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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 34 

 

The tentative ruling will become the Court's ruling unless by 4:00 p.m. of the court day 

preceding the hearing, counsel or self-represented parties call the department rendering the 

decision to request argument and to specify what issues are to be argued. Calling counsel 

or self-represented parties requesting argument must advise all other affected counsel and 

self-represented parties by no later than 4:00 p.m. of his or her decision to appear and of 

the issues to be argued. Failure to timely advise the Court and counsel or self-represented 

parties will preclude any party from arguing the matter. (Local Rule 3.43(2) revised effective 

1/1/15) Note: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, Dept. 34 prefers and 

encourages fax or email notification to the department of the request to argue and 

specification of issues to be argued – with a strong preference for email notification.  

Dept. 34’s Fax Number is: (925) 608-2693.  Dept. 34’s email address is: 

dept34@contracosta.courts.ca.gov.  Warning: this email address is not be used for any 

communication with the department except as expressly and specifically authorized by the 

court.  Any emails received in contravention of this order will be disregarded by the court 

and may subject the offending party to sanctions. 

 

Courtesy Copies at the Hearing and CourtCall Appearances 

If, in compliance with the Local Rules, argument is requested to contest a tentative ruling, 

parties are to appear personally in court and have ready to present to the court courtesy 

copies of any papers they intend to refer to during the hearing. Parties may appear via 

CourtCall on contested matters but on a “listen-only” basis unless otherwise specifically 

approved by the court in advance of the hearing. 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 34 Cases 

The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with the 

requirements of CRC 3.1312. If the tentative ruling becomes the court’s ruling, a copy of the 

court’s tentative ruling must be attached to the proposed order when submitted to the 

court for issuance of the order. 

 

 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-00710 

CASE NAME: HARRIS VS. GUZMAN 

HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of HARRIS 

FILED BY GAMERICA, INC. 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

 The demurrer of Gamerica, LLC, to two causes of action in the Second Amended 

Complaint (“SAC”) is overruled.  Gamerica shall file and serve its Answer to the SAC on or 

before January 30, 2017. 

 

 Fifth Cause of Action, Breach of Oral Contract 

 

 The general demurrer to this cause of action is overruled. 

 

 In order for the statute of limitations to be raised by demurrer, the defect must 

clearly and affirmatively appear on the face of the complaint; it is not enough that the 

complaint shows that the action may be barred.  (Geneva Towers Ltd. Partnership v. City 

and County of San Francisco (2003) 29 Cal.4th 769, 781; Lee v. Hanley (2015) 61 Cal.4th 

1225, 1232.)  Here, the SAC does not show clearly on its face that the claim for breach of 
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an oral contract is barred.   

 

The SAC alleges that plaintiff and Gamerica made the oral agreement in September 

2008.   Among other things, the oral agreement provided that Gamerica would pay plaintiff 

his $400,000 profit when the Guzmans paid off their loan.  If the Guzmans failed to pay off 

their loan and Gamerica foreclosed on the Property, Gamerica would pay the $400,000 

when it sold the Property after foreclosure.  (SAC, ¶ 29.)   

 

 Gamerica obtained the Property through foreclosure on April 13, 2010.  However, it 

did not breach the oral agreement until it sold the Property to GLA, Inc. in December 2013 

and failed to pay the $400,000.  (SAC, ¶ 115.)   Plaintiff therefore had until December 2015 

to sue Gamerica on this claim.  Plaintiff added Gamerica to this action as a Doe defendant 

on September 10, 2013.  The FAC relates back to the date that the original complaint was 

filed on March 27, 2013 because it relates to the same general set of facts.  (Smeltzley v. 

Nicholson Mfg. Co. (1977) 18 Cal.3d 932, 934, 936-939.)  Thus, the SAC does not show on 

its face that the statute of limitations bars this claim.   

 

 Gamerica argues that the breach occurred on April 13, 2010, when it obtained a 

Trustee’s Deed Upon Sale after it foreclosed on the Property, because that is when it was 

“paid off.”  On demurrer, however, the court must accept plaintiff’s interpretation of the 

agreement so long as that interpretation is not clearly erroneous.   (Aragon-Haas v. Family 

Security Ins. Services, Inc. (1991) 231 Cal.App.3d 232, 239.)  The SAC alleges that 

Gamerica had to pay plaintiff when the loan was “paid off through sale or refinance.”  

