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1. JACINTA LASHAE BADELITA V. BOGDANEL BADELITA   22FL0797 

This matter is before the court for hearing on Petitioner’s request for evidentiary 
sanctions and monetary sanctions, Respondent’s request to set aside the July 11, 2024 
order, and Petitioner’s request to deem Respondent a vexatious litigant. On May 12th, 
Petitioner filed and served a Supplemental Declaration of Attorney Amber White, and a 
Supplemental Declaration of Petitioner Jacinta Lashae Badelita. On May 15th, Respondent 
filed and served his Reply to Petitioner’s Supplemental Declaration, Per CCP 1005 
Regarding Motion on 5.22.25. 

Respondent objects to Petitioner’s Supplemental Declaration on the basis that it 
was untimely and electronically served on May 14th, two days after the May 12th deadline. 
The objection is overruled. The Supplemental Declarations were filed with the court on May 
12th and the Proof of Service thereof indicates that they were electronically served on May 
12th. Furthermore, the emails attached as Exhibit B to Respondent’s Declaration indicate 
that the declarations were originally emailed on May 12th. They were emailed again on May 
14th. The court finds no credence in Respondent’s allegations that Counsel fabricated the 
emails to establish the appearance of proper service. As such, the court has considered 
Petitioner’s Supplemental Declarations in making its orders. 

Issue and Evidentiary Sanctions 

On March 4, 2025, Petitioner filed a request for an Order Shortening Time (OST) to be 
heard on a Request for Order (RFO) seeking various issue and evidence sanctions. The OST 
was granted and the RFO was set to be heard on April 3, 2025.  

Petitioner filed her RFO requesting the following: (1) Respondent be barred from 
testifying at trial pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure §§ 2023.030(b) and 2025.450(h); (2) 
Respondent be barred from presenting any evidence, including witnesses, related to 
discovery requests made in the propounded Demand for Production of Documents and 
Special Interrogatories at trial pursuant to Civil Procedure §§ 2023.030(b) and 2025.450(h); 
(3) Respondent reimburse Petitioner $766 in court reporter fees incurred for depositions 
that Respondent failed to attend; (4) Sanctions against Respondent in an amount of at 
least $20,000 pursuant to Family Code § 271 and Civil Procedure §§ 2030.300(e), 
2031.310(i), 2025.450(h), and 2023.010-030; and (5) any additional relief as justice 
requires. 
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Prior to the April 3rd hearing, the court issued a tentative ruling granting all of 

Petitioner’s requested discovery sanctions. However, at the April 3rd hearing, the court 
stayed, its tentative ruling and ordered Respondent to pay all outstanding monetary 
discovery sanctions plus interest no later than May 5, 2025. The court opined that it is 
public policy to favor trial on the merits and therefore, the law favors lessor sanctions than 
those requested by Petitioner in her RFO. However, lesser sanctions are only eƯective when 
complied with. Here, the court noted the extensive outstanding monetary sanctions and, 
giving Respondent one more opportunity to show that he would comply with the lesser 
sanctions, the court ordered payment of all outstanding discovery sanctions by the date 
specified. Should Respondent comply with that order, the court would deny Petitioner’s 
requests for evidentiary sanctions and discovery would be reopened. However, 
Respondent was admonished that failure to timely pay the outstanding amounts would 
result in the court granting Petitioner’s requests. A review hearing was set for the present 
date to assess Respondent’s compliance with the court’s orders and revisit the ruling on 
Petitioner’s RFO. 

 As per the court’s order, Petitioner states she provided Respondent with the total 
amount due and owing on April 3rd. As of that date, outstanding discovery sanctions plus 
interest amounted to $7,884.64. This number was to continue to accrue daily interest at a 
rate of $2.02. As of the date of Petitioner’s declaration, Respondent still had not paid the 
sanctions. Petitioner asks that discovery remain closed, and she renews her request for 
issue/evidentiary sanctions. Alternatively, if the court does re-open discovery, Petitioner 
asks that the court order Respondent to comply with the discovery that remains 
outstanding in accordance with the July 11, 2024 order and compel responses within two 
weeks. She asks for a review hearing to assess compliance. She also sets forth a number of 
proposed limitations to Respondent’s discovery. 

 Respondent opposes Petitioner’s requests arguing that he was precluded from 
paying the sanctions because his Chase checking account was frozen per court order. He 
requests an order striking any discovery served after January 3, 2025. 

