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 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01395 
CASE NAME: ROBERTSON VS. EBMUD 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
FILED BY EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

Before the Court is Defendant East Bay Municipal Utility District’s Motion for Summary 
Judgment. Defendant filed its MSJ on January 17, 2020 and served notice by fax and mail on 
January 23, 2020 of a March 18, 2020 hearing date. 

A motion for summary judgment must be served at least 75 days before the hearing. (Code of 
Civ. Proc. § 437c(a)(2).) For a hearing on March 18, 2020, the 75th day prior was Friday 
January 3, 2020. Even if Defendant had served this motion by personal service on January 17, 
2020, service would be 14 days short. 

When notice of a motion for summary judgment falls short of the statutory 75-day notice period, 
the Court lacks authority to hear the motion unless the opposing party consents to the service 
defect. The Court lacks the authority to shorten the notice period without all parties’ consent. 
(Urshan v. Musicians’ Credit Union (2004) 120 Cal.App.4th 758, 763-66; McMahon v. Superior 
Court (2003) 106 Cal.App.4th 112, 115-18.) Plaintiff did not consent to the shortened notice. 
(See Opp. at 2:18 [“Defendants did not request, and Plaintiff did not consent to, this shortened 
time.”].) The Court lacks authority to hear this motion, which was served late. 

Further, continuing a hearing date does not cure a motion for summary judgment that was 
served untimely. Where the moving party notices the hearing in less than the required time, 
notice must begin anew. The court cannot cure this defect by continuing the hearing for the 
missing number of days. (Robinson v. Woods (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 1258, 1268.) 

 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01531 
CASE NAME: FRANCISCO SIOSON VS. WELLS FARGO 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
FILED BY BSI FINANCIAL SERVICES, CARRINGTON MORTGAGE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The Court continues the hearing to June 17, 2020, at 9:00 a.m., in Department 21. 
 
 Defendants shall file a corrected Compendium of Evidence on or before June 1, 2020.  
All of the exhibits to the corrected compendium shall be properly tabbed; none of the 39 exhibits 
to the original compendium was tabbed.  (See, Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.1110, subd. (f).  
See also, Local Rule 3.42, subd. (3).)  Further, the deposition testimony attached to the 
corrected compendium as Exhibits 38 and 39 shall be properly highlighted.  (See, Cal. Rules of 
Court, rule 3.1116, subd. (c).) 
 
 The Court also requests supplemental briefs addressing the following matters.  
The parties shall file supplemental briefs on or before June 1, 2020.  The parties may file 
responses to the supplemental briefs on or before June 8, 2020. 
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 1. Plaintiffs’ Chapter 11 Bankruptcy. 
 
 In the reply memorandum filed in support of their renewed motion to be relieved as 
counsel, plaintiffs’ former counsel advised the Court as follows: 
 

Further, Clients continue to remain in active bankruptcy, and continue to pursue 
their interests in the property at issue in the bankruptcy proceedings.  As such, 
in addition to granting Counsel’s request to be relieved as counsel, this Court 
should also either defer this case to the bankruptcy trustee, and/or put a stay on 
the litigation pending the outcome of the bankruptcy proceedings. 

 
(Reply, filed on 10-22-18, p. 3, lines 19-23.)  The only other information the Court has 
concerning the status of the bankruptcy is the one-page “Order Confirming Chapter 11 Plan” 
that plaintiffs include with their opposition papers.  (Plaintiffs’ RJN, Exh. 1.)  This order 
references “The Plan of Reorganization dated February 10, 2019,” but plaintiffs have not 
provided the Court with the plan itself. 
 
 The Court requests briefing on what impact the confirmation of plaintiffs’ Chapter 11 
bankruptcy plan has on the pursuit of this litigation. 
 
 2. The Materiality Of Any HBOR Violation. 
 
 The Court does not understand how a technical HBOR violation occurring way back in 
2016 or 2017 is still somehow a “material” violation.  Plaintiffs acknowledge that defendant BSI 
has considered and denied several applications for a loan modification.  In their opposition 
memorandum, plaintiffs appear to acknowledge that defendant is not required to continually 
consider new applications, thereby allowing the borrower to postpone foreclosure indefinitely.  
Plaintiffs instead focus on other alternatives to foreclosure, such as a deed in lieu of foreclosure, 
a short sale, etc.  But plaintiffs have never expressed — and still do not express — the slightest 
interest in pursuing any of those other alternatives to foreclosure. 
 
 The Court notes that plaintiffs were represented by counsel who specialize in wrongful 
foreclosure actions from October 16, 2017 through October 24, 2018, and have been 
represented by their current counsel since December 30, 2019.  Plaintiffs have had ample 
opportunity to explore other alternatives to foreclosure. 
 
 Because no foreclosure has yet taken place, plaintiffs would be entitled only to injunctive 
relief for any HBOR violation.  The Court requests briefing from plaintiffs on what specific 
language would be included in any permanent injunction plaintiffs might seek at trial: what 
specifically would defendants be enjoined to do that could not be accomplished just as easily at 
a mediation session?  If plaintiffs want to conduct a short sale, why can’t plaintiffs’ counsel 
simply request that alternative in a letter to defendants’ counsel? 
 
 3. Breach of Contract. 
 
 Plaintiffs argue that defendants have breached the loan modification agreement because 
the interest rate plaintiffs are being charged has not yet reverted back to that of the loan’s 
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original promissory note.  However, as defendants point out in the reply memorandum, that rate 
is two percentage points higher than the one plaintiffs are being charged.  The Court requests 
briefing from plaintiffs concerning how plaintiffs have been harmed by being billed at the rate of 
4.375%, instead of the rate of 6.375%. 
 
 4. Defendant Carrington. 
 
 Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint is based on events that began “[i]n or around mid-
2016.”  (FAC, ¶ 29.)  Yet plaintiffs do not dispute that defendant Carrington Mortgage Services, 
LLC has not been the loan servicer since June 1, 2014.  (Fact No. 28.)  The Court requests 
briefing from plaintiffs concerning why defendant Carrington is still in this case; several other 
defendants, who apparently were named in the First Amended Complaint by mistake, have 
already been dismissed. 