If there was no sale or refinance, but a foreclosure instead, payment was not due until 

Gamerica “ultimately sold after foreclosure.”  (SAC, ¶ 29.)  Plaintiff’s interpretation of the 

agreement is that when Gamerica obtained title to the Property through foreclosure, 

it was not “paid off through sale or refinance” but rather had the right to delay the payment 

to plaintiff until it resold the Property to a third party. Plaintiff’s interpretation is not 

clearly erroneous.   

 

 The court also overrules the demurrer for uncertainty.  A complaint is sufficient to 

withstand a special demurrer for uncertainty “where the allegations of the complaint are 

sufficiently clear to apprise the defendant of the issues which he is to meet.”  (Gressley v. 

Williams (1961) 193 Cal. App. 2d 636, 643-644.  

 The SAC is not subject to a demurrer for uncertainty regarding the contracting 

parties.  It alleges that plaintiff, George J. Harris, entered into the agreement with 

Gamerica.  (SAC, ¶ 29, 111.)  Whether that is actually true, or the contracting party was 

instead plaintiff’s predecessor, Rainbow Homes, Inc., is for summary judgment or trial.  

For present purposes, must accept as true that plaintiff was contracting party.   (See 

Prachasaisoradej v. Ralphs Grocery Co., Inc. (2007) 42 Cal. 4th 217, 245.)   

 

 The SAC is also not subject to a demurrer for uncertainty regarding the triggering 

event for Gamerica to pay plaintiff.  It sufficiently alleges the triggering date was when 

Gamerica sold the Property after foreclosure, not when Gamerica purchased the Property 

at foreclosure.  (SAC, ¶ 29.)   

 

 Seventh Cause of Action, Financial Elder Abuse 
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 The demurrer to this cause of action is overruled.  The circumstances under which a 

defendant commits financial elder abuse include when the defendant “Assists in taking . . . 

appropriating, obtaining, or retaining . . . property of an elder . . . for a wrongful use or with 

intent to defraud, or both.”  (Welf. & Inst. C. § 15610.30 (a)(2).  Here, the SAC alleges that 

Gamerica committed financial elder abuse by “misleading plaintiff to personally pay $50,000 

out of his own funds for restaurant equipment to open the restaurant . . .”  (SAC, ¶ 131.)   

The intent of the court’s prior ruling was to say that plaintiff had to amend to allege that 

someone took his property and not the corporation’s.  He has now done that.  However, the 

court is only overruling the demurrer because of the allegation that plaintiff was misled into 

paying $50,000 out of his own funds.  In further proceedings in this case, plaintiff will be 

bound by his representation that he is alleging financial elder abuse regarding this $50,000 

only, and not regarding the $400,000 profit that was to be paid to Rainbow.  (See Opp. at 

9:812.)  The court will allow him to pursue only the former claim, not the latter. 

 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-02539 

CASE NAME: JOSEPH MATTA VS. EDWARD LEAL 

HEARING ON MOTION TO ADVANCE TRIAL DATE 

FILED BY JOSEPH N. MATTA 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

There being no opposition, the motion is granted to this extent: the court is being requested 

to “confirm” the currently set trial call date of March 17, 2017 at 10:00 a.m.  That date is 

confirmed and, in all likelihood, the case will go out to trial on that date in the absence of 

another case still being tried on that date or other extenuating circumstances.  

Notwithstanding the foregoing to the contrary, the court reserves the right to continue the 

trial in the future to a date within the 120 day period following the granting of the motion, 

as provided by statute (the last day would be Friday, May 19, 2017). 
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 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01280 

CASE NAME: COLBORN VS. CHEVRON USA INC. 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION TO SET ASIDE DEFAULT ORDER 

FILED BY SUSAN COLBURN 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

 Plaintiff’s motion for reconsideration is denied, on two independent grounds. 

 

 First, the Court lacks jurisdiction to consider plaintiff’s motion, because judgment 

has been entered in defendant’s favor.  (See, APRI Ins. Co. S.A. v. Superior Court (1999) 

76 Cal.App.4th 176, 180-186.)  Second, plaintiff has failed to intelligibly identify “new” 

material facts that would justify reconsideration.  (See, Garcia v. Hejmadi (1997) 58 

Cal.App.4th 674, 690 [the moving party is held to “a strict requirement of diligence”].) 

