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 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC12-02493 
CASE NAME: BLUE VS ISADORE 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL ( SET BY COURT) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 

  

  
 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00194 
CASE NAME: BRAVO VS. DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE 
ADJUDICATION FILED BY DEFENSE LOGISTICS SPECIALIST CORP., NICK 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

 Defendants Defense Logistics Specialists Corp. and Nick Carter’s motion for summary 
judgment/summary adjudication is denied.  

 A written release may exculpate a tortfeasor from future negligence or misconduct.  See 
Bennett v. United States Cycling Federation (1987) 193 Cal.App.3d 1485, 1490.  To be 
effective, such a release must be clear, unambiguous, and explicit in expressing the intent of the 
subscribing parties.  Yet, the release need not achieve perfection.  See Paralift, Inc. v. Superior 
Court (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 748, 755.  The determination of whether a release contains 
ambiguities is a matter of contractual construction.  See Paralift, supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at 754-
755.  An ambiguity exists when a party can identify an alternative, semantically reasonable, 
candidate of meaning of a writing.  An ambiguity can be patent, arising from the face of the 
writing, or latent, based on extrinsic evidence.  See Solis v. Kirkwood Resort Co. (2001) 94 
Cal.App.4th 354, 360.  If an ambiguity as to the scope of the release exists, it should normally be 
construed against the drafter.  See Civil Code Section 1654; Solis, supra, 94 Cal.App.4th at 360.  

 The scope of a release is determined by its express language.  See Sanchez v. Bally’s 
Total Fitness Corp. (1998) 68 Cal.App.4th 62, 69.  The express terms of the release must be 
applicable to the particular negligence of the defendant, but every possible specific act of 
negligence of the defendant need not be spelled out in the agreement.  When a release 
expressly releases the defendant from any liability, it is not necessary that the plaintiff have had 
a specific knowledge of the particular risk that ultimately caused the injury.  See Paralift, supra, 
23 Cal.App.4th at 757.  If a release of all liability is given, the release applies to any negligence 
of the defendant.  It is only necessary that the act of negligence, which results in injury to the 
releaser, be reasonably related to the object or purpose for which the release is given.  See 
Paralift, supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at 757.   
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 An act of negligence is reasonably related to the object or purpose for which the release 
was given if it is included within the express scope of the release.  See Paralift, supra, 23 
Cal.App.4th at 756-757.  Thus, a release given in connection with parachuting activities, 
releasing the release “forever,” unlimited by time and place, and containing no exceptions, was 
applicable to injuries incurred while parachuting three years after the release was signed and in 
a different location than where the activities covered by the release originally began.  Id.  In 
addition, a release given in connection with scuba diving activities was applicable to the death of 
a scuba diving student who was inadequately supervised and who drowned.  See Madison, 
supra, 203 Cal.App.3d at 601.  Similarly, releases given in connection with fitness activities were 
applicable to injuries incurred while engaging in fitness activities.  See Sanchez, supra, 68 
Cal.App.4th at 68 (slip and fall on slide exercise mat during exercise class between exercises); 
Lund, supra, 78 Cal.App.4th at 738 (injury to cervical spine while using weight lifting equipment 
under supervision of personal trainer); cf: Leon v. Family Fitness Center (#107), Inc. (1998) 61 
Cal.App.4th 1227, 1234-1235 (release of liability solely for fitness-related injuries was not 
applicable to ordinary premises liability) 
  
 The first question regarding the Release at issue here, is, is it clear and unambiguous as 
to the intent of the parties?  The answer is, no.  While the Release expressly states that it is “as 
broad and inclusive as is permitted by the laws of the State” and each signatory expressly 
assumes full responsibility for “any risk of bodily injury, death or property damage,” there is 
ambiguity in the wording “arising out of” or “related to the events” whether caused by the 
negligence of the Releasees or otherwise.  See De Zela Decl., Exhibits A and B (paragraph 4)  
 
 The ambiguity is in the highlighted words.  Can the injuries Plaintiffs suffered from the 
assault be characterized as arising from or related to the “event(s).”  The term “event” or 
event(s) is never defined in the Release.  However, the release is only required of persons 
“competing, officiating, observing, working or participating in any way in the EVENT(S) or being 
permitted to enter for any purpose any RESTRICTED AREA.”  A RESTRICTED AREA is 
defined as “any area requiring special authorization, credentials, or permission to enter. . ., 
which admission by the general public is restricted or prohibited.”  There is an obvious inference 
as to why the Release is required of persons in the races themselves or in the restricted areas 
near the race track (the pit areas), and not of the general public:  the risks from which the 
Speedway requests release are those arising from the automobile racing itself or observing it in 
close proximity. 
 