 Respondent’s request for an order to strike discovery is outside the scope of any of 
the pending RFOs and therefore, the court declines to rule on it. 

 Regarding the issue/evidence sanctions, the court finds that Respondent failed to 
timely pay all outstanding monetary discovery sanctions by the May 5th date and as such, 
discovery shall remain closed. The court does not find credible Respondent’s claims that 
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the frozen Chase account is the only account with which he can pay the sanctions. As 
such, the court is reissuing its April 3rd tentative ruling as follows:  

Petitioner’s requests for evidentiary sanctions are granted. Respondent is barred 
from providing oral testimony at trial. Additionally, Respondent is barred from presenting 
evidence at trial, including witnesses, regarding information that was requested in 
petitioner’s demand for production of documents – set one and special interrogatories – 
set one, which was not included in the responses that were given. For the avoidance of 
doubt, the court recognizes that Respondent did give some responses and amended 
responses to the requested discovery. The issue sanctions are with regard to the 
documents and information which were requested but which were not included in the 
responses. 

Request to Set Aside July 11, 2024 Orders 

On November 20, 2024, Respondent filed an RFO seeking to have the July 11, 2024 
orders set aside. On April 18, 2025, Petitioner filed and served Petitioner’s Responsive 
Declaration Addressing Respondent’s Request for Set Aside Re: 7/11/24 Orders. 

Respondent asks the court to vacate the July 11, 2024 orders. He argues that his 
motion was timely pursuant to the ex parte he filed in August of 2024 on the same issue. He 
also argues that he mistakenly did not know that he needed to call for a hearing on the 
tentative ruling and he argues that he did not know the entirety of the March 1st RFO was 
reset to be heard on July 11th due to counsel’s use of the phrase “et. al.” when requesting to 
move the hearing date. Finally, he argues that the court did not consider his July 1st 
declaration nor a declaration in support of his FL-320 for which he does not provide a date. 

Petitioner opposes the request. She notes that Respondent failed to call for a 
hearing on the original motion and that this issue has already been heard by way of ex parte 
in August of 2024 at which time the court denied Respondent’s request. 

The request to set aside the July 11, 2024 orders is denied. First and foremost, the 
request is denied on the basis of res judicata. This issue was already heard ex parte in 
August of 2024. The court denied the request at that time.  

Even if the court were to reach the issue on the merits, the request would be denied. 
Pursuant to Civil Procedure § 473(b), “[t]he court may, upon any terms as may be just, 
relieve a party or his or her legal representative from a judgment, dismissal, order, or other 
proceeding taken against him or her through his or her mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or 
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excusable neglect.” Cal. Civ. Pro. § 473(b). Where, as here, a mistake in law (such as 
Respondent’s failure to call for a hearing) gives rise to the order in question, the court must 
determine whether the mistake is grounds to set aside the order under Section 473(b). 
Generally, a pro per litigant is held to the same standard as a practicing attorney. Goodson 
v. Bogerts, Inc., 252 Cal. App. 2d 32, 40 (1967) (“One who voluntarily represents himself is 
not, for that reason, entitled to any more (or less) consideration than a lawyer. Thus, any 
alleged ignorance of legal matters or failure to properly represent himself can hardly 
constitute ‘mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect’ as those terms are used 
in section 473”). As such, relief may be properly denied where the record shows only 
‘ignorance of the law coupled with negligence in ascertaining it.’ [Citations omitted]. In 
considering whether a mistake of law furnishes grounds for relief, ‘the determining factors 
are the reasonableness of the misconception and the justifiability of lack of determination 
of the correct law.” Hopkins & Carley v. Gens, 200 Cal. App. 4th 1401, 1412-1413 (2011).”  

The court finds Respondent’s alleged mistakes to not only be unreasonable but also 
unjustifiable. Given the sheer number of RFOs in this matter, Respondent is well versed in 
the tentative ruling procedures of this court. Moreover, all RFOs are served with a Notice of 
Tentative Ruling explaining the procedures. Finally, every tentative ruling issued by the court 
specifies that no hearing will be held unless requested by the parties. Additionally, the 
court has reviewed the OST filed by Petitioner’s counsel which resulted in setting the July 
11th hearing date and it is clear from the filing that Petitioner requested to reschedule the 
date for her March 1st RFO in its entirety. Nothing in the filing requests that the motion to 
compel be severed  from the rest of the RFO and reset on its own date separate and apart 
from the remaining issues. For the foregoing reasons, the court does not find Respondent’s 
mistake to be grounds to set aside the July 11, 2024 orders.  

