SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF MERCED

2260 N Street, Merced
627 W. 215t Street, Merced
1159 G Street, Los Banos

Thursday, June 4, 2026

Tentative rulings are provided for the following courtrooms and assigned Judicial
Officers with scheduled civil matters:

Courtroom 8 — Hon. Stephanie L. Jamieson
Courtroom 9 — Commissioner David Foster

Courtroom 12 — Hon. Jennifer O. Trimble

Parties who wish to appear remotely must contact the clerk of the court at (209) 725-4111
to seek permission and arrange for a remote appearance.

IMPORTANT: Court reporters will NOT be provided; parties must make their own
arrangements. Electronic recording is available in certain courtrooms and may only be
activated upon request.

The tentative rulings for specific calendars follow:



SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF MERCED

Civil Law and Motion Tentative Rulings
Hon. Stephanie L. Jamieson
Courtroom 8

627 W. 215t Street, Merced

Thursday, June 4, 2026
8:15 a.m.

The following tentative rulings shall become the ruling of the court unless a party gives
notice of intention to appear as follows:
1. You must call (209) 725-4240 to notify the court of your intent to appear.
2. You must give notice to all other parties before 4:00 p.m. of your intent to
appear.
Per California Rules of Court, rule 3.1308(a)(1), failure to do both items 1 and 2 will
result in no oral argument. Note: Notifying CourtCall (the court’s telephonic appearance

provider) of your intent to appear does not satisfy the requirement of notifying the court.

Case No. Title / Description

21CV-03369 Veronica Padron vs Bhavesh Patel, et al.
Motion for Terminating Sanctions

Plaintiff’s motion for terminating sanctions against Defendant Bhavesh Patel is
GRANTED. Defendant Bhavesh Patel’s answer is hereby stricken and the clerk is ordered
to enter Defendant’s default.

Although terminating sanctions are a drastic remedy and generally disfavored, they are
appropriate when other sanctions have failed and the court is left with no alternative.
Here, Defendant Bhavesh Patel has disregarded multiple court orders, repeatedly and
without excuse or explanation failed to participate in the litigation, and ignored
discovery, all resulting in delays of the trial. This includes failing to appear at the
mandatory settlement conference without notice to opposing counsel. Defendant has
also not responded to or opposed the instant motion.

The Court finds that Defendant Bhavesh Patel’s failure to participate in the litigation,
despite initially answering the complaint, and failure to attend litigation proceedings was
willful, and that no lesser sanction will produce compliance with this Court’s orders or
which the rules of discovery.

The request for monetary sanctions is DENIED, in light of the terminating sanctions.



23CV-04736 Maria Rodriguez Barajas vs Dollar General Corporation

Motion for Order Deeming Matters Contained in Requests for Admission, Set Two, Admitted, &
Request for Sanctions

Plaintiff’s motion to have Requests for Admission, Set Two, deemed admitted is
GRANTED. Defendant failed to provide timely responses to Requests for Admission, Set
Two. The matters specified in Plaintiff’'s Requests for Admission, Set Two, are deemed
admitted, unless Defendant serves, before the hearing, a proposed response to the
requests for admission, that is in substantial compliance with Code of Civil Procedure §
2033.220.

The request for monetary sanctions is GRANTED. Monetary sanctions in the amount of
$250 are to be paid to Plaintiff within thirty (30) days of this court’s order.

Motion for Order Compelling Responses to Form Interrogatories, Set Three & Request for
Sanctions

Plaintiff’s motion to compel responses to Form Interrogatories, Set Three, is GRANTED.
Defendant has failed to provide timely responses to Form Interrogatories, Set Three.
Objections are waived.

Defendant shall serve verified, code-compliant responses, without objections, within
thirty (30) days of the date of service of this order.

The request for monetary sanctions is GRANTED. Monetary sanctions in the amount of
$250 are to be paid to Plaintiff within thirty (30) days of this court’s order.

25CV-04165 Tamela Qualls vs Department of Motor Vehicles
Writ of Mandate

Appearance required.

26CV-00334 Raymond Lamerson vs MeyerPink Law, et al.
Motion to Strike Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 425.16

Defendant MeyerPink Law’s special motion to strike is GRANTED WITHOUT LEAVE TO
AMEND.