 

 The Court notes that it is ambiguous whether plaintiff’s motion is directed to the 

order granting summary judgment, or the order denying plaintiff’s motion for relief under 

section 473 of the Code of Civil Procedure.  However, the two grounds for denying relief 

stated above apply with equal force to both orders. 

 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01280 

CASE NAME: COLBORN VS. CHEVRON USA INC. 

HEARING ON MOTION TO SET ASIDE DEFAULT JUDGMENT UNTIL MOTION FOR 

RECONSIDERATION HEARD  /  FILED BY SUSAN COLBURN 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

 Plaintiff also moves to set aside the judgment in defendant’s favor until plaintiff’s 

motion for reconsideration can be heard.  This ancillary motion is moot, because the Court 

has now heard and denied plaintiff’s motion for reconsideration.  Also, plaintiff cites no legal 

authority for setting aside a judgment provisionally. 

 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00422 

CASE NAME: CLARK VS. QASSEM 

HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended COMPLAINT of CLARK 

FILED BY SETERUS, INC., et al. 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Before the Court is a demurrer (the “Demurrer”) filed by Defendants Seterus, Inc. 

(“Seterus”) and Federal National Mortgage Association (“FNMA”) (collectively, 

“Defendants”). The Demurrer relates to the First Amended Complaint (“FAC”) filed by Frank 

Clark and Bruce Clark, by and through their guardian ad litem, Tracy Clark (collectively, 

“Plaintiffs”). The FAC pleads causes of action for (1) negligence and (2) premises liability. 

Defendants demurrer pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 430.10(e) on the grounds that 

they did not own, possess, or control the premises at the time of Plaintiffs’ injury. 

Request for Judicial Notice 
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Defendant Requests Judicial Notice of several County Recorder documents. This Request is 

unopposed. The Request for Judicial Notice (“RJN”) is granted. Evid. Code §§ 452, 453. 

Factual Background 

Plaintiffs allege that they suffered serious and permanent injuries as a result of a fire on 

November 30, 2014 FAC at ¶ 21. The fire took place at a parcel which includes four 

addresses: 1505, 1507, 1513, and 1515 7th Street in Oroville, California. FAC at ¶¶ 13, 14. 

1507 and 1507 are joined as a single story duplex as is 1513 and 1515. FAC at ¶ 14. The 

FAC alleges that the only habitable residence was 1513 7th Street. Id. According to the FAC, 

Defendant Brandon Qassad was using 1507 “for an unreasonably dangerous activity.” FAC 

at ¶ 15. The FAC alleges that the negligent manufacture and storage of “butane honey oil” 

led to “an explosion and serious and permanent injuries including burns to the minors.” FAC 

at ¶ 31. The FAC alleges that Plaintiffs were guests at the premises at the time of the 

incident. FAC at ¶ 21.  

Duty of Care 

The elements of a negligence claim and a premises liability claim are the same: a legal duty 

of care, breach of that duty, and proximate cause resulting in injury. Castellon v. U.S. 

Bancorp (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 994, 998; see Ladd v. County of San Mateo (1996) 12 

Cal.4th 913, 917 (negligence cause of action); Ortega v. Kmart Corp. (2001) 26 Cal.4th 

1200, 1205 (cause of action for premises liability). In order to prevail on a cause of action 

for premises liability, Plaintiffs must prove (1) that Defendants 

owned/lease/occupied/controlled the property; (2) that Defendants were negligent in the 

use or maintenance of the property; (3) that Plaintiffs were harmed; and (4) that 

Defendants negligence was a substantial factor in causing Plaintiffs harm. CACI 1000. 