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-00581 
CASE NAME: NAJJAR VS. GOLDSTEIN 
HEARING ON RENEWED MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF RECEIVER 
FILED BY GEORGE NAJJAR 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

After first moving for a receiver in October of 2019 and being denied that remedy earlier 
this year, Plaintiff George Najjar again moves for appointment of a receiver to seize control over 
defendant company, New U Life, Inc.  The motion is denied.   

Plaintiff has failed to show substantial new evidence that his ability to recover is in 
danger of being lost, removed, or materially injured to justify the extraordinary remedy of a 
receiver. (See, e.g. De Leonis v. Walsh (1905) 148 Cal. 254, 255; McCaslin v. Kenney (1950) 
100 Cal. App. 2d 87, 94.) Further, the Court is not persuaded that the benefit of a receivership 
would justify its significant expense.  (See Elson v. Nyhan (1941) 45 Cal.App.2d 1, 4-5.) 

Parties are expected to work out their disputes through the ordinary channels of 
discovery. The appointment of a receiver is not intended to allow parties to bypass formal 
discovery procedures, including any related motions to compel.   

Evidentiary Matters 

Both parties have filed Requests for Judicial Notice (“RJN”).  These are granted in part, 
as set forth below. The requests are granted as to the existence of certain documents in the 
Court’s file (Defendants’ RJN. Ex. A-E; Plaintiff’s RJN Ex. A – T and Y; and Plaintiff’s 
Supplemental RJN in Support of Reply Ex. A).  

As to the unauthenticated and uncertified copies of documents filed from other courts, 
the requests are denied.  (Defendants’ RJN. Ex. F-H; Plaintiff’s RJN: Ex. U-V, Plaintiff’s 
Supplemental RJN in Support of Reply, Ex. B.)  

Defendant has filed 73 objections to plaintiff’s evidence in support of the motion.  The 
Court declines to rule on those objections in light of their non-materiality to this ruling. 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   21 
HEARING DATE:   05/20/20 

 
 

- 4 - 

Given the ongoing stream of filings from Plaintiff in both his first motion for appointment 
of a receiver and the current renewed motion, Plaintiff is cautioned that new evidence is 
generally not permitted with reply papers because the other side must be given an opportunity 
to respond. (Jay v. Mahaffey (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 1522, 1537.) Notwithstanding this 
reminder, the Court has considered the filings to date in support of this renewed motion. 

Site Visits by Plaintiff’s Accounting Consultant 

Defendants request that the requirement for Plaintiff’s accountant to make on site visits 
be terminated as the documents ordered to be exchanged should address any concerns related 
to the availability of information. (Bowles Decl. at ¶17.)  The Court agrees, and especially in light 
of the current Covid-19 pandemic, relieves the parties of this obligation.   

 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01535 
CASE NAME: VEGA VS. YAPSTONE 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
FILED BY YAPSTONE, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
           Defendant Yapstone Holdings, Inc.’s motion for summary judgment is granted. 
The papers demonstrate that there is no triable issue as to any material fact and Defendant is 
entitled to a judgment as a matter of law against Plaintiff Paula Vega.    
 
Background  
 
 Plaintiffs Paula and Marcela Vega are sisters, who worked for Defendant Yapstone 
Holdings, Inc. before their termination.  In September of 2016, Marcela traveled to Colombia for 
medical reasons.  In October, she underwent surgery, but developed sepsis and pancreatitis, 
which put her in the intensive care unit.  On October 26th, Paula informed her employer 
Yapstone that she needed to travel to Colombia to attend to her sister.  After a couple of 
extensions of her unpaid leave of absence, Paula was informed that she must return to work on 
November 28, 2016, and that if she did not return on that date, Yapstone would consider it her 
resignation. Paula did not return and she was terminated on November 28th. Marcela was 
terminated on March 14, 2017 for job abandonment.  
 
  Both Paula and Marcela are suing Yapstone for wrongful termination, disability 
discrimination, and other related causes of action.  However, Yapstone’s motion is only directed 
to Plaintiff Paula Vega’s claims.   Paula alleges four causes of action:  Wrongful Termination 
(3rd C/A); Failure to Engage in Interactive Process (4th C/A); Failure to Take All Reasonable 
Steps to Prevent Discrimination (5th C/A); and Associational Disability Discrimination (6th C/A). 
Defendant moves for summary judgment on the ground none of Plaintiff’s four causes of action 
has merit.  
 
Standard of Review 
 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   21 
HEARING DATE:   05/20/20 

 
 

- 5 - 

   “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). “[F]rom commencement to 
conclusion, the party moving for summary judgment bears the burden of persuasion that there is 
no triable issue of material fact and that he is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”  (Aguilar 
v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal.4th 826, 850.)   The court shall consider all of the 
evidence set forth in the papers, except the evidence to which objections have been made and 
sustained by the court, and all inferences reasonably deducible from the evidence. (Code Civ. 
Proc., § 437c(c).)   
 
 “A defendant bears the burden of persuasion that ‘one or more elements of’ the ‘cause 
of action’ in question ‘cannot be established,’ or that ‘there is a complete defense’ thereto. (Id., 
§ 437c, subd. (o)(2).)”  (Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal.4th 826, 850.)   
 
6th C/A—Associational Disability Discrimination 
 
 Defendant’s motion for summary adjudication of the Sixth Cause of Action for 
Associational Disability is granted.  
 
   In the complaint, Plaintiff Paula Vega alleges Yapstone discriminated against her 
because of her association with her disabled sister, in violation of the Fair Employment and 
Housing Act, FEHA.  All of Plaintiff’s other causes of action emanate from the alleged 
discrimination, thus Plaintiff’s Sixth Cause of Action is the linchpin of Plaintiff’s case against 
Yapstone.  Under the Act, it is an unlawful employment practice for an employer, unless based 
upon a bona fide occupational qualification, to discharge or otherwise discriminate against a 
person because of physical disability.  (See Gov. Code, § 12940(a).) Government Code Section 
§ 12926(o) includes in the definition of “physical disability,” “a perception that the person has 
any of those characteristics or that the person is associated with a person who has, or is 
perceived to have, any of those characteristics.”  (Emphasis added.)  
  