 Furthermore, paragraph 5 reveals the obvious, implicit meaning of the word, 
“EVENT(S)”.  Paragraph 5 reads, in part: 

 
[The signatory]. . .  HEREBY acknowledges that THE ACTIVITIES OF THE 
EVENT(S) ARE VERY DANGEROUS and involve the risk of serious injury and/or 
death and/or property damage.   

See De Zela Decl., Exhibits A, B (paragraph 5)  

 Paragraph 5 continues: 
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Each of THE UNDERSIGNED also expressly acknowledges that INJURIES 
RECEIVED MAY BE COMPOUNDED OR INCREASED BY NEGLIGENT 
RESCUE OPERATIONS OR PROCEDURES OF THE RELEASEES. 

See De Zela Decl., Exhibits A, B (paragraph 5) 

 The implication from these two sentences is that the injuries received “from the 
ACTIVITIES OF THE EVENT(S)” are ones that arise from the race or the observation activity.  
Participating in an automobile race or observing it in close proximity are the activities which can 
be “very dangerous.”  The Speedway clearly seeks release from these risks and any “negligent 
rescue operations” as a result.  The purpose of the release, while broad, seems plainly to 
concern injuries that arise from the race or observation activities on the speedway, not other 
incidental events that occur on the premises.   

 There is a clear ambiguity in the Release.  The court must resolve the ambiguity in favor 
of the drafter.  A Release relieves a defendant of the consequences of its own negligence only if 
it does so in “clear, unambiguous, and explicit” language.  See Leon, supra, 61 Cal.App.4th at 
1235; Bennett, supra, 193 Cal.App.3d at 1490; Sweat, supra, 117 Cal.App.4th at 1306.   

 This case is similar to Sweat v. Big Time Auto Racing, Inc. (2004) 117 Cal.App.4th 1301.  
In Sweat, the plaintiff went to the Bakersfield Speedway to watch an automobile race.  At one 
end of the speedway is an area known as the pit area.  Leading up to and during the race, entry 
to the pit area required a separate admission fee and the signing of a waiver agreement.  
General admission did not require this signature.  The pit area features bleachers for 
observation of the racing event.  After the race is over, others, having neither paid the same 
consideration nor signed the waiver, may enter the pit area and use the bleachers.  Id. at 1303. 

 The Release at issue in Sweat appears to be identical to the one used by the Antioch 
Speedway in this case.  The first and third paragraphs of the Release are set out in the Sweat 
opinion, and they are identical to the release here.  Id. at 1303-1304. 

 As in this case, the plaintiff in Sweat paid for his admission, signed the waiver, and 
entered the restricted pit area.  He sat on the bleachers, which collapsed, causing plaintiff to fall 
to the ground.  Plaintiff alleges that the raceway is liable for his injuries resulting from the fall 
and that the release is not a bar to recovery.  Id. at 1304.  The trial court found plaintiff’s injuries 
“reasonably related to the purpose of the release agreement” and awarded judgment for the 
speedway owner.   

 The Court of Appeal disagreed and reversed.  The Court held that the purpose of the 
release was merely to give access to the restricted areas of the speedway, but to require a fan 
to expressly assume the risk of injury as a result of being in close proximity to the dangerous 
activity of automobile racing and the risks associated with observing a race.  The Court held that 
there was no causal relation to the dangers caused by the race or observation activities 
regardless of whether the bleachers collapsed during or after the race.  The release agreement 
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did not contractually charge the fan with assuming the risk of injury from a defectively 
constructed or maintained bleacher.  Id. at 1306.   

 The Court explained: 

Our effort to interpret the scope of the release necessarily causes us to look to 
the undisputed, relevant extrinsic evidence showing the category of persons from 
whom respondent did not seek the execution of a release.  There is an obvious 
inference as to why the release is not required of post-race entrants:  the risks 
from which defendant requests release are no longer present. 

Id. at 1306. 