An anti-SLAPP motion is analyzed in two stages, or prongs. First, the moving party must
make a threshold showing that the challenged cause of action arises from an act in
furtherance of the right of petition or free speech in connection with a public issue.
(Varian Medical Systems, Inc. v. Delfino (2005) 35 Cal.4th 180, 192.) Where the moving
party meets this burden, the analysis proceeds to the second prong: the burden shifts to



the plaintiff who must demonstrate a probability of prevailing on the claim. If the plaintiff
fails to meet this burden, “the court must strike the cause of action.” (/bid.)

Defendants make a threshold showing the challenged causes of action arise from
protected litigation activity in the underlying custody action. (See, Code Civ. Proc. §
425.16, subd. (e).) “The litigation privilege, codified at Civil Code section 47, subdivision
(b), provides that a ‘publication or broadcast’ made as part of a ‘judicial proceeding’ is
privileged. This privilege is absolute in nature, applying ‘to all publications, irrespective
of their maliciousness.’ ” (Action Apartment Assn., Inc. v. City of Santa Monica (2007) 41
Cal.4th 1232, 1241, [italics in original].) Moreover, the privilege “is not limited to
statements made during a trial or other proceedings, but may extend to steps taken prior
thereto, or afterwards.” (Rusheen v. Cohen (2006) 37 Cal.4th 1048, 1057.)

This shifts the burden to Plaintiff to show a legally sufficient claim that is supported by
evidence sufficient to allow the court to determine whether there is a probability Plaintiff
will prevail on his claims. (See, DuPont Merck Pharmaceutical Co. v. Superior Court
(2000) 78 Cal.App.4th 562, 568.) Although presented as a cause of action for violation of
Penal Code section 632, Plaintiff’s complaint is essentially a motion to exclude evidence.
This is apparent as Plaintiff’s opposition centers squarely on the admissibility of the
recording at issue in both this matter and the underlying custody action in which the
recording was sought to be used by Defendant. These same evidentiary issues have
been addressed by the court in the related custody action.

Plaintiff’s opposition fails to present admissible evidence that establish Defendant had
any role in the recording of the subject conversation in violation of Penal Code section
632. Moreover, Plaintiff does not present any evidence to overcome the litigation
privilege. As such, Plaintiff has not met his burden to show a likelihood of success.

Motion to Strike and Request for Attorney's Fees and Costs Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
section 425.16

Defendant Lindsey Ann Thomas’ special motion to strike is GRANTED IN PART
WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND and DENIED IN PART WITHOUT PREJUDICE.

An anti-SLAPP motion is analyzed in two stages, or prongs. First, the moving party must
make a threshold showing that the challenged cause of action arises from an act in
furtherance of the right of petition or free speech in connection with a public issue.
(Varian Medical Systems, Inc. v. Delfino (2005) 35 Cal.4th 180, 192.) Where the moving
party meets this burden, the analysis proceeds to the second prong: the burden shifts to
the plaintiff who must demonstrate a probability of prevailing on the claim. If the plaintiff
fails to meet this burden, “the court must strike the cause of action.” (/bid.)

Defendants make a threshold showing the challenged causes of action arise from
protected litigation activity in the underlying custody action. (See, Code Civ. Proc. §
425.16, subd. (e).) “The litigation privilege, codified at Civil Code section 47, subdivision
(b), provides that a ‘publication or broadcast’ made as part of a ‘judicial proceeding’ is
privileged. This privilege is absolute in nature, applying ‘to all publications, irrespective
of their maliciousness.’ ” (Action Apartment Assn., Inc. v. City of Santa Monica (2007) 41
Cal.4th 1232, 1241, [italics in original].) Moreover, the privilege “is not limited to
statements made during a trial or other proceedings, but may extend to steps taken prior
thereto, or afterwards.” (Rusheen v. Cohen (2006) 37 Cal.4th 1048, 1057.)



This shifts the burden to Plaintiff to show a legally sufficient claim that is supported by
evidence sufficient to allow the court to determine whether there is a probability Plaintiff
will prevail on his claims. (See, DuPont Merck Pharmaceutical Co. v. Superior Court
(2000) 78 Cal.App.4th 562, 568.) Although presented as a cause of action for violation of
Penal Code section 632, Plaintiff’'s complaint is essentially a motion to exclude evidence.
This is apparent as Plaintiff’s opposition centers squarely on the admissibility of the
recording at issue in both this matter and the underlying custody action in which the
recording was sought to be used by Defendant. These evidentiary issues have been
addressed by the court in the custody action.

