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 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICHMOND PATIENT’S GROUP 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR TO QUASH SERVICE OF SUMMONS FILED BY 
HILLTOP COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

Before the Court is a motion to quash service of summons filed by specially appearing 

defendant, Hilltop Community Partners, LLC (“Hilltop”), on the basis that it is not a proper Doe 

defendant pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 474 (also referred to as “Doe Statute”). The 

motion to quash is granted, as discussed below.  

Background 

On July 22, 2016, plaintiff filed its complaint alleging anticompetitive activity on the part 

of certain defendants. Those defendants were Richmond Patient’s Group, Holistic Healing 

Collective, Inc., 7 Stars Holistic Foundation, Inc., William Koziol, Darrin Parle, Alexis Parle (aka 

Alexis Koziol), Rebecca Vasquez, Zeaad M. Handoush, Lisa Hirscchorn, Antwon Cloird, Cesar 

Zepeda, and Does 1 though 50. Aladdin Community Partners, the entity that eventually changed 

its name to Hilltop, was formed while this case was pending on February 14, 2017.  

This litigation had been pending for over four years before plaintiff discovered the 

existence of Hilltop in October 2020. Upon discovering the existence of Hilltop, plaintiff did not 

immediately move to amend the operative complaint to include allegations against Hilltop, but 

instead filed a Doe amendment and attempted to serve the existing Third Amended Complaint 

in November 2020.  

Because plaintiff did not substantially comply with service requirements to serve Hilltop 

as a Doe, the Court granted Hilltop’s initial motion to quash. While Hilltop raised the argument 

that it did not exist when the original complaint was filed, Hilltop presented this argument in its 

reply brief and the Court did not grant the motion on that basis. 

After plaintiff re-served the same Third Amended Complaint on Hilltop, Hilltop brought 

this motion. Plaintiff opposes the motion and requests judicial notice of its Motion for Leave to 

File a Fourth Amended Complaint and supporting documents. Hilltop does not object. The 

request is granted.   

Discussion 

“A person may become a party to an action only in one of the ways provided by law.” 

(Nissan v. Barton (1970) 4 Cal.App.3d 76, 78-79.) The Code of Civil Procedure provides several 

methods of adding a party. “If not named as a party in the original complaint (§ 426, subd. 1) 

any proper person may be brought in by amendment of the complaint (§ 473) or may be 

designated by a fictitious name upon proper allegation in the complaint to that effect. (§ 474.)” 

(Nissan, supra, 4 Cal.App.3d at p. 79.) Where a defendant is not properly joined as a party, he 

“[i]s, in effect, a legal stranger to the action, no less than if he had been named as a party but 

not served with process.” (Id. at p. 81.)  
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A plaintiff may designate a party by a fictitious name if he is “ignorant of the name” of 

that defendant when he files the complaint and when the true name is “discovered,” the pleading 

must be amended accordingly. (Code Civ. Proc. § 474.) The phrase “ignorant of the name” 

includes where the plaintiff is not ignorant of the defendant’s actual name, but is ignorant of the 

basis for liability against that defendant. (Davis v. Marin (2000) 80 Cal.App.4th 380, 386–387; 

McOwen v. Grossman (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 937, 942.)  If added and served as a Doe 

defendant, one is considered a party from the commencement of the lawsuit.  (General Motors 

Corp. v. Superior Court (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 580, 589.)  

“If the terms of section 474 have not been complied with, the purported defendant has 

not been named as such in the complaint.  A service upon one not named in a complaint does 

not confer jurisdiction to proceed upon the complaint against him, and a motion to quash is 

proper.”  (McClatchy v. Coblentz, Patch, Duffy & Bass, LLP (2016) 247 Cal.App.4th 368, 375, 

internal quotations omitted; Optical Surplus, Inc. v. Superior Court (1991) 228 Cal.App.3d 776, 

782–783 [motion to quash should be granted when party is wrongly served as Doe defendant].)  

Hilltop argues that, because the operative complaint contains no allegations about 

conduct after July 22, 2016, and Hilltop did not exist until 2017, Hilltop cannot be substituted for 

any defendant in the TAC. Plaintiff argues that since its amended complaint adds allegations 

detailing Hilltop’s liability, the problem is one of form, not substance. (Opposition to Motion to 

Quash, 6:20-7:22.)  