 The Court continued: 

This inference, when combined with the parties’ express acknowledgment in the 
agreement that the “activities of the event are very dangerous and involve the 
risk of serious injury and/or death” clarifies the purpose of the agreement – it is to 
require the release to assume the risk of injury as a result of being in close 
proximity to the dangerous activity of automobile racing and any further risk that 
might result from the activity of observing such a race.  Obviously, in order for a 
person to be injured as a result of the race activity or the observation of such 
activity, the injury-causing event must occur while race activity is still occurring.  
But if a set of bleachers collapses as a result of defective construction or 
maintenance, there is no causal relation to the dangers caused by the race or 
observation activities regardless of whether the collapse occurs during the race. 

Id. at 1306. 

 The same is true here.  The encounter with security, in which Debra and Fred were 
injured, has no relationship to the dangers caused by the race or their observation of it.  While it 
appears from the Complaint that the assaults of Plaintiffs by Carter and other security guards 
occurred “during the race,” they have no connection to it or the observation of it.  The assault 
could have happened any time, before or after the race.   

 Plaintiffs also argue that the Release does not bar their claims because they have 
alleged intentional tort claims.  The Complaint alleges three intentional torts in addition to 
negligence: battery, false imprisonment and intentional infliction of emotional distress.  Civil 
Code Section 1668 provides that all contracts that have for their object, directly or indirectly, 
exempting anyone from responsibility for his or her own fraud, or willful injury to the person or 
property of another, or violation of law, whether willful or negligent, are against the policy of the 
law.  See Baker Pacific Corp. v. Suttles (1990) 220 Cal.App.3d 1148, 1154.  If the Release at 
issue here were read to read as Defendants want it read, it would exempt the intentional torts 
alleged against Defendants and would violate Section 1668 because an exculpatory agreement 
provides no defense for intentional misconduct.  
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 A valid and enforceable release will also not generally excuse the defendant from liability 
for gross negligence. “Gross negligence” includes the failure to exercise even slight care, or an 
extreme departure from the ordinary standard of conduct.  While allowing a party to shield itself 
from liability for negligence may be justified in order to create an incentive for that party to 
provide a valuable service for the public, exculpation from liability for gross negligence exceeds 
the protection necessary to create such an incentive and instead removes any obligation to 
adhere to even a minimal standard of care.  See City of Santa Barbara v. Superior Court (2007) 
41 Cal.4th 747, 776-777.  There is a triable issue of fact as to whether Defendants’ conduct 
amounted to gross negligence.  

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00194 
CASE NAME: BRAVO VS. DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01603 
CASE NAME: BENNETT VS. DICK'S SPORTING 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01658 
CASE NAME: ZARAGOZA VS LOPEZ 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR IN THE ALT SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION FILED BY SEKK INVESTMENTS VIRGINIA LLC, SEKK 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
  
 
Sekk Investments contends that the entire lawsuit, or alternatively, each cause of action 
individually, is barred by the doctrine of collateral estoppel. On that basis, they have filed a 
motion for summary judgment, or, in the alternative, summary adjudication (“MSJ”). On the 
present factual record, the Court cannot conclude that collateral estoppel applies as a matter of 
law. As a result, the MSJ is denied. 
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Brief Background 

This case arises out of a landlord-tenant relationship between two of the plaintiffs, Olga Chan 
and Feliciano Puerto, and the moving defendant, Sekk Investments. Chan and Puerto were 
tenants at a property in Concord. In the fall of 2016, a judgment against Chan and Puerto was 
entered in an unlawful detainer case. It is that judgment that Sekk contends bars this action.  

Collateral Estoppel 

The parties agree on the basics of collateral estoppel. The doctrine bars relitigation of issues 
argued and decided in prior proceedings. The party asserting that the doctrine applies bears the 
burden of establishing its elements. Lucido v. Super. Ct. (1990) 51 Cal.3d 335, 341. Those 
elements are (1) the issue sought to be precluded from relitigation must be identical to that 
decided in a former proceeding; (2) the issue sought to be precluded must have been actually 
litigated in the former proceeding; (3) the issue sought to be precluded must have been 
necessarily decided in the former proceeding; (4) the decision in the former proceeding must be 
final and on the merits; and, (5) the party against whom preclusion is sought must be the same 
as, or in privity with, the party to the former proceeding. Id. 

Collateral Estoppel Specific to Unlawful Detainer Judgments     

It is well-settled that judgments in unlawful detainer actions are generally given only limited 
collateral estoppel effect. E.g. Vella v. Hudgins (1977) 20 Cal.3d 251; Malkoskie v. Option One 
Mortgage Corp. (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 968, 973.  