 The FEHA creates an associational disability discrimination claim by reading association 
with a physically disabled person (§ 12926, subd. (o)) into the Act where discrimination based 
on “physical disability” appears (§ 12940, subd. (a)).  By express terms, the two pertinent 
sections make it unlawful to discharge a person because she is associated with a disabled 
person.  (Castro-Ramirez v. Dependable Highway Express, Inc. (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1028, 
1039.)   “Accordingly, when FEHA forbids discrimination based on a disability, it also forbids 
discrimination based on a person's association with another who has a disability.”  (Castro-
Ramirez v. Dependable Highway Express, Inc. (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1028, 1036.)    
  

A. Cases Finding Associational Disability Discrimination 
 

  There are very few California cases discussing associational disability discrimination 
under the FEHA.  “The issue of disability-based discrimination on the basis of a nondisabled 
employee's association with an individual with a disability has been the subject of very little 
litigation.”  (Rope v. Auto-Chlor System of Washington, Inc. (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 635, 656.)   
In Rope, the plaintiff-employee was to donate a kidney to his physically disabled sister.  He 
requested leave.  He later requested that the leave be extended and paid under the then newly 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   21 
HEARING DATE:   05/20/20 

 
 

- 6 - 

enacted Michelle Maykin Memorial Donation Protection Act (DPA). Rope was fired two days 
before the DPA became effective. He filed an action alleging that his employer discriminated 
against him based on his association with his physically disabled sister and its perception that 
he was or would become physically disabled himself as a result of the kidney donation surgery 
and his anticipated need for postsurgical accommodations.  (Rope v. Auto-Chlor System of 
Washington, Inc. (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 635, 655.)   
 
 The appellate court found Rope stated a cause of action for associational disability 
discrimination after the trial court sustained the demurrers and dismissed his cause of action. 
The appellate court looked to Larimer v. International Business Machines Corp. (7th Cir. 2004) 
370 F.3d 698, the seminal authority on disability-based associational discrimination under the 
ADA. “Larimer delineated the parameters of a claim of associational discrimination as follows: 
“Three types of situation are, we believe, within the intended scope of the rarely litigated … 
association section. We'll call them ‘expense,’ ‘disability by association,’ and ‘distraction.’” 
(Rope v. Auto-Chlor System of Washington, Inc. (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 635, 657.)   
 
 Larimer provided examples of the three different situations. In the “expense” category, 
the employee has a spouse or child with a disability which increases cost to the employer 
because the disability is covered by the company’s health plan.  “Disability by association” is 
illustrated where the employee’s companion has HIV and the employer fears that the employee 
may also become infected, or in the case where the employee has a blood relative with 
disabling genetic disorder that the employee is likely to develop.  Finally, in the last category, 
“distraction,” the employer fears the employee will be inattentive at work because a spouse or 
child has a disability that requires the employee’s attention. (See Rope v. Auto-Chlor System of 
Washington, Inc. (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 635, 657.)    
  
 One of the few published California cases is Castro-Ramirez v. Dependable Highway 
Express, Inc. (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1028.  Castro-Ramirez is an example of the “distraction” 
category.  In Castro-Ramirez, the plaintiff’s son was disabled due to his kidney disease and the 
plaintiff was the only person in his household trained to provide home dialysis for his son.  
The plaintiff was employed as truck driver.  For three years, his employer modified his work 
schedule to accommodate his son’s dialysis schedule.  However, a newly assigned supervisor 
required the plaintiff to work a different shift. He worked the shift one day but refused to continue 
that shift. He was terminated for the one-time refusal.  The employer’s motion for summary 
judgment was granted, but reversed on appeal.  The appellate court found there were triable 
issues of fact as whether the termination was based on associational disability discrimination.      
  

B. Plaintiff’s Case Does Not Fit into Any Category of Associational Disability 
Discrimination Outlined in Larimar 

 
   The facts of Plaintiff’s case do not fit neatly into the categories of the Larimer paradigm 
of associational disability discrimination.  First, Plaintiff’s circumstance does not fit the “expense” 
category. The evidence shows Paula was already on unpaid leave at time of her termination.  
(UMF No.7.)  There is no evidence Marcela was covered under Paula’s health plan, thus no 
expenditure for insurance.  Plaintiff has presented no evidence of direct costs associated with 
her absence, e.g., a temporary hire to cover the work or lost business opportunities.   
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There is no evidence of additional company expenditures due to Plaintiff’s association with her 
disabled sister.      
 
 Secondly, Plaintiff’s case does not fall into the “disability by association” category.  
There is no evidence that Yapstone feared Paula would develop the same condition as Marcela. 
Marcela’s disability developed when she underwent “hernia” surgery and subsequently 
developed sepsis and pancreatitis. (PUMF No. 7.) Plaintiff presented no evidence that she 
would likely develop the same medical condition and her termination was based on Yapstone’s 
fear that she would develop the same disability.   
 
            Finally, Plaintiff’s case does not does not fall into the category of “distraction,” where the 
employer fears the employee will be inattentive at work.  Here, there is no issue of “distraction” 
because Plaintiff was not at work and had no definite plans to return to work. Before her 
termination, Plaintiff emailed her employer stating she would be out “until further noticed [sic]. 
(UMF No. 7.)   
 
 Although the courts have found Larimer provides an illustrative, rather than an 
exhaustive list of the kinds of circumstances, the common thread among the three categories 
are instances in which the “employer has a motive to discriminate against a nondisabled 
employee who is merely associated with a disabled person.”  That is, the plaintiff's association 
with a disabled person was a substantial motivating factor for the employer's adverse 
employment action. (Castro-Ramirez v. Dependable Highway Express, Inc. (2016) 2 
Cal.App.5th 1028, 1042.)   
 