Regarding the court’s consideration of Respondent’s declarations, the court read 
and considered all declarations which were properly filed and served by both parties as set 
forth in its tentative rulings. Respondent’s belief that the court did not do so is not grounds 
for a set aside pursuant to Section 473(b), as such the request for a set aside on that basis 
is also denied. 

Vexatious Litigant 

 On April 2, 2025, Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) seeking an order 
deeming Respondent a vexatious litigant. The RFO and all required documents were served 
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on April 1st. Respondent filed and served a Responsive Declaration to Request for Order on 
April 3rd. 

 Petitioner asks that Respondent be deemed a vexatious litigant pursuant to 
California Code of Civil Procedure § 391(b)(3). In conjunction with that order, she asks that 
the court issue a pre-filing order against Respondent pursuant to Civil Procedure § 
391.7(a). 

 Respondent opposes the request for a vexatious litigant designation, and he objects 
to Petitioner’s declaration in support of her RFO arguing that it was improperly 
“ghostwritten” by her counsel. He further objects to the declaration of attorney Amber 
White, arguing that Petitioner’s declaration combined with Ms. White’s declaration exceeds 
the 10-page, page limit imposed by Rule of Court 3.1113(d). He asks that Ms. White’s 
declaration be excluded from the court’s consideration.  

Respondent’s objection to Petitioner’s declaration is overruled. In support of his 
objection, Respondent cites California Rules of Professional Conduct Rule 3.3 and Rule 
8.4(c) as well as ABA Formal Opinion 07-446. Respondent’s reliance is misplaced. Neither 
Rule 3.3 nor Rule 8.4 precludes an attorney from drafting a declaration for his or her client 
to sign. In fact, doing so is common practice across all areas of the law so long as the 
declaration is properly limited to information which is within the declarant’s personal 
knowledge. The court finds Petitioner’s declaration to be so limited. ABA Formal Opinion 
07-446 is inapplicable as it addresses attorney assistance of pro se litigants, not one’s own 
client. Furthermore, the ABA in its opinion found that an attorney may assist a pro se 
litigant in the preparation of a declaration which is to be submitted to the court. For the 
foregoing reasons, the objection is overruled.  

 Regarding the request to strike Ms. White’s declaration in support of the RFO, this 
request is also denied. California Rule of Court 3.1113 is inapplicable as it applies to civil 
law and motion generally. On point is California Rule of Court Rule 5.111 which prescribes 
a 10-page limit for each declaration. Nothing in that rule of court precludes declarations 
from diƯerent individuals in support of the RFO. As such, the request to strike is denied.  

 Turning to the request for a vexatious litigant declaration, the purpose of the 
vexatious litigant statutes is to curb the misuse of the judicial process by self-represented 
litigants who repeatedly file unmeritorious litigation, or motions, or who repeatedly attempt 
to relitigate issues that have already been decided by the court. Shalant v. Girardi, 51 Cal. 
App. 4th 1164 (2011). To be declared a vexatious litigant the self-represented party must 
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meet at least one of four statutory definitions. These definitions include an individual who 
“…repeatedly relitigates or attempts to relitigate, in propria persona, either (1) the validity of 
the determination against the same defendant or defendants as to whom the litigation was 
finally determined or (ii) the cause of action, claim, controversy, or any of the issues of fact 
or law, determined or concluded by the final determination against the same defendant or 
defendants as to whom the litigation was finally determined;” or one who “repeatedly files 
unmeritorious motions, pleadings, or other papers, conducts unnecessary discovery, or 
engages in other tactics that are frivolous or solely intended to cause unnecessary delay.” 
Cal. Civ. Pro. § 391(b)(2) & (b)(3). A finding of as few as three motions on the same issue has 
been upheld as grounds for a vexatious litigant ruling. Goodrich v. Sierra Vista Reg’l Med. 
Ctr., 246 Cal. App. 4th 1260 (2016). 

 Given the sheer number of motions filed by Respondent within the last year, almost 
all of which have been found to be without merit, Respondent’s actions fall squarely in line 
with those of a vexatious litigant. As it stands today, Respondent has filed 13 RFOs, most of 
which were filed on an ex parte basis and almost all of which have been denied. In light of 
Respondent’s repeated requests to litigate the same issues without any legal basis to do 
so, his misuse of the ex parte process, his refusal to properly notice Petitioner of filings, 
and his continual filing of meritless RFOs, it stands to reason that Respondent is misusing 
the litigation process and therefore, a vexatious litigant designation is proper.  