The recent case of Ayala v. Dawson (2017) 13 Cal.App.5th 1319 does an excellent job of 
explaining the circumstances under which an unlawful detainer judgment may have collateral 
estoppel effect, and the circumstances under which it does not, by comparing two cases: Vella 
and Wood v. Herson (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 737. The Court summarizes that explanation very 
briefly below. 

A “lengthy and comprehensive superior court record replete with precise findings of fact 
persuaded the Wood court that application of collateral estoppel to curtail further litigation would 
involve no miscarriage of justice—the Woods have had their day in court.” Ayala at p. 1328 
(citation omitted). 

By contrast, in Vella, “the record offered in support of the plea of res judicata [was] virtually 
barren.” The unlawful detainer proceedings “were unreported or untranscribed,” “no findings of 
fact or conclusions of law were made” and there was no record “to show either the precise 
nature of the factual issues litigated, or the depth of the court’s inquiry.” The “mere pleading of a 
defense without objection by the adverse party” is not sufficient, without more, to demonstrate 
an adequate opportunity to litigate the defense. Ayala at p. 1329 (citations omitted). 

In Ayala itself, collateral estoppel was applied because the issue sought to be precluded had 
been examined in a six and a half courtroom hour evidentiary hearing, where both parties 
presented testimony and extensive documentary evidence was admitted. The issue sought to 
be precluded was “the central focus of an evidentiary hearing in a long-cause hearing,” the 
presentation on that issue “was fulsome and unrestricted” and the issue was “ultimately 
decided” by the court. Id. at p. 1330.  

Application to this Case 

Here, Sekk has presented a litany of exhibits attached to the declaration of Mr. Pinza. Exhibit F 
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shows that an unlawful detainer complaint was filed on June 14, 2016 by Sekk against Chan 
and Puerto. Exhibit G shows that Chan and Puerto answered on July 6, 2016, and raised as an 
affirmative defense the warranty to provide habitable premises. Exhibit P shows that on August 
19, 2016, Chan and Puerto’s counsel was relieved and they subsequently proceeded in pro per. 
Exhibits R and S together show that on August 31, 2016, a court trial of the unlawful detainer 
action was held, and judgment in favor of Sekk was entered thereafter. Much like Vella, the 
record of what happened in the unlawful detainer action is virtually barren. There is no indication 
of what specific issues were considered, litigated, or decided. 

It is true that Chan and Puerto raised habitability as a defense in the unlawful detainer action. 
But like Vella, the proceedings were unreported or untranscribed. The Court has no findings of 
fact or conclusions of law from the unlawful detainer proceedings. There is no record to show 
the precise nature of the factual issues litigated, or the depth of the court’s inquiry. Ayala and 
Vella counsel that the mere pleading of a defense is not sufficient to demonstrate an adequate 
opportunity to litigate the defense sufficient to apply collateral estoppel. 

The record before the court here demonstrates that a defense was raised. It does not 
demonstrate that the defense was actually litigated. 

Sekk had the burden of establishing each element of collateral estoppel. It has failed to carry 
that burden, and accordingly failed to shift the burden to plaintiffs. The MSJ is denied. 

As a separate and independent basis for denying the MSJ in its entirety, this case is brought by 
not only Chan and Puerto (the parties to the unlawful detainer action), but multiple other parties, 
as well. The memorandum in support of the MSJ lumps “plaintiffs” together and makes 
countless references to what “plaintiffs” did in the unlawful detainer action.  

The record before the Court conclusively demonstrates that only Olga Chan and Feliciano 
Puerto were parties to the unlawful detainer action. The MSJ makes no discernible effort to 
explain why collateral estoppel would apply against any party other than Olga Chan or Feliciano 
Puerto. Sekk had the burden on that issue, and it has failed to carry that burden. Accordingly, 
summary judgment, or summary adjudication of any cause of action, would be inappropriate. 

None of the objections to evidence was material to the disposition of the MSJ. On that basis, the 
Court declines to rule on them. See Code of Civil Procedure section 437c(q). 