C. Plaintiff Failed to Submit Evidence to Raise a Triable Issue of Fact as to 
Whether Plaintiff’s Association with a Disabled Person Was a Substantial 
Motivating Factor in Plaintiff’s Termination        

  
 To state a cause of action for discrimination, a plaintiff must produce evidence sufficient 
“to show that an illegitimate criterion was a substantial factor in the particular employment 
decision ….”  (Harris v. City of Santa Monica (2013) 56 Cal.4th 203, 232 (internal quotations 
omitted).)  Moreover, “[I]f the disability plays no role in the employer's decision … then there is 
no disability discrimination.”  (Rope v. Auto-Chlor System of Washington, Inc. (2013) 220 
Cal.App.4th 635, 658.)   California has adopted the three-stage burden-shifting test for trying 
claims of discrimination established by the United States Supreme Court in McDonnell Douglas 
Corp. v. Green, supra, 411 U.S. 792. (See Guz v. Bechtel National, Inc. (2000) 24 Cal.4th 317, 
354.)  
 
  First, the plaintiff establishes a prima facie case of discrimination.  The plaintiff must 
generally provide evidence that: (1) she was a member of a protected class, (2) she was 
qualified for the position she sought or was performing competently in the position she held, (3) 
she suffered an adverse employment action, such as termination, demotion, or denial of an 
available job, and (4) some other circumstance suggests discriminatory motive. (Guz, supra, 24 
Cal.4th at p. 355.) In an associational discrimination claim, a plaintiff like Paula, who is not within 
the protected class, may satisfy the “protected class” requirement “based on [her] association 
with or advocacy on behalf of protected employees.”  (See Thompson v. City of Monrovia (2010) 
186 Cal.App.4th 860, 876-877.)   If the plaintiff satisfies this prima facie burden at trial, a 
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presumption of discrimination arises, and the defendant must put forth a legitimate, 
nondiscriminatory reason for its actions. (Guz, supra, 24 Cal.4th at p. 355.) If the defendant 
does so, the plaintiff must then rebut these nondiscriminatory reasons with evidence of pretext.  
 
 A defendant employer's motion for summary judgment slightly modifies the McDonnell 
Douglas order.  If the employer in its motion, relies in whole or in part, on a showing of 
nondiscriminatory reasons for the discharge, “the employer satisfies its burden as moving party 
if it presents evidence of such nondiscriminatory reasons that would permit a trier of fact to find, 
more likely than not, that they were the basis for the termination.” (Dinslage v. City and County 
of San Francisco (2016) 5 Cal.App.5th 368, 378-379.)  To defeat the motion, the plaintiff has the 
burden to point to evidence “raising a triable issue, that would permit a trier of fact to find by a 
preponderance that intentional discrimination occurred.” (Ibid.)  
 
  First, Defendant submitted evidence that shows Plaintiff was terminated after failing to 
return to work after one month, after Yapstone had extended her leave three times.  (UMF Nos. 
6, 7, 9 and 11.)  It should be noted that FMLA (26 U.S.C. § 2612) and CFRA (Cal. Gov. Code § 
12945.2(a)(3) are inapplicable here. Sibling relationships do not qualify for leave under these 
statutes.  After Plaintiff notified Yapstone that she would be out indefinitely, Yapstone set a 
return date. (UMF Nos. 8 and 9.)  Due to business needs, Yapstone could no longer hold her 
position open. Defendant maintains Plaintiff’s departure left Yapstone short-staffed in the Online 
Risk Fraud Department where Plaintiff worked.  (UMF No. 3.) Plaintiff does not provide evidence 
to contradict this fact but disputes the evidence supports the conclusion in UMF No.3. To 
support this fact, Defendant cites to Plaintiff’s deposition testimony.  (P. Vega’s Depo., 44:21-24, 
Exh. K, Cregan Decl., ¶6.)  In her deposition, Plaintiff was asked, “Did you feel like your team 
was adequately staffed when you worked there, or were you guys overworked?”  Plaintiff 
replied, “We were overworked.” From this answer, Defendant inferred the department was short-
staffed when Plaintiff was on leave.   
 
 It is undisputed that Plaintiff Paula Vega did not request a modification or adjustment to 
her workplace under the FEHA.  She just informed her employer that she would be out of the 
office “until further notice.”  (UMF No. 7.)   Moreover, it is undisputed that Plaintiff did not request 
to work remotely.  (UMF No. 12.)  While Plaintiff advised Yapstone that she “hopes we can work 
something out…” and that she would love to continue to work with Yapstone, she did not 
request a reasonable accommodation that would have allowed her to continue to work in the 
office or remotely. (Paula Vega Del., ¶ 13.)  
 
 Defendant determined that Paula being away from the office indefinitely in Colombia, 
Plaintiff was unable to perform the essential duties of her job.  On December 9th, after soliciting 
applications and interviewing candidates, Defendant extended an offer to one of the qualified 
candidates.  (Jezildzic Decl., ¶13.)   Thus, terminating Plaintiff and filling the position was a 
legitimate business reason unrelated to the Plaintiff’s perceived associational disability.   
 
 Here, the facts do not give rise to reasonable inferences of discriminatory motive and 
pretext on the part of Yapstone. The evidence shows Defendant has put forth a legitimate, 
nondiscriminatory reason for its decision to terminate plaintiff's employment. The burden shifted 
to Plaintiff to present 'substantial responsive evidence' creating a triable issue of fact as to 
whether the employer's stated reason was untrue or pretextual. (See Hersant v. Department of 
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Social Services (1997) 57 Cal.App.4th 997, 1004.)  “The [employee] must demonstrate such 
weaknesses, implausibilities, inconsistencies, incoherencies, or contradictions in the employer's 
proffered legitimate reasons for its action that a reasonable factfinder could rationally find them 
‘unworthy of credence,’ [citation], and hence infer ‘that the employer did not act for the [the 
asserted] non-discriminatory reasons.’” (Serri v. Santa Clara University (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 
830, 863.) 
 