 Respondent is hereby deemed a vexatious litigant. Respondent is prohibited from 
making any in propria persona filing of any new litigation, petition, application, or motion in 
the State of California without first obtaining leave of the presiding justice or presiding 
judge where the litigation is proposed to be filed. Disobedience of this order may be 
punishable by contempt of court.  

The court notes a Substitution of Attorney has been filed on behalf of Respondent. 
The court stresses that this order applies only to filings made in propria persona and does 
not apply to filings made by counsel, on behalf of Respondent. 

Monetary Sanctions 

 Petitioner is requesting $5,000 as and for sanctions pursuant to Family Code § 271. 
She also renews her request for $5,000 in sanctions made in her April 2, 2025 RFO and her 
request for $20,000 in sanctions pursuant to Family Code § 271, and Civil Procedure §§ 
2030.300(e), 2031.310(i), 2025.450(h), and 2023.010-030. In sum, she is requesting 
$30,000 in sanctions. 
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Respondent opposes the request for monetary sanctions. Instead, he asks that 

Petitioner and her counsel be sanctions in the amount of $60,000 pursuant to Section 271. 

 Petitioner’s requests for sanctions are granted in their entirety. $30,000 in sanctions 
is to be paid out of Respondent’s share of the community property once a final 
determination on the division of property is made.  

$4,613.50 is awarded as discovery sanctions pursuant to Civil Procedure §§ 
2030.300(e), 2031.310(i), 2025.450(h), and 2023.010-030, for Respondent’s misuse of the 
discovery process which includes failing to respond to discovery, making an evasive 
response to discovery, and disobeying a court order to provide discovery responses. Cal. 
Civ. Pro. § 2023.010. 

 The remaining $25,386.50 in sanctions is awarded pursuant to Family Code § 271 
which states, in pertinent part, “…the court may base an award of attorney’s fees and costs 
on the extent to which the conduct of each party or attorney furthers or frustrates the policy 
of the law to promote settlement of litigation and, where possible, to reduce the cost of 
litigation by encouraging cooperation of the parties and attorneys. An award of attorney’s 
fees and costs pursuant to this section is in the nature of a sanction.” Fam. Code § 271(a). 
The court finds that Respondent’s repeated misuse of the litigation process and his evasive 
trial tactics has caused Petitioner to unnecessarily incur extensive attorney’s fees and 
costs and therefore are grounds for monetary sanctions under Section 271.  

 Respondent’s request for monetary sanctions against Petitioner and her counsel is 
denied. First and foremost, sanctions pursuant to Section 271 may not be made against an 
attorney. Section 271(c) provides that “[a]n award of attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to 
this section is payable only from the property or income of the party against whom the 
sanction is imposed, except that the award may be against the sanctioned party’s share of 
community property.” Fam. Code § 271. “As should be clear from the text of the statute and 
ample precedent, the provisions of Section 271 do not provide for sanctions to be imposed 
on counsel for a party.” Featherstone v. Martinez, 86 Cal. App. 5th 775, 784 (2022). 

 Regarding the request for sanctions against Petitioner, the request is denied as the 
court does not find that Petitioner acted in a manner that frustrates the policy of the law to 
promote settlement or reduce the cost of litigation.  

 Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 
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TENTATIVE RULING #1: RESPONDENT’S OBJECTION TO PETITIONER’S SUPPLEMENTAL 
DECLARATIONS IS OVERRULED. RESPONDENT’S REQUEST FOR AN ORDER TO STRIKE 
DISCOVERY IS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF ANY OF THE PENDING RFOS AND THEREFORE 
THE COURT DECLINES TO RULE ON IT.  

DISCOVERY IS ORDERED TO REMAIN CLOSED. PETITIONER’S REQUESTS FOR 
EVIDENTIARY SANCTIONS ARE GRANTED. RESPONDENT IS BARRED FROM PROVIDING 
ORAL TESTIMONY AT TRIAL. ADDITIONALLY, RESPONDENT IS BARRED FROM 
PRESENTING EVIDENCE AT TRIAL, INCLUDING WITNESSES, REGARDING 
INFORMATION THAT WAS REQUESTED IN PETITIONER’S DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION 
OF DOCUMENTS – SET ONE AND SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES – SET ONE, WHICH WAS 
NOT INCLUDED IN THE RESPONSES THAT WERE GIVEN. FOR THE AVOIDANCE OF 
DOUBT, THE COURT RECOGNIZES THAT RESPONDENT DID GIVE SOME RESPONSES 
AND AMENDED RESPONSES TO THE REQUESTED DISCOVERY. THE ISSUE SANCTIONS 
ARE WITH REGARD TO THE DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION WHICH WERE 
REQUESTED BUT WHICH WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE RESPONSES.  