Neither party cites authority specifically discussing the substitution of Doe defendants 

that did not exist when the complaint is filed. The Court is unaware of any such case, but 

construes the Doe Statute as requiring, at a minimum, the existence of a defendant at the time 

of the wrongs being alleged. Where Hilltop did not exist, it could not have caused any harm to 

plaintiff during the time frame plaintiff alleges.   

While the proposed fourth amended complaint contains allegations against Hilltop, this 

was not the pleading served on Hilltop. The Third Amended Complaint does not make any 

allegations against Hilltop or any other alleged alter-ego or successor entities, and only briefly 

mentions the Doe defendants as having participated in the acts alleged.  

As plaintiff points out, an alter-ego may be added after the statute of limitations has run, 

or even after trial. Instead of supporting plaintiff’s position, however, the existence of these 

procedures reflect an absence of circumstances here that would require substituting Hilltop as a 

Doe defendant. (See Dieckmann v. Superior Court (1985) 175 Cal.App.3d 345, 355 [“the 

purpose of section 474 is to enable a plaintiff to commence an action before it has become 

barred by the statute of limitations due to plaintiff's ignorance of the identity of the defendant.”].)  

The Court does not have the authority to excuse jurisdictional requirements. While the 

authorities urge “liberal” construction of the Doe Statute, none of the authorities appear to allow 

a nonexistent entity to be sued.  
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 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICHMOND PATIENT’S GROUP 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR FILE FOURTH AMENDED COMPLAINT FILED BY 
RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE CARE COLLECTIVE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 

The Court grants plaintiff’s motion for leave to file a fourth amended complaint. The 

stricken allegations are to be removed from the filed version of the pleading. Because trial is in 

several weeks and the new defendant has not yet been served (see ruling on motion to quash, 

above), the existing trial date has the potential to cause prejudice to that defendant. The new 

defendant may raise its own objections to the trial date once it makes an appearance. 

Background 

On July 22, 2016, plaintiff filed its complaint alleging anticompetitive activity on the part 

of defendants Richmond Patient’s Group, Holistic Healing Collective, Inc., 7 Stars Holistic 

Foundation, Inc., William Koziol, Darrin Parle, Alexis Parle (aka Alexis Koziol), Rebecca 

Vasquez, Zeaad M. Handoush, Lisa Hirscchorn, Antwon Cloird, Cesar Zepeda, and Does 1 

though 50.  

In October of 2020, plaintiff discovered Richmond Patient’s Group and its managers and 

members, William Koziol, Darrin Parle, and Alexis Parle, had formed a new entity in early 2017, 

Aladdin Community Partners, LLC, which eventually changed its name to Hilltop Community 

Partners, LLC (“Hilltop”) and took over the dispensary business once held by Richmond 

Patient’s Group.  

In this motion, plaintiff seeks to add Hilltop to this lawsuit as a defendant through 

allegations of alter-ego and successor liability. Defendants Richmond Patient’s Group, William 

Koziol, Darrin Parle, and Alexis Parle oppose the motion, arguing that a trial continuance is 

necessary and that the proposed fourth amended complaint contains allegations previously 

stricken by the Court.  

Discussion 

There is “a policy of great liberality in permitting amendments to the complaint at any 

stage of the proceedings, up to and including trial [citations]…” (Magpali v. Farmers Group 

(1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 471, 487.) This is to allow the resolution of all disputed matters between 

two parties in a single proceeding. (See, e.g., Lincoln Prop. Co., N.C., Inc. v. Travelers Indem. 

Co. (2006) 137 Cal.App.4th 905, 916.) 

Leave to amend can be denied where there is inexcusable delay and probable prejudice 

to the opposing party. (Kittredge Sports Co. v. Superior Court (1989) 213 Cal.App.3d 1045, 

1048 [even assuming there is unreasonable delay, “it is an abuse of discretion to deny leave to 

amend where the opposing party was not misled or prejudiced by the amendment.”].) 
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In its moving papers, plaintiff points out that the running of a statute of limitations 

normally applicable to a cause of action does not bar a complaint against an alter ego 

defendant. Similarly, even after judgment, debtors can be added to a judgment if they are jointly 

liable. (See, e.g., Code Civ. Proc., §§ 989, 410.70.)  