Defendants Seterus and FNMA argue that they did not own, possess, or control the property 

at the time of Plaintiffs’ injury. Plaintiffs allege that Seterus is the mortgage servicer and 

debt collector for the loan secured by the subject premises. FAC at ¶ 18. The FAC does not 

appear to have any allegations with respect to FNMA, but the Trustee’s Deed Upon Sale 

discloses that FNMA is the foreclosing beneficiary of the Premises. RJN Ex. 2 (recorded 

March 29, 2016). While the FAC is replete with general allegations with respect to the right 

to “own, possess, rent, lease, occupy, control, operate and maintain the premises,” the 

specific allegations with respect to Defendant Seterus’ control are sparse. The FAC alleges 

that “on May 16, 2014, Defendant Assad Qassem, through his attorney, gave Seterus the 

right to occupy and control the subject property.” FAC at ¶ 18. The FAC further alleges that 

Defendant Seterus was “on notice” that there was a tenant on the premises that was not 

paying rent.” Id. There are no allegations in the FAC with respect to Defendant FNMA, who 

became owner of the property subsequent to the alleged fire on the premises. See RJN Ex. 

2; FAC at ¶ 21. Plaintiffs purport to extend the allegations of FAC ¶ 18 to FNMA in their 

Opposition but this is not supported by the actual allegations of the FAC. See Opp. at 2; FAC 

at ¶ 18. 

Defendant FNMA cannot as a matter of law have owed a duty of care to Plaintiffs given that 

it did not own the premises at the time of the Plaintiffs’ injury.  

Defendant Seterus, on the other hand, was the mortgage servicer at the time of the 

Plaintiffs injury. FAC at ¶ 18. However, Defendant Seterus did not have the right to 

possession. See Priddel v. Shankie (1945) 69 Cal.App.2d 319, 328. Neither can a mortgage 

servicer be said to “own” or “lease” a property. See Civil Code § 2920.5(a) (“Mortgage 
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servicer” means a person or entity who directly services a loan, or who is responsible for 

interacting with the borrower … “Mortgage servicer” shall not include a trustee, or a 

trustee’s authorized agent …”). As a consequence, Plaintiffs must allege that Defendant 

Seterus controlled the premises in order to establish that it owed a duty of care. 

Plaintiffs’ general allegations of control are insufficient. See Alcaraz v. Vece (1997) 14 

Cal.4th 1149, 1159 (actual exercise of control necessary for premises liability). The general 

allegations that Defendant Seterus had the right to “own, possess, rent, lease, occupy, 

control, operate and maintain the premises” are conclusory. The only specific allegations in 

the FAC with respect to Defendant Seterus’ alleged control of the property are that 

Defendant Qassem “gave Seterus the right to occupy and control the subject property” as 

well as allegations that Defendant Seterus was “on notice” that there was a tenant on the 

premises that was not paying rent.” Even taken as true, Plaintiff has not alleged that 

Defendant Seterus was in actual control of the premises. 

Plaintiff has not alleged facts sufficient to state causes of action for negligence and premises 

liability against Defendant Seterus. 

The demurrer is sustained, with leave to amend as to Defendant Seterus and without leave 

to amend as to Defendant FNMA. 

 

 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00439 

CASE NAME: ZAKHEIM VS. CHANG 

HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES BY ROGER CHANG, D.D.S. 

FILED BY ALAN YOSH SAKASEGAWA DDS 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Trial counsel to appear in court.  Counsel will be provided time and (if available) a jury 

room to attempt to resolve this dispute directly.  If it cannot be resolved, the case will be 

called again at the end of the morning calendar, and counsel will be given a new date to 

return to argue the motion. 

 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01900 

CASE NAME: JITODAI VS. CITIMORTGAGE 

HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of JITODAI 

FILED BY CITIMORTGAGE, INC. 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

 The demurrer brought by defendant CitiMortgage, Inc. is overruled.  Defendant’s 

request for judicial notice is denied; defendant has failed to tab the exhibits to the request.  

(See, Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.1110, subd. (f); Local Rule 3.42, subd. (3).)  

Defendant shall file an answer on or before January 30, 2017. 

 

 The basis for the ruling on defendant’s demurrer is as follows. 

 

 A. The Third Cause of Action (Wrongful Foreclosure). 
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 Defendant demurs to the Third Cause of Action for wrongful foreclosure “to the 

extent it is based on” three of four alleged statutory violations.  (Notice of Demurrer, 

page 2, Lines 3-6.)  However, Judge Allen has already overruled defendant’s demurrer to 

this cause of action.  (See Minute Order, dated 9-16-16.) 

 

 On September 16, 2016, defendant contested Judge Allen’s tentative ruling on 

the demurrer, and objected to the wording of the tentative ruling.  Judge Allen made one 

minor modification to the wording of the ruling, but did not make the additional findings that 

defendant now seeks concerning plaintiff’s three alternative statutory grounds for asserting 

a wrongful foreclosure cause of action. 

