Robles 
(25% interest).   (UMF No. 5.)   
 
 Secondly, the First Amendment to the Operating Agreement was silent about any 
assignment of EBO’s interest to Epic Care (sometimes referred to as “Epic”).  (UMF Nos. 9 & 
18). Dr. Patel executed the First Amendment, without recognizing that Epic was listed, instead 
of EBO.  (UMF No. 19, Patel Decl., ¶ 11.)  Next, Plaintiffs submitted evidence that 400 Taylor 
has been treating EBO, not Epic, as a member of 400 Taylor, LLC, since 2008, with regards to 
its operation, financials, subsequent agreements, loans, guarantees and tax returns.  (UMF Nos. 
20-25.)  These documents have been signed by Defendants Dr. Sirott and Dr. Robles, so they 
should be aware of EBO’s status. 
 
 In the Opposition, Defendants argue the evidentiary dispute over the existence of the   
purported “Restated and Final Operating Agreement” precludes any grant of summary 
adjudication based on this document.  Defendants argue that a number of problems exist with 
this document.  First, two pages are missing.  Secondly, Drs. Sirott and Robles attest that they 
did not sign an incomplete document nor intend for an incomplete document to serve as the 
Operating Agreement for 400 Taylor. (Sirott Decl., ¶¶ 6-7; Robles Decl., ¶¶5-6.) Next, the First 
Amendment signed the following year, does not acknowledge or make reference to the 
purported Restated and Final Operating Agreement.   
 
 Defendants argue the purported Restated and Final Operating Agreement is outside the 
scope of Plaintiff’s own pleadings and cannot be considered absent a timely amendment to the 
Second Amended Complaint. The Court does not find this argument has merit. “The complaint 
limits the issues to be addressed at the motion for summary judgment. The rationale is clear: It 
is the allegations in the complaint to which the summary judgment motion must respond.” 
(Laabs v. City of Victorville (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 1242, 1258.)  The purported Agreement is 
evidence submitted in support of the Reformation cause of action, which has been pled by 
Plaintiff. Plaintiff has not alleged a new theory of recovery.  
  
 “The purpose of reformation is to effectuate the common intention of both parties which 
was incorrectly reduced to writing.  To obtain the benefit of this statute, it is necessary that the 
parties shall have had a complete mutual understanding of all the essential terms of their 
bargain; if no agreement was reached, there would be no standard to which the writing could be 
reformed.”  (Bailard v. Marden (1951) 36 Cal.2d 703, 708.)    
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 Plaintiffs state in the Memo of Points and Authorities (6:9-11) and Dr. Patel states in his 
declaration that when the parties entered in the First Amendment to the Operating Agreement 
on September 1, 2009, Dr. Patel did not recall the Final Agreement and he did not have an 
executed copy in his records.  (Patel Decl., ¶6.)  Although the Final Agreement indicates EBO 
as the Member, the Court is not clear how this provides clear and convincing evidence of the 
parties’ common intention to make EBO a member instead of Epic Care when Patel did not 
even recall Agreement when executing the First Amendment. Also, Dr. Patel’s signature 
appears on the First Amendment just below the East Bay Medical Oncology/Hematology 
Medical Associates, Inc.     
 
            “[T]he relief sought in reforming a written instrument is to make it conform to the real 
agreement or intention of the parties, a definite intention or agreement on which the minds of the 
parties had met must have pre-existed the instrument in question."  (Bailard v. Marden (1951) 
36 Cal.2d 703, 708.) The Court does not find Plaintiff provided clear and convincing evidence of 
the parties’ common intent to name EBO as a member of 400 Taylor, when the First 
Amendment to the Operating Agreement was executed. “Courts of equity have no power to 
make new contracts for the parties… [Nor] can they reform an instrument according to the terms 
in which one of the parties understood it, unless it appears that the other party also had the 
same understanding. [Citation.] If this were not the rule, the purpose of reformation would be 
thwarted.” (Bailard v. Marden (1951) 36 Cal.2d 703, 708-709.)    
 
 
Mistake  
 
 Section 3399 of the Civil Code provides that when, because of fraud or mistake, ". . . a 
written contract does not truly express the intention of the parties, it may be revised . . . so as to 
express that intention. . . ." Section 3399 of the Civil Code provides that when, because of fraud 
or mistake, ". . . a written contract does not truly express the intention of the parties, it may be 
revised . . . so as to express that intention. . . ."   
 