Defendants argue that granting the motion to amend requires the Court to make an 

evidentiary finding that Hilltop is an alter-ego of an existing defendant. However, an allegation in 

the pleading is sufficient. “When a defendant is first named in an amended complaint, and is 

alleged to be the alter ego of a defendant named in the original complaint, he is brought into the 

action as a new defendant and the action is commenced as to him at the time the amended 

complaint naming him is filed. (Hennessy’s Tavern, Inc. v. American Air Filter Co. (1988) 204 

Cal.App.3d 1351, 1359, emphasis added.)  

No evidentiary finding is necessary in granting this motion and any determination as to 

the merits of an amended pleading is most appropriately decided in future proceedings. (See 

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”]; Kittredge Sports Co., supra, 213 

Cal.App.3d at p. 1048.) Accordingly, while Defendants argue extensively that the requirements 

for alter ego liability are not established, those arguments will be considered at a later point. 

Defendants also argue plaintiff’s lack of diligence in discovering its identity should 

prevent its being joined by way of a new complaint. (Opposition to Motion to Amend, 6.) While 

“[u]nreasonable delay in filing an amended pleading after discovering a doe defendant's identity 

may bar the plaintiff from using the fictitious name device,” (A.N. v. County of Los Angeles 

(2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1058, 1063, emphasis added), the delay here was in plaintiff’s discovery 

of Hilltop in the first place. Because Hilltop was not formed until after the lawsuit was filed, this is 

not a lack of diligence.  

As noted above, while defendants do not argue that they will be prejudiced, they argue 

that the as-yet non-appearing new defendant will be substantially prejudiced by being joined in 

the litigation at this point, and that this would violate due process.  The answer to this problem is 

found in the standards for finding alter ego liability, particularly in those cases in which the new 

party is added to the judgment after trial.  (See Relentless Air Racing, LLC v. Airborne Turbine 

Ltd. Partnership (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 811, 815-816 [“In order to prevail in a motion to add 

judgment debtors, [the moving party] must show that (1) the parties to be added as judgment 

debtors had control of the underlying litigation and were virtually represented in that proceeding; 

(2) there is such a unity of interest and ownership that the separate personalities of the entity 

and the owners no longer exist; and (3) an inequitable result will follow if the acts are treated as 

those of the entity alone.”] In other words, if Hilltop is sufficiently different from RPG as to be 

entitled to a separate defense, then alter ego liability will not be found. Thus, the Court expects 

that whether Hilltop is liable on an alter ego theory would be decided separately, after the trial 

on the other issues.  
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Whether the amendment of the pleading ought to result in any continuance of the trial 

date will be discussed as part of the Issue Conference on this date.  

 
 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICHMOND PATIENT’S GROUP 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ORDER BIFURCATING TRIAL OF LIABILITY 
AND DAMAGES FILED BY HOLISTIC HEALING COLLECTIVE, INC, REBECCA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

 The motion for an order bifurcating trial of liability and damages is denied. The Court 

does not find that the requested bifurcation (liability from damages) would significantly advance 

the efficiency or fairness of trial.  

Code of Civil Procedure § 598 permits a court to order "that the trial of any issue or any 

part thereof shall precede the trial of any other issue or any part thereof in the case” if “the 

convenience of witnesses, the ends of justice, or the economy and efficiency of handling the 

litigation would be promoted thereby.” Code of Civil Procedure § 1048(b) provides that the trial 

court may order a separate trial of any separate issue or number of issues "in furtherance of 

convenience or to avoid prejudice, or when separate trials will be conducive to expedition and 

economy." (Code Civ. Proc. § 1048(b).) 

Here, defendants argue bifurcation would avoid prejudice, serve judicial economy, and 

avoid jury confusion because the evidence on damages will be complex and voluminous, and 

share little overlap with liability. They cite several antitrust cases where courts ordered 

bifurcation.  

Defendants concede that at least some witnesses (parties) are expected to testify in both 

phases of trial. (Motion for Order Bifurcating Trial, 10:24.) It also does not appear that the 

damages portion of the trial will greatly exceed the liability portion of the trial. Trial is estimated 

at twenty days. While defendants do not provide an exact estimate for how many days would be 

dedicated to damages, the savings may be minimal, even absent a finding of liability. The jury 

will already have to consider hundreds of exhibits and testimony from dozens of witnesses for 

the liability portion of the trial. Additionally, other mechanisms exist for minimizing confusion, 

such as the use of a special verdict form, appropriate jury instructions, or altering the order of 

proof (Evid. Code § 320).  