 

 Defendant’s conduct in renewing its demurrer for the purpose of seeking relief 

that Judge Allen has already declined to grant constitutes an improper motion for 

reconsideration of Judge Allen’s order.  The Court further notes that the Court may not 

sustain a demurrer to only part of a cause of action — which is precisely what defendant’s 

renewed demurrer asks the Court to do.  (See, PH II, Inc. v. Superior Court (1995) 

33 Cal.App.4th 1680, 1682.) 

 

 This ruling shall not prejudice defendant’s right to assert the invalidity of plaintiff’s 

legal theories in a motion for summary judgment, in a motion in limine, or at trial. 

 

 B. The Fifth Cause of Action (IIED).  

 

 The Fifth Cause of Action is for intentional infliction of emotional distress.  The Court 

finds that plaintiff has now adequately alleged the elements of this cause of action. 

 

 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00022 

CASE NAME: McKENZIE GRAY INC. VS. JOE MANZO 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 

FILED BY MCKENZIE GRAY INC. 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

There being no opposition, the motion is granted. 

  

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00022 

CASE NAME: MCKENZIE GRAY INC. VS. JOE MANZO 

FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Vacated in light of the ruling set forth in line 8, above. 
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10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00632 

CASE NAME: JOYCE KAPLAN VS. ACALANES UNION HIGH SCHOOL 

FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Appear.  CourtCall OK. 

  

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01082 

CASE NAME: TROMBADORE GONDEN LAW GROUP VS. SMITH 

HEARING ON MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF AND FOR ATTORNEY FEES 

AND COSTS  /  FILED BY TROMBADORE GONDEN LAW GROUP, LLP 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Plaintiff’s motion to dismiss is granted.  

Defendant Marc Pearl opposes both the award of any attorney’s fees and the amount 

of those fees. Defendant Robert Smith does not oppose an award of some attorney’s fees, 

but argues that the requested amount is too high. 

Defendant Pearl argues that this entire case was unnecessary because Defendants 

had already agreed on how to split the settlement funds. However, the evidence presented 

to the Court is insufficient for the Court to make such a finding. As Plaintiff pointed out in 

the reply, the declaration of Marc Pearl is not signed by Pearl and is therefore inadmissible. 

Even if a properly signed declaration was provided to the Court, TG Law disputes this claim 

and there is no written documentation of the alleged agreement on how Pearl and Smith 

were to split the settlement funds. Absent a clear agreement between the defendants on 

how to split the funds, this interpleader action is proper.  

Pearl also argues that TG Law could have agreed to hold the funds while Pearl and 

Smith worked out how to split the funds, however, Pearl does not cite a case that states 

that TG Law must hold the funds instead of filing an interpleader action. Finally, Pearl 

argues that he offered to stipulate to let TG Law out of the case and thus this motion was 

unnecessary. Pearl does not, however, provide the exact terms of this stipulation, including 

whether or not costs and fees would be included in the stipulation, and TG Law argues that 

the stipulation came with additional conditions. Thus, based on the evidence provided, the 

Court finds that it was not unreasonable for TG Law to file this case.  

Pearl argues that case law supports his argument that this case is improper. The 

Court disagrees. In City of Morgan Hill v. Brown (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 1114, the 

interpleader was not proper because the attorney and the law firm were making different 

claims. The attorney claimed money owed by the law firm, while the law firm claimed 

money owed by the city. And in Westamerica Bank v. City of Berkeley (2011) 201 

Cal.App.4th 598, the court found that there were escrow instructions for the bank to follow. 
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Here, there is no admissible evidence of clear instructions to the Plaintiff that were provided 

by both Defendants.  

This case is similar to Changaris v. Marvel (1964) 231 Cal.App.2d 308, where the 

court found an interpleader complaint was proper. As the California Supreme Court 

explained, “Changaris involved a situation where one attorney had represented five different 

heirs in a wrongful death action. The heirs settled with the defendant tortfeasor for a lump-

sum amount, but subsequently could not agree on its allocation. Facing a clear conflict of 

interest, the attorney filed an interpleader action and was discharged from further 

responsibility. (Changaris, supra, 231 Cal. App. 2d at p. 310.)” (Corder v. Corder (2007) 41 

Cal.4th 644, 655 (Changaris was disapproved of in Corder on other grounds).)  