The MSJ is denied. 
 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01658 
CASE NAME: ZARAGOZA VS LOPEZ 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 
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 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01918 
CASE NAME: RILEY VS GRANITE ROCK CO 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended COMPLAINT of RILEY FILED BY 
HANNA ENGINEERING, INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Off-calendar. The demurring defendant was dismissed without prejudice on March 16, 2018. 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01918 
CASE NAME: RILEY VS GRANITE ROCK CO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR STRIKE PORTIONS OF PLAINTIFF'S 
COMPLAINT FILED BY HANNA ENGINEERING, INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Off-calendar. The moving defendant was dismissed without prejudice on March 16, 2018. 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01918 
CASE NAME: RILEY VS GRANITE ROCK CO 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00334 
CASE NAME: HARRISON VS FEDEX GROUND 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR CONTEST THE SETTLEMENT FILED BY MONTY G 
ROWLAND, JON MCGRATH, FEDEX GROUND PACKAGE SYSTEM, INC., 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear.  
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11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00638 
CASE NAME: BEJARANO VS. ESCOTO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR LEAVE OF CT TO FILE XC AGAINST EDGARDO 
A BEJARANO FILED BY ADRIANNA HEATHER LALANIA ESCOTO, CLAUDIO 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Present Motion 
Before the court is a Motion for Leave of Court to File Cross-Complaint Against Plaintiff Edgardo 
Antonio Bejarano (the “Motion”). The Motion is brought by defendant Claudio Escoto and 
defendant Adrianna Escoto (collectively “Defendants”). The Motion is opposed by plaintiff 
Edgardo Bejarano and plaintiff David Marks (collectively “Plaintiffs”). Defendants have filed a 
reply. For reasons stated below, the Motion is granted. 
 
 
Relevant Factual and Procedural Background 
This is a personal injury case involving a motor vehicle collision. Plaintiffs were both riding a 
single bicycle when they were struck by a vehicle owned by defendant Claudio Escoto and 
driven by defendant Adrianna Escoto. It is undisputed that Plaintiffs filed their Complaint against 
Defendants on April 7, 2017, but Defendants were not served until November 11, 2017. 
Defendants filed their Answer on January 3, 2018; and Defendants filed the instant Motion 
seeking leave to file a cross-complaint on February 2, 2018.  
 
Defendants bring the Motion under Code of Civil Procedure (“CCP”) sections 426.50 and 428.50 
on grounds that it is necessary and in the interest of justice to allow Defendants to file a cross-
complaint against Mr. Bejarano for indemnity and implied indemnity. Defendants contend that 
after filing their Complaint, Plaintiffs waited nearly seven months to serve Defendants, that 
defense counsel was not retained until late December of 2017, and that defense counsel did not 
receive the file materials until after the Answer was filed in early January of 2018. (Defendants’ 
Reply filed 03/22/818 at p. 2:20-27.) Consequently, Defendants argue that they have not waived 
their right to file a cross-complaint, and the filing should be allowed based on the interest of 
justice, no substantial prejudice to Plaintiffs, and absence of bad faith.  
 
In opposition, Plaintiffs argue that Defendants have waived their right to file a cross-complaint 
because Defendants failed to file the cross-complaint before or at the same time as the Answer. 
Plaintiffs also argue that Plaintiffs will be unduly prejudiced by the filing of the cross-complaint 
because the litigation is “underway” and “parties have conducted discovery.” 
(Plaintiffs’ Opposition filed 03/15/2018 at p. 3:21-24.) Lastly, Plaintiffs argue Defendants’ Motion 
should be denied because it is “not brought in good faith [] and lacks evidentiary support.” (Id. at 
pp. 4-5: 12-7.)  
 
The pleading stage of litigation, however, requires no showing of evidence, only allegations 
assumed to be true for purposes of the pleading. Plaintiffs have not clearly shown how they 
would be substantially prejudiced by the filing of the proposed cross-complaint. (Foot's Transfer 
& Storage Co. v. Superior Court (1980) 114 Cal. App. 3d 897, 903; “Foot’s Transfer”.) 
Defendants’ proposed Cross-Complaint is related and arises out of the same facts as Plaintiffs’ 
Complaint. Although Plaintiffs contend that the Motion is brought as retribution against Plaintiffs, 
Plaintiffs will be free to challenge the legal adequacy of Defendants’ proposed Cross-Complaint 
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by demurrer. (Cf., Atkinson v. Elk Corp. (2003) 109 Cal.App.4th 739, 760 [“we believe that the 
better course of action would have been to allow [the plaintiff] to amend the complaint and then 
let the parties test its legal sufficiency in other appropriate proceedings”].) 
 