Finally, since the parties would not know whether the jury will find liability (and the 

second phase of the trial would be held immediately after the first), the parties still would have to 
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be entirely prepared to present evidence on damages, thereby incurring those costs. (In a jury 

trial, the Court would not consider having a significant delay between the two portions of the 

trial.) 

 

 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-02450 
CASE NAME: CASTELAR VS TWM INDUSTRIES 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: COMPLIANCE HEARING RE: DISBURSEMENT OF 
SETTLEMENT SET BY DEPT. 39 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Declaration of Jarrod Salina indicates that the first three quarterly payments have been 
made. A further compliance hearing is set for March 24, 2022, 9:00 a.m. 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-00375 
CASE NAME: ALLEN VS. KIPER DEVELOPMENT IN 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR DGFS FILED BY GARLAND SHOWER DOOR INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Motion withdrawn by moving party on March 22, 2021. 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-00816 
CASE NAME: LEE VS WILKINS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR CONFIDENTIALITY ORDER, COMPEL FURTHER 
RESPONSES, C, FILED BY JESSICA LEE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

 This is another in a series of discovery disputes among the parties. 

On February 16, 2021, plaintiff filed this motion to compel discovery from defendants.  It 

seeks (1) a protective order governing the production of confidential business information; (2) an 

order compelling production of certain requests for production of documents; (3) an order 

permitting the deposition of third-party Yale Investment Office (based on a previous order of the 

Court); and (4) monetary sanctions.  While the notice of motion itself does not identify the 
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specific requests, the “Separate Statement” does, identifying several categories of requests to 

KCM: documents concerning plaintiff’s contributions to KCM’s success (No. 238, 236, 87); 

documents concerning “pay differential” (No. 129-133, 237); and documents concerning “soft 

dollars.” (No. 148-151.)  At the time the motion was filed, there already was a motion pending, 

seeking further responses to Requests for Production Numbers 32 and 76.  

On February 23, 2021, the Court issued an order resolving certain previously submitted 

discovery issues, which had been discussed at a hearing on February 4, 2021.  The order 

compelled defendant to produce certain discovery and directed plaintiff’s counsel to prepare a 

protective/confidentiality order with specified terms, within fifteen days of entry of the order.  

Plaintiff has not provided the order as directed, and that order would appear to moot a portion of 

this motion. 

In their opposition, defendants offer nothing on the merits, but instead argue that (1) the 

motion was filed after the deadline for filing a motion to compel had passed, and (2) the 

“Amended Notice” was not timely, because it was filed fewer than 16 court days before the 

hearing date. 

1. Statutory Notice of the Motion under Code of Civil Procedure section 1005(b) 

Plaintiff filed this motion by having it placed in the court’s filing drop-box on February 16, 

2021 (because the court was not open for in-person filing at the counter), and serving copies on 

defense counsel.  In keeping with this County’s practice, a date for the hearing is not assigned 

until the moving papers are processed.  Thus, counsel filing a motion either serves the moving 

papers before filing and subsequently serves a notice of motion with the new hearing date, or 

does not serve the moving papers until after they have filed the motion and received a hearing 

date from the clerk, which is marked on the moving papers.  Ordinarily, this would occur at the 

filing counter when papers are filed by hand, but at that time the clerk was accepting only mail 

and drop-off filing, and was behind in processing documents.  (In this instance, counsel served 

the moving papers when they were first dropped at the clerk’s office.)  Defense counsel knew 

this, and after receiving the moving papers, sent an email to plaintiff’s counsel on February 25th, 

acknowledging that the pleading had been received, but that no hearing date had been set, and 

stating that “[a]ny attempt to proceed by way of this defective notice will be vigorously opposed.”  

Eventually, the documents were processed and a hearing date of April 1 was assigned, but not 

until March 10, 2021 (based on the Court’s internal filing records).  March 10 was 15 court days 

from the hearing, so at that point, even personal service would not have been timely notice of 

the hearing date.  Plaintiff’s counsel acted as quickly as possible, serving the Amended Notice 

of Hearing electronically that same date, but electronic service adds two days the notice period, 

thus it was three days late.  Thus, defense counsel received the notice of hearing a bit late, but 

had the moving papers well ahead of time.  The real problem arose from the delay in assigning 

the hearing date, and the fact that the clerk erred by setting a date earlier than it should have.  