Costs and Attorney Fees: As to the request for costs and attorney fees, the court 

encourages the parties and counsel to resolve this dispute directly; otherwise, an 

appearance in court tomorrow will be required as to this issue. The Court has discretion to 

award reasonable fees and costs under Code of Civil Procedure §386.6. If it’s of any 

guidance to the parties and counsel, the Court hereby indicates that it is inclined to award 

the costs requested and a certain amount of attorney’s fees, but not the amount being 

requested.   

If the court does award costs and fees, they shall be paid out of the interpleader 

funds. Defendants Robert Smith and Marc Pearl may present arguments later in this case 

regarding how these costs and fees should be allocated between the two Defendants. (Code 

of Civil Procedure §386.6(a).)  

The Court strikes the supplemental declaration of Micah Jacobs and Plaintiff’s 

response to the supplemental declaration. These documents were improperly filed after the 

motion was fully briefed without first obtaining leave of court. 

 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL14-00680 

CASE NAME: CACH VS LEPE 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT 

FILED BY CACH, LLC 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Motion is dismissed without prejudice.  There does not appear to be any proof of service 

on file with the court. 
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13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL14-01639 

CASE NAME: CACH VS. TABAL 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT 

FILED BY CACH, LLC 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Motion is dismissed without prejudice.  There does not appear to be any proof of service 

on file with the court. 

 

  

14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1749 

CASE NAME: IN RE 201 BART AVENUE, ANTIOCH 

HEARING ON PETITION RE UNRESOLVED CLAIMS & DEPOSIT OF 

UNDISTRIBUTED SURPLUS  /  FILED BY LAW OFFICES OF LES ZIEVE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Appear. 

 

  

15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1810 

CASE NAME: IN RE: G. SAULSBURY 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF PAYMENT RIGHTS 

FILED BY J.G. WENTWORH ORIGINATIONS, LLC 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Appear.  CourtCall OK if previously authorized. 

 

  

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1872 

CASE NAME: RE SHICHAO "GHUESS" GUO 

HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDICIAL RULING ON RESPONDENT'S OBJECTIONS TO 

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM  /  FILED BY SHICHAO "GHUESS" GUO 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Trial counsel to appear in court.  Counsel will be provided time and (if available) a jury 

room to attempt to resolve this dispute directly.  If it cannot be resolved, the case will be 

called again at the end of the morning calendar, and counsel will be given a new date to 

return to argue the motion. 

 

  



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   34 
HEARING DATE:   01/20/17 

 
 

- 11 - 

17.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-2012 

CASE NAME: LYNCH VS. BOHANA 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR RELEASE OF PROPERTY FROM LIEN 

FILED BY MARI LYNCH, DAN SCHILLING 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

There being no opposition, the petition is granted. 

  

  

18.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-2259 

CASE NAME: JACOBS VS. CROW CANYON COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES 

HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Counsel and guardian ad litem to appear; counsel to voir dire guardian as to all material 

aspects of the settlement. Minor need not appear. 

  

  

19.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC15-00152 

CASE NAME: HERNANDEZ VS. ZADIK 

JURY TRIAL - LONG CAUSE / 8 DAY(S) 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Appear. 

  

 

20.  TIME: 9:01   CASE#: MSC16-01162 

CASE NAME: TYLER VS. WILLOW PASS HEALTHCARE  

HEARING ON MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION 

FILED BY WILLOW PASS HEALTHCARE CENTER 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued by the court to February 3, 2017 at 9:00 a.m. 

 

 

21.  TIME: 9:01   CASE#: MSC16-01162 

CASE NAME: TYLER VS. WILLOW PASS HEALTHCARE  

HEARING ON MOTION FOR STAY 

FILED BY WILLOW PASS HEALTHCARE CENTER 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued by the court to February 3, 2017 at 9:00 a.m. 
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22.  TIME: 9:01   CASE#: MSC16-01162 

CASE NAME: TYLER VS. WILLOW PASS HEALTHCARE  

FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Continued by the court to February 3, 2017 at 9:00 a.m. 

 

 

 

 