 
CCP section 426.50 
CCP section 426.50 provides in relevant part, “The court, after notice to the adverse party, shall 
grant, upon such terms as may be just to the parties, leave to amend the pleading, or to file the 
cross-complaint, to assert such cause if the party who failed to plead the cause acted in good 
faith. This subdivision shall be liberally construed to avoid forfeiture of causes of action.” 
CCP section 426.50 must be determined in conformity with the liberality conferred upon the trial 
courts. (Foot's Transfer, supra, 114 Cal. App. 3d 897, 902.) The principle of liberality requires 
that a strong showing of bad faith be made in order to support a denial of the right to file a cross-
complaint under this section. (Id.) In Foot’s Transfer, the Court of Appeal found permissible 
negligent behavior, not bad faith, and lack of substantial prejudice to plaintiff supporting a 
reversal of the trial court’s denial of leave where the defendant “waited 23 months after service 
of complaint, and 16 months after it had filed its answer to the complaint, before asserting the 
right to file a cross-complaint.” (Foot's Transfer, supra, 114 Cal. App. 3d 897, 903.)  
 
Contrary to Plaintiffs’ argument, a defendant does not waive his right to file a cross-complaint by 
merely failing to file it with or before filing his answer. Here, Defendants are seeking leave to file 
the proposed Cross-Complaint approximately one month after filing their Answer, no trial date 
has been set, and discovery has but recently if at all commenced. Accordingly, the Motion is 
granted pursuant to CCP section 426.50. 
 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00638 
CASE NAME: BEJARANO VS. ESCOTO 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 

  

13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01028 
CASE NAME: CARRASCO VS REESE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL PLTF TO ANSWER FORM 
INTERROGATORIES, FILED BY TROY REESE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Continued to April 26, 2018 at 9:00 a.m. per fax of counsel. 
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14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01028 
CASE NAME: CARRASCO VS REESE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL PLTF TO RESPOND TO REQ FOR PROD 
OF DOCS, FILED BY TROY REESE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
  
 Continued to April 26, 2018 at 9:00 a.m. per fax of counsel. 

  

15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01028 
CASE NAME: CARRASCO VS REESE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL PLTF TO ANSWER SPECIAL 
INTERROGATORIES, FILED BY TROY REESE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
  
 Continued to April 26, 2018 at 9:00 a.m. per fax of counsel. 

  

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01084 
CASE NAME: NATSU CORP VS PENN-STAR 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL RESP FR. PENN STAR INSUR TO REQ 
FOR PRODUCT, FILED BY NATSU CORPORATION 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Dropped from calendar per fax of moving party. 

  

17.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01568 
CASE NAME: DE JESUS VS. PEREZ 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO CROSS COMPLAINT of PEREZ FILED BY VALDIR 
DE JESUS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 
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18.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01568 
CASE NAME: DE JESUS VS. PEREZ 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES & 
SANCTIONS, FILED BY VALDIR DE JESUS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 

  

19.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01568 
CASE NAME: DE JESUS VS. PEREZ 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR STRIKE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION ON CROSS 
COMPLAINT FILED BY VALDIR DE JESUS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 

  

20.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL12-06405 
CASE NAME: DEPARTMENT STORES VS SINNACO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER STIPULATED 
SETTLEMENT FILED BY DEPARTMENT STORES NATIONAL BANK 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 

  

21.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL16-04485 
CASE NAME: MIDLAND VS. CARAZO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER STIPULATED 
SETTLEMENT FILED BY MIDLAND FUNDING LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 
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22.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN12-1269 
CASE NAME: MATTER OF TRI-VALLEY GASTROENT 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION OF ISSUES FILED BY 
SALIM SHELBY MD , SALIM SHELBY MD , EXECUTIVE SUGERY CENTER INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Court continues this matter to Thursday, April 19, at 9:00 a.m. 

  

23.  TIME: 11:00   CASE#: MSN18-0308 
CASE NAME: BEDROCK OIL VS PARK 
COURT TRIAL - UNLAWFUL DETAINER/SHORT CAUSE/ 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Vacated. Dismissal filed 3/26/18. 

 

24.  TIME:  1:30   CASE#: MSN18-0549 
CASE NAME: KILMER VS. HERNANDEZ 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: ALTERNATIVE WRIT OF MANDATE & OSC SET BY 
PLAINTIFF 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear. 

  

 