 In response, Plaintiff argues Yapstone’s discriminatory motivation is best set forth in the 
email exchanges between Yapstone’s Human Resources Generalist, Ena Jezildzic and another 
employee, Rachel McCarty, that show her case falls into the expense category. (Plaintiff’s 
Evidence, Exhibit 15 (Defendant has objected to this exhibit based on lack of foundation).)  In 
the email exchange, McCarty stated, “The Paula thing is hard but at the same time we have to 
run a business.”  Jezildzic responded, “I knowww [sic] and i [sic] feel bad and i [sic] it because it 
is your sister but dude its [sic] been 4 weeks. there is only so much i [sic] can do[.]” (Exhibit 15.) 
Plaintiff argues this exchange shows her leave was a “hassle” for Yapstone and costing the 
company money. Plaintiff argues reasonable inferences can be made that Paula’s association 
with Marcela was a substantial motivating factor behind the decision to discharge Paula. 
 
 In the Reply, Yapstone first points out the email evidence is not authenticated.  
Secondly, the evidence supports Yapstone’s assertion that it had a legitimate business reason 
to terminate Plaintiff’s employment in light of her request for indefinite leave.  The evidence 
shows the need to have someone to fill the void caused by Plaintiff’s absence.  Plaintiff’s Exhibit 
8 further shows Yapstone was motivated by a legitimate business interest.  In an email dated 
November 17, 2016, from Jezildzic to another employee, she stated, “We will need to reassess 
& meet with the manager if she pushes it out again as that may impact the business depending 
on the length.”  (Plaintiff’s Evidence in Opposition, Exhibit 8.) 
 
 Plaintiff’s evidence failed to raise a triable issue of fact as to falsity or pretext of 
Yapstone’s proffered reason for terminating Plaintiff.  Thus, Plaintiff failed to raise a triable issue 
of fact as to whether her association with a disabled person was a substantial motivating factor 
in Yapstone’s decision to terminate her position. 
    
4th C/A—Failure to Engage in Interactive Process   
 
 Defendant’s motion for summary adjudication of the Fourth Cause of Action for Failure to 
Engage in the Interactive Process is granted. 
 
 Plaintiff alleges Yapstone failed to engage, in good faith, in the interactive process to 
reach a reasonable accommodation, as required under the FEHA, Gov. Code, § 12940(n).)  The 
“interactive process” is an informal process where the employee and employer “attempt to 
identify a reasonable accommodation that will enable the employee to perform the job 
effectively.” (Featherstone v. Southern California Permanente Medical Group (2017) 10 
Cal.App.5th 1150, 1169.)  The interactive process imposes burdens on both the employer and 
employee.  (Scotch v. Art Institute of California (2009) 173 Cal.App.4th 986, 1013.)  “Typically, 
the employee must initiate the process ‘unless the disability and resulting limitations are 
obvious.’” (Featherstone, supra, p. 1169.)   
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 Failure to engage in this process is a separate FEHA violation, independent of an action 
for failure to provide a reasonable disability accommodation. (Wysinger v. Automobile Club of 
Southern California (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 413, 424.) Although Plaintiff entitled the Fourth 
Cause of Action, “Failure to Engage in In Good Faith in the Interactive Process…,” Plaintiff 
appears to conflate the two independent causes of action.  Plaintiff alleges she specifically 
requested time off to care for her sister.  Instead of engaging in the interactive process, Plaintiff 
alleges Yapstone provided a “drop-dead” deadline for her return to work.  
 
  “To prevail on a claim under section 12940, subdivision (n) for failure to engage in the 
interactive process, an employee must identify a reasonable accommodation that would have 
been available at the time the interactive process should have occurred.” (Scotch v. Art Institute 
of California (2009) 173 Cal.App.4th 986, 1018.)   Here, Plaintiff sought an extended leave of 
absence as reasonable accommodation.    
 
 Defendant moves for summary adjudication of this cause of action on two grounds. First, 
there is no legal precedent for the claim since Plaintiff herself had no known physical or mental 
disability.  Secondly, Plaintiff has not asserted a modification or adjustment to her workplace 
that would have allowed her to perform her job while she was in Colombia.  (Cregan Decl., ¶3.)  
 
 First, Defendant is correct arguing there is no published California legal precedent 
holding employers have a duty under FEHA to provide reasonable accommodations to an 
applicant or employee who is associated with a disabled person. (Castro-Ramirez v. 
Dependable Highway Express, Inc. (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1028, 1038.) While the appellate court 
in Castro-Ramirez addressed this issue of accommodation, it did so in dicta, because the 
plaintiff had abandoned the reasonable accommodation claim.  Despite not having the issue 
before it, the Castro-Ramirez court observed that the accommodation issue is not settled and 
that it appears significantly intertwined with the statutory prohibition against disability 
discrimination. It suggested that reading of the reasonable accommodation requirement in Gov. 
Code §12940(m), in conjunction with Gov. Code § 12926(o), which defines “physical disability” 
as including those associated with physically disable persons, section 12940(m) may 
reasonably be interpreted to require accommodation based on the employee's association with 
a physically disabled person.(Castro-Ramirez v. Dependable Highway Express, Inc. (2016) 2 
Cal.App.5th 1028, 1038-1039.)  The California Supreme Court has yet to hold the FEHA 
provides a cause of action for associational disability discrimination, let alone rule on the 
employer’s duty to reasonably accommodate the employee associated with a disabled person. 
 
 In support of its motion, Defendant Yapstone presented evidence of its engagement with 
Plaintiff in an attempt to accommodate Plaintiff. The evidence shows that Yapstone granted both 
extensions of Plaintiff’s leave.  (UMF No. 6.)  However, On November 18, 2016, Plaintiff notified 
Yapstone that she would be out “until further notice.”  (UMF No. 7.)  It then granted Plaintiff until 
Nov. 28th to return to work. (UMF No. 9.)  Plaintiff did not request to work remotely or otherwise 
for Yapstone during her physical absence.  (UMF No. 12.)  Defendant maintains Plaintiff did not 
request an additional finite leave absence.  
 