(The clerk may have failed to note that March 31 was a court holiday, but even aside from that, 

the hearing should have been set for a later date.) Defendant calls this “Plaintiff’s failure,” but it 
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was the court’s failure.  Defense counsel, who had the moving papers 44 days before the 

hearing, seeks to use that failure to delay the matter.  

Ironically, Defendants’ opposition was served March 22, 2021, and filed March 23, but 

the due date of 9 court days before the hearing was March 18.  Thus, counsel’s view of 

timeliness seems to be somewhat one-sided. 

In any event, it would seem that both counsel should have been able to agree to a 

change in the schedule to address the issue. 

Hearing the motion on April 1, however, would potentially harm the clients, which the 

Court does not wish to do under these circumstances.  Accordingly, the hearing is continued 

to April 22, 2021, 9:00 a.m.  Defendant’s opposition is due April 8, and plaintiff’s reply is 

due April 15. 

2. Compliance with the 45-day Deadline in Code of Civil Procedure Section 2031.310(c) 

The parties have, however, addressed the issue of whether the motion was filed after the 

45-day time limitation (as to requests for production 2 and 3) in in great detail, so the Court will 

provide its tentative views on that issue.  The parties may address it in their papers for the new 

hearing date if they wish. 

Where a party finds the response to a request for production inadequate and seeks to 

compel further responses to a request for production of documents, it must file the motion within 

45 days. (Code. Civ. Proc., § 2031.310(c); see also Sexton v. Superior Court (1997) 58 

Cal.App.4th 1403, 1409.)  The parties may extend the deadline if they “have agreed in writing” 

to do so.  (Id.)  In Weinstein v. Blumberg (2018) 25 Cal.App.5th 316, 322, n 3, however, the 

court stated that “a trial court may grant relief from deadlines to file motions to compel.”  (This 

appears to conflict with language in Sexton, but the conflict is not addressed by the court.)  (See 

also Weil & Brown, Civil Procedure Before Trial, Par. 8:1492.1 (p. 8H-38), Rutter Group (2020) 

[“Presumably, the court has inherent power to extend the 45-day deadline before it expires.” 

[emphasis in original]].) 

Arguably, a party may seek relief from the waiver under Code of Civil Procedure section 

473.  (Zellerino v. Brown (1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1097, 1107.)  Even a waiver would not preclude 

plaintiff from demanding that the very same documents be produced at a deposition.  (Code Civ. 

Proc. § 2025.310(a)(1); Carter v. Superior Court (1990) 218 Cal.App.3d 994, 997.)   

Where no response is provided, however, a motion to compel a response is filed under 

section 2031.300, which does not contain a time limit.   

a. Timeliness of motion as to Requests for Production Number 2 

Plaintiff served request for documents Number 2 on February 5, 2020, and defendant 

responded on March 16, 2020.  Plaintiff filed a request for a discovery facilitator on April 20, 

2020.  The court’s Discovery Facilitator Program is established by Local Rules 3.300 and 3.301.  

It provides that the request for assignment of a discovery facilitator must be served on or before 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   39 
HEARING DATE:   04/01/21 

 
 

- 9 - 

the last date for filing he discovery motion, and that service of the request “shall be deemed the 

proper filing of a Discovery Motion for purposes of the rule requiring that Discovery motions 

must be filed within forty-five (45) days of service of the discovery responses.”  (Rule 

3.301(a)(2).)  The request was filed within 45 days of service of the response. 

Defense counsel states that the Court exempted parties from discovery facilitator 

program on January 16, 2020.  Plaintiff’s counsel says he doesn’t remember such an order, 

although the court did discuss that the issues in this case exceed the normal expectation for a 

discovery facilitator.  Plaintiff’s counsel asserts that the February 23, 2021, order is first time that 

the case was exempted from the discovery facilitator program.  The Minute Order from January 

16, 2020, does not show such an order. 

At a conference before the court held on April 28, 2020, however, the court did order that 

“plaintiff’s counsel is to cancel his request for the discovery facilitator previously requested,” 

which the court would have done only if it was exempting the parties from the program.  The 

Court also ordered, however, that “defense counsel to file a motion regarding to set trial, pre-

trial/discovery deadlines and any other issues. Motion to be filed prior to May 15, 2020.”  On 

May 5, 2020, plaintiff cancelled the request for a discovery facilitator, presumably pursuant to 

the Court’s direction.  (Thus, defense counsel’s chiding of plaintiff’s counsel for withdrawing the 

notice seems ill-conceived.) 