THE REQUEST TO SET ASIDE THE JULY 11, 2024 ORDER IS DENIED ON THE BASIS 
OF RES JUDICATA. EVEN IF THE COURT WERE TO REACH THE ISSUE ON THE MERITS, IT 
WOULD BE DENIED AS RESPONDENT FAILED TO ESTABLISH GROUNDS TO SET ASIDE 
THE ORDER PURSUANT TO CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 437(b). 

RESPONDENT’S OBJECTION TO PETITIONER’S DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF 
HER APRIL 2, 2025 RFO IS OVERRULED. RESPONDENT’S REQUEST TO STRIKE THE 
DECLARATION OF AMBER WHITE IN SUPPORT OF THE APRIL 2, 2025 RFO IS DENIED. 

RESPONDENT IS HEREBY DEEMED A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT. RESPONDENT IS 
PROHIBITED FROM MAKING ANY IN PROPRIA PERSONA FILING OF ANY NEW 
LITIGATION, PETITION, APPLICATION, OR MOTION IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
WITHOUT FIRST OBTAINING LEAVE OF THE PRESIDING JUSTICE OR PRESIDING JUDGE 
WHERE THE LITIGATION IS PROPOSED TO BE FILED. DISOBEDIENCE OF THIS ORDER 
MAY BE PUNISHABLE BY CONTEMPT OF COURT.  

THE COURT NOTES A SUBSTITUTION OF ATTORNEY HAS BEEN FILED ON BEHALF 
OF RESPONDENT. THE COURT STRESSES THAT THIS ORDER APPLIES ONLY TO FILINGS 
MADE IN PROPRIA PERSONA AND DOES NOT APPLY TO FILINGS MADE BY COUNSEL, 
ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT. 
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PETITIONER’S REQUESTS FOR MONETARY SANCTIONS ARE GRANTED IN THEIR 

ENTIRETY. $30,000 IN SANCTIONS IS TO BE PAID OUT OF RESPONDENT’S SHARE OF 
THE COMMUNITY PROPERTY ONCE A FINAL DETERMINATION ON THE DIVISION OF 
PROPERTY IS MADE.  

RESPONDENT’S REQUEST FOR MONETARY SANCTIONS IS DENIED. 

PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER 
HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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2. ERIN CHRISTENSEN V. MICHAEL CHRISTENSEN    PFL20200065 

 On February 5, 2025, Respondent filed a Request for Order (RFO) seeking to set 
aside the default/default judgment. He filed a Memorandum of Points and Authorities 
concurrently therewith. All documents were mail served on April 24th. Petitioner has not 
filed a Responsive Declaration to Request for Order. 

 Respondent asks the court to set aside the default entered on January 24, 2022, as 
well as the default judgment. He requests leave to file his Response which he has attached 
to his filings. 

Where a party fails to timely file opposition papers the court, in its discretion, may 
treat said failure “as an admission that the motion or other application is meritorious.” El 
Dorado County, Local Rule 7.10.02(C). Here, it appears that a judgment was never entered, 
therefore mail service of the moving papers was proper. As such, because Petitioner was 
properly served and failed to file a response, the court finds her failure to do so as an 
admission that Respondent’s motion is meritorious.  

The request to set aside the default is granted. Family Code section 2121 vests the 
court with the authority to set aside a judgment even after the six-month time limit as set by 
Civil Procedure section 473. Fam. Code § 2121(a). In matters of actual fraud or perjury, the 
motion shall be brought within one year of the date the moving party either discovered or 
should have discovered the fraud or perjury; and in instances of mental incapacity, the 
motion is to be brought within two years. Fam. Code § 2122 (a), (b) & (d). However, “before 
granting relief, the court shall find that the facts alleged as the grounds for relief materially 
aƯected the original outcome and that the moving party would materially benefit from the 
granting of the relief.” Fam. Code § 2121 (b). 