 To raise a triable of issue of fact as to whether Yapstone engaged in the interactive 
process in good faith, Plaintiff presented the following evidence: On November 23rd, Plaintiff 
spoke with HR Specialist, Ms. Jezildzic, followed by an email confirming she was not resigning, 
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but she needed to take care of her sister.  (Plaintiff’s Additional Facts, No. 19, Exhibit. 16.)  She 
stated, “I hope we can work something out.” But she further stated, “I want to make sure my 
sister is stable and in good condition for me to return to the US…” (Exhibit. 16) No date certain 
was given.  On the morning of November 28th, Plaintiff’s required return to work date, Plaintiff 
sent an email to Ms. Jezildzic, attaching a doctor’s note, stating her sister Marcela was 
recovering from multiple surgical procedures and was temporarily incapacitated for 60 days from 
October 18, 2016.  (PAF No. 22; Exhibits 17, 25.)  Marcela also worked for Yapstone. 
Presumably, the doctor’s note was written on Marcela’s behalf.  In response to this evidence, 
Defendant argues that Plaintiff provided no legal authority to support her position that Yapstone 
should have known from the “doctor’s note” Plaintiff was requesting leave until December 18th.  
  
 First, “[T]he interactive process of fashioning an appropriate accommodation lies 
primarily with the employee.”  (King v. United Parcel Service, Inc. (2007) 152 Cal.App.4th 426, 
443.) “The burden of proving the availability of a reasonable accommodation rests on the 
employee.” (Nadaf-Rahrov v. Neiman Marcus Group, Inc. (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 952, 984.)  
The purpose of the interactive process is to identify “an accommodation that allows the 
employee to perform the job effectively.” (Nadaf-Rahrov v. Neiman Marcus Group, Inc. (2008) 
166 Cal.App.4th 952, 984 (internal quotations omitted).) Here, Plaintiff’s only proffered 
accommodation was a request for extended leave to care for her sister in Colombia, which 
technically has nothing to do with Plaintiff performing her job effectively.  At any rate, under the 
FEHA, a finite leave of absence may be a reasonable accommodation to allow an employee 
time to recover from the disability, and under Castro-Ramirez, a person associated with a 
disabled person. However, the FEHA does not require the employer to provide an indefinite 
leave of absence.  (See   Nadaf-Rahrov, supra, 166 Cal.App.4th at p. 968 and Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 2, § 11068.)   Plaintiff’s evidence of a doctor’s note regarding her sister’s capacity to return to 
work and Plaintiff’s vague request “hoping we can work something out…” (Paula Vega Del., 
¶13), failed to raise a triable issue of fact as to whether she requested a definite leave of 
absence triggering Yapstone’s duty to engage further in the interactive process.  
 
 Secondly, the interactive process requires communication and good-faith exploration of 
possible accommodations between employer and employee, with a goal of identifying an 
accommodation that allows the employee to perform her job effectively.    (Nadaf-Rahrov v. 
Neiman Marcus Group, Inc. (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 952, 984-985.) When a claim is brought for 
failure to engage in the interactive process, the trial court’s ultimate obligation is to ‘“isolate the 
cause of the breakdown … and then assign responsibility.” (Ibid.)  Liability ensues only where 
the employer bears responsibility for the breakdown. (Ibid.)   “Liability hinges on the objective 
circumstances surrounding the parties' breakdown in communication, and responsibility for the 
breakdown lies with the party who fails to participate in good faith.” (Scotch v. Art Institute of 
California (2009) 173 Cal.App.4th 986, 1014 (internal quotations omitted).)    
 
 Here, Plaintiff has not met her burden of submitting evidence sufficient to raise a triable 
issue of fact about whether Yapstone bears responsibility for breakdowns in the interactive 
process.  Plaintiff presented no evidence Defendant failed in its duty to keep the 
communications open or obstructed the interactive process in any manner.  Meanwhile, 
Yapstone submitted evidence demonstrating its good faith participation in the interactive 
process.  The evidence shows Yapstone granted Plaintiff’s initial request for leave and two 
extensions.  (UMF Nos. 2, 4, 5, and 6.)  When Plaintiff indicated she would be out “until further 
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notice,” Defendant set a definite return date, which also extended the leave by a week.  
Defendant terminated only after Plaintiff failed to return, after be on leave for about a month. 
(UMF No. 11.)   
 
 On the other hand, Plaintiff’s evidence demonstrates Yapstone simply did not choose the 
particular accommodation Plaintiff sought—an indefinite extended leave of absence. But 
Plaintiff’s departure left Yapstone’s Online Risk Fraud Department short-staffed and an 
extended leave would have only exacerbated the problem.  (UMF No. 3) “An employer is not 
required to make an accommodation ‘that is demonstrated by the employer or other covered 
entity to produce undue hardship … to its operation.’ [Citation.]”  (Moore v. Regents of University 
of California (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 216, 232.)   Defendants has demonstrated no triable issue 
exists as to its engagement in the interactive process. 
    
5th C/A--Failure to Take All Reasonable Steps to Prevent Discrimination  
 
 Plaintiff alleges “Defendant failed to take all reasonable steps necessary to prevent 
discrimination from occurring as required by the FEHA (Government Code section 12940(k).” 
(Complaint, ¶23.)  Yapstone moves for summary adjudication of this cause of action on the 
ground Plaintiff cannot show Yapstone discriminated in any way. 
 
 “An actionable claim under section 12940, subdivision (k) is dependent on a claim of 
actual discrimination: “Employers should not be held liable to employees for failure to take 
necessary steps to prevent such conduct, except where the actions took place and were not 
prevented.” (Trujillo v. North County Transit Dist. (1998) 63 Cal.App.4th 280, 289.”  (Scotch v. 
Art Institute of California (2009) 173 Cal.App.4th 986, 1021.) 
 
 Plaintiff’s underlying claim of association disability discrimination does not survive this 
motion for summary adjudication, thus this claim for failure to prevent discrimination also fails.   
  
3rd C/A--Wrongful Termination  
 
 Plaintiff alleges Defendant violated several public policies in terminating her, including 
policies set forth in the FEHA.   
 