 Plaintiffs argue that at the time Dr. Patel executed the First Amendment, neither Dr. 
Sirott nor Dr. Robles pointed out to Dr. Patel that Epic was listed as 50% interest rather than 
EBO.  (UMF No. 17.)  Plaintiffs further argue that whether the Defendants were also mistaken or 
simply failed to bring the mistake to the attention of Dr. Patel, does not matter.  It was the clear 
intent of the parties that Dr. Patel and his assignee was to own 50% of the Taylor.  There was 
no consideration to anyone for the First Amendment. So, Plaintiffs argue it was only Dr. Patel’s 
intent and mistake that should matter and Defendants are not prejudiced by the reformation. 
  
  “When only one party to the contract is mistaken as to its provisions and his mistake is 
known or suspected by the other, the contract may be reformed to express a single intention 
entertained by both parties.”  (Shupe v. Nelson (1967) 254 Cal.App.2d 693, 700.)  The issue 
here is Plaintiff offered no evidence that Defendants knew or suspected that Plaintiff was 
mistaken as to transferring the interest to Epic Care, instead of EBO. Plaintiff Patel states in his 
declaration, “I executed the First Amendment without recognizing that Epic was listed on Exhibit 
A instead of EBO.  Neither Dr. Sirott nor Dr. Robles questioned or pointed out the mistake to 
me.”  (Patel Decl., ¶11.)  Missing from this declaration is any assertion that Sirott and Robles 
were aware of the mistake.   
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 Moreover, summary adjudication may be denied in the court’s discretion under CCP § 
437c(e), “if the only proof of a material fact offered in support of the summary judgment is an 
affidavit or declaration made by an individual who was the sole witness to that fact; or if a 
material fact is an individual’s state of mind, or lack thereof, and that fact is sought to be 
established solely by the individual’s affirmation thereof.” 
 
 As Plaintiff failed to establish by clear and convincing evidence the common intention of 
the parties and that Defendants knew of his unilateral mistake in executing the First Amendment 
to the Operating Agreement, Plaintiffs’ motion for summary adjudication is denied. 
 
 
Defendants’ Objections to Evidence 
 
I.  Objection to Declaration of Bimal Patel 

1. Patel Decl., ¶2—Sustained only as to phrase “Preliminary Agreement”. Best evidence 
rule. 

2. Patel Decl., ¶4—Overruled. 
3. Patel Decl., ¶7—Sustained as to the assertion “Exhibit A mistakenly provided…”  

Improper legal conclusion. 
4. Patel Decl., ¶8—Overruled. 
5. Patel Decl., ¶10—Overruled. 
6. Patel Decl., ¶11—Overruled. 
7. Patel Decl., ¶12—Overruled. 
8. Patel Decl., ¶12, first bullet point—Overruled. 
9. Patel Decl., ¶12, second bullet point—Sustained as to statement.  “This also documents 

Dr. Sirott’s awareness…” Lack of foundation, speculation and conclusion. 
10. Patel Decl., ¶12, third bullet point—Sustained as the phrase, “again documenting their 

knowledge…” Conclusory and speculative. 
11. Patel Decl., ¶12, fourth bullet point—Sustained as to the phrase, “giving them clear 

notice that EBO was the member.” Conclusory and speculative. 
12. Patel Decl., ¶12, fifth bullet point—Sustained as to the conclusion that EBO was being 

treated as a member of 400 Taylor. 
13. Patel Decl., ¶18—Sustained as the speculation that it was the parties’ intent, which 

contradicts the written Agreement.  Best evidence rule.   
 
II.  Objections to the Declaration of Richard T. Bowles 

14. Patel Decl., ¶2—Sustained as to Attorney Bowles.  Lacks personal knowledge to assert 
mistake in Operating Agreement. 

15. Patel Decl., ¶3, first phrase and fourth sentence—Sustained as to the phrase, “Since 
discovering the mistake…” Lack of personal knowledge.  Sustained as to “I provided with 
undisputed evidence…” opinion, argumentative. 

16. Patel Decl., ¶4—Sustained in part.  Sustained as to the attorney’s testimony regarding  
Bennett’s understanding. 

17. Patel Decl., ¶6—Overruled. 
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Plaintiffs’ Objections to Evidence 
 
I.  Objections to Christopher Hayes’ Declaration 

1. Hayes Decl., ¶2—Sustained, unless Attorney Hayes can provide further foundation. 
2. Hayes Decl.¶ 3-- Sustained, unless Attorney Hayes can provide further foundation. 