Given that the default eƯectively precludes Respondent from appearing in the suit, 
it is unquestionable that Respondent would materially benefit from the granted relief. 
Additionally, the court finds that Respondent’s medical condition did preclude Respondent 
from timely filing his Response which therefore, led to his default. In light of the foregoing, 
the request to set aside the January 24, 2022 default is granted. Respondent shall file and 
serve his Response to the Petition no later than June 5, 2025. 

Respondent shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #2: THE REQUEST TO SET ASIDE THE JANUARY 24, 2022 DEFAULT IS 
GRANTED. RESPONDENT SHALL FILE AND SERVE HIS RESPONSE TO THE PETITION NO 
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LATER THAN JUNE 5, 2025. RESPONDENT SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS 
AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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3. EMMA CROWLEY V. MICHAEL CROWLEY    PFL20200062 

 On March 10, 2025, Petitioner filed an Order to Show Cause and AƯidavit for 
Contempt (OSC). The OSC was personally served on March 26, 2025. 

 The parties are ordered to appear for the arraignment. 

TENTATIVE RULING #3: THE PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR FOR THE 
ARRAIGNMENT. 
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4. WENDEE DELANO V. JASON DELANO     PFL20170123 

 On February 25, 2025, Respondent filed an Ex Parte Application and Declaration for 
Orders and Notice seeking custody and visitation orders. The request was granted, and 
Respondent was awarded temporary sole legal and physical custody of the minors. 
Petitioner was awarded professionally supervised parenting time upon her return to the US. 
Respondent then filed a Request for Order (RFO) making the same requests as set forth in 
the ex parte. The matter was set for hearing on the present date. 

 The parties were referred to Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) with 
an appointment on March 26th, however, only Respondent attended. Therefore, a single 
parent report without recommendations was prepared on March 26, 2025. It was mailed to 
the parties on March 27th. 

 The court has reviewed the filings as outlined above and finds the current orders to 
be in the best interests of the children. All prior orders remain in full force and eƯect. 
Respondent shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #4: THE COURT FINDS THE CURRENT ORDERS TO BE IN THE BEST 
INTERESTS OF THE CHILDREN. ALL PRIOR ORDERS REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND 
EFFECT. RESPONDENT SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER 
HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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5. ROBIN MELISSA GALLOWGLAS V. MICHAEL TODD GALLOWGLAS  PFL20190890 

 On March 6, 2025, Respondent filed a Request for Order (RFO) seeking custody and 
visitation orders, as well as an order to enforce the judgment entered on July 30, 2020. The 
RFO and all required documents were mail served on March 10, 2025. 

  The parties attended Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) on April 3, 
2025 and were able to reach a full agreement. A report with the agreements was prepared 
the same day. It was mailed to the parties on April 7th.  

 In addition to the custody and visitation terms agreed to by the parties, they also 
agreed to drop the present hearing date. As such, this matter is dropped from calendar per 
the agreement of the parties. 

TENTATIVE RULING #5: THIS MATTER IS DROPPED FROM CALENDAR PER THE 
AGREEMENT OF THE PARTIES. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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6. MEGAN GUERRERO V. BELL DAVID      24FL1214 

 On November 25, 2024, Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) seeking custody 
and visitation orders. Hearing on the RFO was held on February 27, 2025, at which time the 
parties were able to reach several agreements. Among them was an agreement to be re-
referred to Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC). A review hearing was set for 
the present date. 

 The parties attended CCRC on March 28th and were unable to reach any 
agreements. A report with recommendations was prepared on April 15th and mailed to the 
parties on April 16th.  

 After reviewing the filings as outlined above, the court finds the recommendations 
contained in the April 15, 2025 CCRC report to be in the best interests of the minor. They 
are hereby adopted as the orders of the court.  

 Petitioner shall prepare and file the findings and orders after hearing.  

TENTATIVE RULING #6: THE COURT FINDS THE RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN 
THE APRIL 15, 2025 CCRC REPORT TO BE IN THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE MINOR. THEY 
ARE HEREBY ADOPTED AS THE ORDERS OF THE COURT. PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE 
AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING.  

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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7. MICHAELA RENEE JOHNSON V. MATTHEW ERIC JOHNSON  22FL0137 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on October 29, 2024, seeking property 
control orders. The parties appeared before the court for hearing on the RFO on March 6, 
2025, at which time the court set the matter for trial with the exception of the issue of 
dissolving the community business MJ Innovations, Inc. which was set to be heard on the 
present date. Supplemental declarations were ordered to be filed and served no later than 
10 days prior to the hearing date. 