 To establish the claim wrongful termination, a plaintiff must rely on a public policy that is 
“fundamental,’ ‘well established’ and ‘carefully tethered’ to a constitutional or statutory 
provision.”  (Carter v. Escondido Union High School Dist. (2007) 148 Cal.App.4th 922, 925 
(internal quotations omitted).)  According to the Supreme Court in City of Moorpark v. Superior 
Court (1998) 18 Cal.4th 1143, the “FEHA clearly delineates a policy against disability 
discrimination in employment.  It concluded, “discrimination based on disability … violates a 
‘substantial and fundamental’ public policy and can form the basis of a common law wrongful 
discharge claim.’ (Moorpark, supra, 18 Cal.4th at pp. 1159, 1161.) 
 
 Here, Plaintiff’s cause of action for associational disability discrimination fails.  Therefore, 
this claim fails as a matter of law. 
   
 Defendant’s Request for Judicial Notice 
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 Defendant requests the court to take judicial notice of the Exhibit 1 (Plaintiff’s Complaint, 
filed on July 31, 2018.)  The Court takes judicial notice of the existence of the complaint, but not 
the truth of matters asserted therein. 
 
 
Defendant’s Objections to Plaintiff’s Evidence 
 

1. Objection No.1: Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1—Overruled. 
2. Objections No.2-3, 5-11; 13--Defendant’s objections are overruled on the grounds of 

foundation.  (See Paul Vega’s Declaration.)  Objections based on authentication are 
sustained. 

3. Objections No. 4, 12 Sustained, but Plaintiff included these exhibits in the Court’s copy. 
4. Objection No. 14.—Overruled 

 
Objections to Declaration of Marcela 

1. Objection No. 1—Sustained. Relevancy 
2. Objection No. 2—Sustained. Relevancy 

 
Plaintiff’s Failure to Properly Tab Exhibits   
 Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 3.1110(f)(3) require exhibits to be separated by a hard 8 1/2 x. 
11 sheet with hard paper or plastic tabs extending below the bottom of the page, bearing the 
exhibit designation.  
 
 Contra Costa County Superior Court, Local Rule 3.42 specifically address this issue:   
“(3) Despite rule 3.1110 of the California Rules of Court, subdivision (f), a large number of 
documents filed with the Court include exhibits that are not properly tabbed. The majority of 
these non-compliant documents are fax-filed through an attorney service. The attorney service 
prints out the documents and files them without tabbing the exhibits. The purpose of this rule is 
to discourage such rule violations, which impose a substantial burden on judges and staff.” 
 
  The Court considered Plaintiff’s exhibits this time. However, Plaintiff is warned that Court 
may not extend such consideration in the future. 

 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01587 
CASE NAME: CITIBANK VS. LINXPAY 
HEARING ON MOTION TO AMEND JUDGMENT 
FILED BY CITIBANK, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The motion is continued to June 17, 2020 at 9:00 a.m. to ensure defendant is given 
notice and to avoid any potential confusion over the extensive court “holidays”. Plaintiff is 
to promptly provide notice of the new hearing date to the defendant and file such proof with 
the court. Defendant will have the customary time to file any opposition 9 court days before 
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the hearing.  

 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01685 
CASE NAME: DOE VS. APOLLO VETERINARY 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGS.  (Set 2) 
FILED BY APOLLO VETERINARY HOSPITAL 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed motion to compel plaintiff to provide responses to the second set of special 
interrogatories is granted. Plaintiff is ordered to provide defendant with responses within 
10 calendar days after service of notice of entry of this order. 
 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC19-00287 
CASE NAME: GANESH PURAM VS. TOLL BROTHERS 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY TOLL BROTHERS INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The Court rules as follows on the demurrer brought by defendant Toll Brothers, Inc.  
The demurrer is directed to plaintiffs’ original Complaint, filed on February 11, 2019. 
 
 Defendant’s request for judicial notice is granted.  Defendant’s demurrer is sustained 
with leave to amend. 
 
 Plaintiffs shall file and serve any amended complaint on or before June 19, 2020.  
All exhibits to any amended complaint shall be properly tabbed.  (See, Cal. Rules of Court, 
rule 3.1110, subd. (f).)  The voluminous exhibits to the original Complaint were not tabbed, 
which caused the Court’s staff substantial inconvenience. 
 
 A. The Entire Complaint. 
 
  1. Proper Defendant. 
 
 Defendant demurs to the entire Complaint on the ground that defendant is not a proper 
party, because it was not the seller of the subject residences.  Defendant points out that, in the 
purchase agreements, the seller is repeatedly identified as Shapell Industries, Inc. 
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 Defendant’s demurrer is overruled on this ground.  Exhibit “D” to the purchase 
agreements is a list of “Standard Features” that includes the following language: 
 

Toll Brothers, Inc. reserves the right to substitute and/or make changes at any 
time to the products specifications as described on the previous pages, at its 
sole discretion. 

 
This creates at least some ambiguity as to whether defendant was intended to be a contracting 
party, in addition to Shapell Industries, Inc.  The Court finds that this ambiguity cannot be 
resolved at the demurrer stage. 
 
 The Court’s ruling on this matter should not give plaintiffs a false sense of security.  
It seems likely that, in the context of a motion for summary judgment or at trial, the Court would 
find that defendant was not intended to be a contracting party.  This in turn would likely prove 
dispositive of defendant’s liability. 
 
  2. Deed Descriptions. 
 
 Plaintiffs do not dispute that the property descriptions in their recorded deeds match the 
property descriptions in their purchase agreements.  This renders unintelligible the allegation 
that plaintiffs’ lots “were not accurately laid out.”  Plaintiffs are granted leave to amend so that 
they may allege, with reasonable particularity, the nature of the problem with their lots and how 
this problem has caused them injury.  As of now, the Court does not have even a vague sense 
of what plaintiffs are concerned about. 
 
  3. Party Plaintiffs. 
 
 Two of the five buyers identified in the purchase agreements have not been named as 
party plaintiffs.  The Court regards this unexplained failure to join necessary parties as a 
significant issue  (See, Code Civ. Proc. § 389.) 
 