 
II. Objections to Declaration of Robert Robles, M.D. 

3. Roble Decl., ¶2--Overruled 
4. Roble Decl., ¶2—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
5. Roble Decl., ¶5—Overruled. 
6. Roble Decl., ¶6—Overruled. 
7. Roble Decl., ¶8—Sustained in part. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
8. Roble Decl., ¶9—Overruled. 
9. Roble Decl., ¶10—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
10. Roble Decl., ¶11-- Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
11. Roble Decl., ¶12—Overruled. 
12. Roble Decl., ¶12—Overruled. 
13. Roble Decl., ¶12—Overruled. 
14. Roble Decl., ¶12—Overruled. 

 
Declaration of Matthew Sirott, M.D. 

15. M. Sirott Decl., ¶2—Overruled. 
16. M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 3—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
17. M. Sirott Decl., ¶4—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
18. M. Sirott Decl., ¶6—Overruled. 
19. M. Sirott Decl., ¶7—Overruled.  
20. M. Sirott Decl., ¶9—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
21. M. Sirott Decl., ¶10—Overruled. 
22. M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 11—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
23. M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 12—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
24. M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 13—Overruled. 
25. M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 13—Overruled. 
26. M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 13--Overruled 
27.  M. Sirott Decl., ¶ 14--Overruled 

 
Declaration of Arlene Sirott 

28. A. Sirott Decl., ¶ 2—Overruled. 
29. A. Sirott Decl., ¶ 4—Sustained. Oral evidence of the content of a writing. 
30. A. Sirott Decl., ¶ 5—Overruled. 
31. A. Sirott Decl., ¶6—Overruled. 
32. A. Sirott Decl., ¶ 7—Overruled. 
33. A. Sirott Decl., ¶ 8—Overruled. 
34. A. Sirott Decl., ¶8—Overruled. 
35. A. Sirott Decl., ¶8—Overruled. 
36. A. Sirott Decl., ¶9—Overruled. 
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Plaintiffs’ Request for Judicial Notice 
 
 Defendants had no opportunity to address this request. However, the court is inclined to 
take judicial notice of the existence of the Second Amended Complaint. 
 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-00328 
CASE NAME: DEMELLO VS. KRISTAL 
HEARING ON MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF SUMMONS 
FILED BY JASON KRISTAL 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Vacated. Dismissal filed 2/6/19. 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01284 
CASE NAME: ROSSLYN VS. SAEPHARN 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY RESPONSES 
FILED BY PAO POO SAEPHARN 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Granted.  No opposition.  Verified answers to interrogatories and responses to document 
request to be served by 3/1/19. 

 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01993 
CASE NAME: MARSTON ASSOCIATES  VS.  BROWN CONSTRUCTION 
HEARING ON PETITION TO COMPEL CONTRACTUAL ARBITRATION 
FILED BY D.C. TAYLOR CO. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant D.C. Taylor, Inc. petitions to compel arbitration of its dispute with plaintiff Marston 

Associates, LP pursuant to contractual agreement.  For the following reasons, the petition 

is denied.   

Marston hired defendant R.L. Brown, Inc. as a contractor for a roof replacement project.  R.L. 

Brown hired petitioner D.C. Taylor as a roofing subcontractor.  There is no direct agreement to 

arbitrate between Marston and D.C. Taylor.  Accordingly, D.C. Taylor’s petition principally relies 

on the language in the prime contract between R.L. Brown and Marston.   

It is apparent from the prime contract that R.L. Brown and Marston agreed to arbitration as their 

means of dispute resolution.  (Complaint, Ex. A § 5.1.)  R.L. Brown has not asserted its right to 

compel arbitration.  Thus, the question is whether the prime contract also confers to D.C. Taylor 

the right to compel arbitration.  As to this issue, the prime contract provides that “Contracts 

between the Contractor and Subcontractors shall . . . allow the Subcontractor the benefit of all 
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rights, remedies and redress against the Contractor that the Contractor, by these Contract 

Documents, has against the Owner.”  (Complaint, Ex. A §11.3.) 

Under the plain language of the above provision, D.C. Taylor is entitled to the benefit of rights, 

remedies, and redress that R.L. Brown has against Marston.  Pursuant to section 5.1 of the 

prime contract, R.L. Brown has the apparent “right” to compel Marston to arbitration.  Thus, D.C. 