Plaintiff’s opposition presents no evidence to establish Defendant had any role in
recording the subject conversation in violation of Penal Code section 632, and does not
allege vicarious liability under Civil Code section 1714.1. Nor does Plaintiff present
authority that one parent may be liable to another parent of the same child for that child’s
alleged wrongdoing. Moreover, Plaintiff does not present any evidence to overcome the
litigation privilege. As such, Plaintiff has not met his burden to show a likelihood of
success.

The request for attorney’s fees is DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE to a separate, properly
noticed motion for attorney’s fees.

26CV-02115 Petition of: Daniel Villalobos, et al.
Order to Show Cause Re: Name Change

Appearance required. Appear to show proof of publication of this petition by two parents
to change the name of their minor children.

26CV-02511 AgWest Farm Credit, PCA, et al. vs Hundal Farms, Inc., et al.
Motion for (1) Appointment of Receiver and (2) Preliminary Injunction in Aid of Receiver

Appearance required. A notice of stay of proceedings was filed by Plaintiff’s counsel on
June 2, 2026, however no documents were attached to indicate what type of court filing
ostensibly induced the stay of local proceedings. Appear to address the stay and to
schedule a status hearing, pending the resolution of the related matter.

k%

In the event a stay is not appropriate, required, or approved by this Court, depending on
the nature of the ancillary court filing ostensibly giving rise to a stay of local
proceedings, Plaintiff’s motion will be heard as originally calendared. The tentative ruling
for this motion is reflected below:

Plaintiff’s unopposed motion for appointment of receiver and preliminary injunction in
aid of receiver is GRANTED.



Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 564, subdivisions (b)(2), (b)(9), and (b)(11),
the Court finds good cause to appoint a receiver, and that proposed receiver Randy
Sugarman is qualified for appointment as receiver.

Further, the Court finds the preliminary injunction in aid of receiver is appropriate in
these circumstances.

The Court will sign the order lodged with the court on May 5, 2026.




SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF MERCED
Limited Civil
Judge Pro Tem Alexandra Carl
Courtroom 9
627 W. 215t Street, Merced

Thursday, June 4, 2026
10:00 a.m.

The following tentative rulings shall become the ruling of the court unless a party gives
notice of intention to appear as follows:
1. You must call (209) 725-4240 to notify the court of your intent to appear.
2. You must give notice to all other parties before 4:00 p.m. of your intent to
appear.
Per California Rules of Court, rule 3.1308(a)(1), failure to do both items 1 and 2 will
result in no oral argument. Note: Notifying CourtCall (the court’s telephonic appearance

provider) of your intent to appear does not satisfy the requirement of notifying the court.

Case No. Title / Description

22CV-01782 Kelstin Group, Inc. vs. Shannon D. Simons
Claim of Exemption — Shannon Simons

Appearance required by the judgment debtor.

25CV-02208 Midland Credit Management, Inc. vs. Isabel Nuno
Status Review of Settlement
Appearance required. Continued from January 28, 2026. At the case management

conference on November 14, 2025, counsel for plaintiff indicated the parties had reached
a settlement. Appear to address the status of the settlement agreement.




SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF MERCED

Restraining Orders
Hon. Jennifer O Trimble
Courtroom 12

1159 G Street, Los Banos

Thursday, June 4, 2026
11:00 am

The following tentative rulings shall become the ruling of the court unless a party gives
notice of intention to appear as follows:
1. You must call (209) 725-4240 to notify the court of your intent to appear.
2. You must give notice to all other parties before 4:00 p.m. of your intent to
appear.
Per California Rules of Court, rule 3.1308(a)(1), failure to do both items 1 and 2 will
result in no oral argument. Note: Notifying CourtCall (the court’s telephonic appearance

provider) of your intent to appear does not satisfy the requirement of notifying the court.

Case No. Title / Description

26CV-02611 Sierra Arrevalo vs. Issac Montes
Order Show Cause re: Restraining Order

Appearance required.

26CV-02658 Michael Watson vs. Elwin Nordman, Junior
Order Show Cause re: Restraining Order

Appearance required.

26CV-01642 Violeta Santos vs. Eduardo Santos
Order Show Cause re: Restraining Order

Appearance required.




26CV-02069 Elwin Nordman, Junior vs. Mike Watson
Order Show Cause re: Restraining Order

Appearance required.