 B. The First Cause of Action. 
 
  1. The Alleged Breach. 
 
 Plaintiffs have not intelligibly alleged the nature of the alleged breach of contract, 
or how that alleged breach has caused plaintiffs injury.  Defendant’s demurrer is sustained with 
leave to amend on this ground.  In any amended complaint, plaintiffs shall allege the estimated 
dollar amount of any compensatory damages that plaintiffs seek with regard to each purchase 
agreement, and how that dollar amount was calculated.  (See, Code Civ. Proc., § 425.10, 
subd. (a)(2) [“[i]f the recovery of money or damages is demanded, the amount demanded shall 
be stated”].) 
 
  2. The Statute of Limitations. 
 
 Plaintiffs’ allegation that defendant breached the subject purchase agreements 
“[o]n or about 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019” is unintelligible, and renders a statute of limitations 
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analysis impossible.  (See, Professional Collection Consultants v. Lauron (2017) 8 Cal.App.5th 
958, 966 [“a cause of action for breach of contract accrues on the failure of the promisor 
to do the thing contracted for at the time and in the manner contracted”].)  In any amended 
complaint, plaintiffs shall allege the specific date on which each purchase agreement 
was breached. 
 
  3. Conditions Precedent. 
 
 Defendant argues that plaintiffs should be required to specifically allege their compliance 
with the dispute resolution mechanism in the purchase agreements.  The demurrer is overruled 
on this ground, because a plaintiff may plead the satisfaction of conditions precedent in 
conclusory terms.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 457.) 
 
 The Court’s ruling on this matter should not give plaintiffs a false sense of security.  
If plaintiffs have not in fact complied with the dispute resolution mechanism in the purchase 
agreements, this may prove dispositive of defendant’s contractual liability. 
 
 C. The Second Cause of Action. 
 
  1. The Alleged Fraud. 
 
 Plaintiffs have failed to allege fraud with adequate particularity.  Thus, plaintiffs 
have failed to allege facts showing “how, when, where, to whom, and by what means the 
representations were tendered."  (Stansfield v. Starkey (1990) 220 Cal.App.3d 59, 73.)  Further, 
although defendant is a corporation, plaintiffs have failed to allege the names of the corporate 
representatives who made the alleged false representations, and their authority to speak.  
(See, Tarmann v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 153, 157.)  Defendant’s 
demurrer is sustained with leave to amend on this ground. 
 
  2. The Statute of Limitations. 
 
 Plaintiffs acknowledge that their fraud cause of action must be amended to address the 
three-year statute of limitations.  Plaintiffs are granted leave to amend so that they may allege, 
with the heightened particularity required of fraud causes of action, (1) when they discovered the 
alleged fraud, and (2) why they could not have discovered the alleged fraud earlier through 
reasonable diligence.  (See, WA Southwest 2, LLC v. First American Title Ins. Co. (2015) 240 
Cal.App.4th 148, 156-157.) 
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 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC19-01047 
CASE NAME: PATRICK GLEASON VS. BLACKHAWK 
HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES TO DISCOVERY 
FILED BY BLACKHAWK COUNTRY CLUB 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant’s motion for sanctions is granted in part. 
 
On February 8, 2020, Defendant filed its motion to compel responses to discovery that had been 
served August 1, 2019. The motion spurred plaintiff to provide responses. In opposition, plaintiff 
offers no excuse for the untimely responses but does object to paying sanctions. 
 
CCP 2030.300(d) and CRC 3.1348(a) allow a court to impose sanctions where a party is forced 
to file a motion to obtain discovery responses. Plaintiff offers no “substantial justification” for the 
belated responses and it appears the responses would not have been provided but for the 
motion. Accordingly, the court will award sanctions. 
 
The court finds the requested fees somewhat high so it awards sanctions in the amount of 
$1,860, payable by plaintiff to defense counsel by June 10, 2020. Should plaintiff call to contest 
the ruling, the court will consider increasing the sanctions to add the time and expense incurred 
by defense counsel to respond to the argument. 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC19-02125 
CASE NAME: LAWRENCE VS. SYNBIOBETA, LLC 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended COMPLAINT 
FILED BY SYNBIOBETA, LLC, JULIAN ERGGELET 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed demurrer to the fourth cause of action in the FAC is sustained without leave to 
amend. The court previously sustained a demurrer to the claim. Plaintiff elected not to oppose 
this renewed demurrer. Accordingly, the fourth cause of action for “harassment” is dismissed. 

 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN19-0541 
CASE NAME: DOCTOR'S ASSOCIATES LLC VS. TRIPATHI 
HEARING ON MOTION TO SUSPEND JUDGMENT 
FILED BY SADHANA TRIPATHI 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Before the Court is a “Motion to Suspend the Judgment Execution Pending Arbitration” filed by 

Defendant Sadhana Tripathi. Defendant is in pro per. Plaintiff Doctor’s Associates opposed the 

motion. Defendant has not filed a reply. 

The statutory basis for Tripathi’s motion is unclear. She writes she received the Notice of Entry 

of Judgment on January 30, 2020. The Notice of Entry of Judgment is file stamped March 18, 
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2019. The Court notes that this document along with Plaintiff’s motion for amended judgment 

and for non-money judgment and related papers were served on Defendant by regular mail on 

August 12, 2019. Defendant did not oppose Plaintiff’s motion. The Court granted Defendant’s 

unopposed motion on September 11, 2019. Defendant did not appeal this order. Defendant filed 

the instant motion on February 21, 2020, which was also her first appearance in this case. 

The Court does not have general power to stay execution of a money judgment. Its power to do 

so is limited by statutory authority. “The rights of the parties cannot be interfered with except 

through procedure authorized by statute. [¶] . . . [¶] The power of the court to stay execution is 

limited by statute.” (Del Riccio v. Superior Court (1952) 115 Cal.App.2d 29, 31; see also 

California Commerce Bank v. Superior Court (1992) 8 Cal.App.4th 582, 584 [same].) 

The motion is denied. 

 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN20-0235 
CASE NAME: RE ANGEL NUNEZ 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed motion to approve minor’s compromise is granted. The court will sign 
the orders provided. 

 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN20-0441 
CASE NAME: RE: MATTER OF SHATON WILLIAMS-BURDEN 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed motion to approve minor’s compromise is granted. The court will sign 
the orders provided. 

 

 

 