Defendant did not file the scheduling motion as directed by the Court, but on June 10, 

2020, plaintiff filed a motion “to set certain pretrial discovery dates” which included a request 

that the court require a further meet and confer concerning Request for Production of 

Documents Number 2.  The hearing was set for July 30, and the court granted the request 

(although the order was not signed until September 4, 2020).  The minute order reflects that the 

court granted the request for “a meet and confer concerning pending discovery requests no later 

than two weeks after this hearing[.]”  In effect, the Court’s order amounted to an extension of 

plaintiff’s time to file a motion to compel, at least as to Request for Production Number 2, in 

contemplation of further setting of trial and discovery deadlines. 

Thus, with respect to Request for Production number 2, the sum is as follows:  Plaintiff’s 

request for a discovery facilitator was proper and timely and tolled the running of the 45-day 

period; it was withdrawn at the direction of the Court; which specifically granted a request for 

further meeting and conferring.  The Court’s order at the April 28 hearing, order at the July 30, 

2020, hearing, and written order entered September 3, 2020, by ordering a further “meet and 

confer,” acted as court-ordered stays on the deadline to file a motion.  The motion is timely. 

b. Timeliness of Motion with Respect to Request for Production Number 3 

On September 2, 2020, plaintiff served request for documents number 3, to which 

defendant served responses on October 5, 2020.  On November 16, 2020, plaintiff submitted a 

request for a discovery facilitator.  The 45-day period expired on November 19, 2020 (or a bit 

later, depending on the method of service).  On December 17, 2020, plaintiff requested an 

Informal Discovery Conference, but did not specifically identify the issues to be discussed.  At 

this point, however, it was clear that the Court had exempted the case from the discovery 
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facilitator program, thus, the request for appointment did not toll the time for filing a motion to 

compel.  The Court’s prior orders requiring further meet and confer as to pending discovery 

requests did not apply to discovery that had not even been served at that point.  The Court 

believes that the prior order was clear enough that the case was exempted from the discovery 

facilitator program.  Accordingly, the 45-day period to file a motion to compel with respect to 

requests for production 3 ran in late November, 2020, and the motion is not timely with respect 

to those requests.  

 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-01361 
CASE NAME: SPENCER VS. BENESYS 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: COMPLIANCE HEARING RE: DISTRIBUTION OF 
SETTLEMENT SET BY DEPT. 39 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The declaration of Mary Butler indicates compliance with the terms of the settlement.  The 
administrator will complete the final aspects of distribution including payments to the State’s 
Unclaimed Property Fund after April 17, 2021. 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-02404 
CASE NAME: VAESAU VS PRECISION CABINETS 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: COMPLIANCE HEARING RE: DISBURSEMENT OF 
FUNDS SET BY DEPT. 39 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The declaration of Christopher Longley indicates compliance with the terms of the settlement.  
The administrator will complete the final aspects off distribution including payments to the 
State’s Unclaimed Property Fund. 

  

 9.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICHMOND PATIENT’S GROUP 
ISSUE CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear by Zoom. 
 
 
 
Join Zoom Meeting 

https://cc-courts.zoom.us/j/98662412899?pwd=OUNLNFpNeUZFd1FnS1Nua2UrR2Nsdz09 

https://cc-courts.zoom.us/j/98662412899?pwd=OUNLNFpNeUZFd1FnS1Nua2UrR2Nsdz09
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Meeting ID: 986 6241 2899 

Passcode: 872521 

One tap mobile 

+16699006833,,98662412899#,,,,*872521# US (San Jose) 

+16692192599,,98662412899#,,,,*872521# US (San Jose) 

 

Dial by your location 

        +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 

        +1 669 219 2599 US (San Jose) 

Meeting ID: 986 6241 2899 

Passcode: 872521 

Find your local number: https://cc-courts.zoom.us/u/abaZgjOpgC 

 

Join by SIP 

98662412899@zoomcrc.com 

 

Join by H.323 

162.255.37.11 (US West) 

162.255.36.11 (US East) 

Meeting ID: 986 6241 2899 

Passcode: 872521 

 

 

 

https://cc-courts.zoom.us/u/abaZgjOpgC
mailto:98662412899@zoomcrc.com