Taylor is likely entitled to the “benefit” of this arbitration agreement.  However, the contract 

states that D.C. Taylor only has the ability to pursue such a benefit “against the Contractor,” R.L. 

Brown.  The contract does not contain a provision that would allow D.C. Taylor to compel 

arbitration against Marston directly.  Because there is no valid written agreement to arbitrate 

between D.C. Taylor and Marston, the petition is denied.  (See Code of Civ. Proc § 1281.2.)  

Judicial Notice 

D.C. Taylor’s request for judicial notice of the complaint and attached exhibits is granted. 

 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-02264 
CASE NAME: MACKIE VS. GOLDMAN 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY BRIAN GOLDMAN M.D. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Vacated per request of moving party. 

 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-02374 
CASE NAME: SMOK'N BONES  VS.  VENTURI 
HEARING ON MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS 
FILED BY ANTHONY VENTURI, JOAN VENTURI 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

The motion to expunge the lis pendens is granted on the condition that defendants 
execute a further deed, transferring the property back to Anthony and Joan Venturi as 
community property, the way the property was titled before October 9, 2018.  On or before 
February 21, 2019, that deed must be recorded and a copy of it must be attached to a 
declaration that is filed with the court.  Attorney’s fees are not granted to either party.  Both 
parties acted with substantial justification and an award of fees would be unjust.  (CCP § 
405.38.) 
 
 The only real property claim in the complaint is the claim under the Uniform Voidable 
Transactions Act.  (See CC 3439 et. seq.; Kirkeby v. Superior Court (2004) 33 Cal.4th 642, 645, 
650-651.)  Once the property is transferred back to the way defendants held it before October 9, 
2018, that claim will be moot, and there will be no basis for a lis pendens. 
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 In its discretion, the court has considered defendants’ Reply Brief even though it was 
filed two days late (due January 31, 2019, not filed until February 4, 2019).  Reply Briefs for 
most motions are due five court days, not five calendar days, before the hearing.  (See CCP § 
1005 (b); cf. CCP § 437c (b)(4).) 
 
 In view of this ruling, the court finds it unnecessary to rule on plaintiff’s objections to the 
Reply Declaration of Jason Richards.  (See CCP § 437c (q).) 
 
 The court had already prepared rulings on plaintiff’s other objections.  They are set forth 
below. 
 

Plaintiff’s Objections filed 1/28/19 
 
 Anthony Venturi Declaration 
 

1- Sustained. 
2- Sustained. 
3- Overruled. 
4- Overruled. 
5- Overruled. 
6- Overruled. 
7- Overruled. 
8- Overruled. 
9- Overruled. 
10-  Overruled. 
11-  Overruled. 
12-  Overruled. 
13-  Sustained as to the last two sentences; overruled as to the rest. 
14-  Overruled. 
15-  Sustained. 
16-  Sustained. 
17-  Sustained as to the second sentence; overruled as to the rest. 
18-  Sustained as to the words “which is now moot.” 
19-  Sustained from the word “supporting” through the word “claims”; overruled as to the 

rest. 
20-  Overruled. 
21-  Overruled. 
22-  Overruled. 
23-  Sustained. 
24-  Sustained. 
25-  Sustained. 
26-  Sustained. 

 
Joan Venturi Declaration 
 
1- Sustained. 
2- Overruled. 
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3- Overruled. 
4- Overruled. 
5- Overruled. 
6- Overruled. 
7- Overruled. 
8- Overruled. 
9- Sustained as to the second two sentences; overruled as to the rest. 
10-  Overruled. 
11-  Sustained as to the second sentence; overruled as to the rest. 
12-  Overruled. 
13-  Sustained as to the words “which is now moot.” 
14-  Sustained from the word “supporting” through the word “claims”; overruled as to the 

rest. 
15-  Overruled. 
16-  Overruled. 
17-  Overruled. 
18-  Sustained. 
19-  Sustained. 
20-  Sustained. 

 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN19-0064 
CASE NAME: COCKRUM VS. CLUBSPORT 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 
 
 

 

 
ADD-ON 

 

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC08-02108 
CASE NAME: LUM VS. WILLIAMS 
HEARING ON ORDER FOR SALE OF DWELLING 
( PER OSC FILED 12-27-18 ) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Vacated. Stipulation submitted. 

 

 