 The Supplemental Declaration of Michaela Johnson was filed and served on May 12, 
2025.  

The Supplemental Declaration of Respondent was filed and served on May14th. The 
court finds this to be late filed and therefore it cannot be considered. 

After reviewing the filings as outlined above, the court grants Petitioner’s request to 
dissolve MJ Innovations, Inc. Respondent is ordered to sign the necessary paperwork to do 
so.  

The request for sanctions is denied as the court does not find Respondent’s actions 
to be sanctionable pursuant to Family Code § 271. 

Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #7: THE COURT GRANTS PETITIONER’S REQUEST TO DISSOLVE MJ 
INNOVATIONS, INC. RESPONDENT IS ORDERED TO SIGN THE NECESSARY 
PAPERWORK TO DO SO. THE REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS IS DENIED AS THE COURT 
DOES NOT FIND RESPONDENT’S ACTIONS TO BE SANCTIONABLE PURSUANT TO 
FAMILY CODE § 271.PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND 
ORDERS AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
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THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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8. AUSTIN JOHNSON V. REBEKAH SPARKMAN     25FL0127 

 On February 21, 2025, Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) seeking custody 
and visitation orders. Petitioner filed another RFO on March 7, 2025, this time it was filed 
concurrently with and Application for an Order Shortening Time (OST). The OST was granted 
and the matter was heard on March 7th at which time the court referred the parties to Child 
Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) and set a review hearing for the present date. 
The court also made interim custody and visitation orders pending the review hearing. 

 On March 19TH Petitioner filed a Supplemental Declaration of Petitioner. There is no 
Proof of Service for this document therefore the court cannot consider it.  

 Respondent filed and served her Responsive Declaration to Request for Order on 
March 20th.  

 The Supplemental Declaration of Petitioner Re Parent Education Courses was filed 
and served on April 3, 2025. 

 The parties attended Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) on March 
12, 2025. They were unable to reach agreements therefore a report with recommendations 
was prepared on May 8th. It was mailed to the parties on May 12th.  

 Petitioner is requesting joint physical custody and joint legal custody of the minor 
children. He asks that he have visitation with Ronin from Wednesdays at 5:00pm to Fridays 
at 5:00pm, and open visitation with Margot while she is in the hospital. He proposes 
exchanges take place at 11960 CA-88 Suite 3014 in Jackson, CA. When Ronin is with 
Respondent, Petitioner asks that he be supervised by Respondent at all times when the 
minor is at 6380A Union Mine Rd. When the minor is at 6380B, Petitioner asks that the 
minor only be watched by Rebekah’s mother or her sister Grace Sparkman, or an agreed 
upon babysitter. 

 Respondent asks that the court adopt its interim orders with regard to Ronin. That 
order allows for non-professionally supervised visitation between Petitioner and Ronin 
twice per week for a minimum of two hours each. When Margot is released from the 
hospital, Respondent asks that the same visitation schedule apply to her. She asks that the 
court deny Petitioner’s request regarding supervision of the minor while at Respondent’s 
home. 

 The parties are ordered to appear on the RFO and on the recently filed ex parte. 
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TENTATIVE RULING #8: THE PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR ON THE RFO AND ON 
THE RECENTLY FILED EX PARTE. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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9. CAITLIN OSBORNE V. CAMERON SANTO     22FL0257 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on November 26, 2024. It was mail served 
on Respondent on December 5th.  The parties appeared before the court for hearing on the 
RFO on February 27, 2025. At that time, the court re-referred the parties to Child Custody 
Recommending Counseling (CCRC) and set a review hearing for the present date. 
Supplemental declarations were ordered to be served no later than 10 days prior to the 
review hearing. 

 The parties attended Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) on March 
28, 2025. A report with recommendations was prepared on April 11th. It was mailed to the 
parties on April 23rd. 

 After reviewing the filings as outlined above, the court finds the agreements and 
recommendations contained in the April 11, 2025 CCRC report to be in the best interests of 
the minors and they are hereby adopted as the orders of the court. 

 Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #9: THE COURT FINDS THE AGREEMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THE APRIL 11, 2025 CCRC REPORT TO BE IN THE 
BEST INTERESTS OF THE MINORS AND THEY ARE HEREBY ADOPTED AS THE ORDERS 
OF THE COURT. PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS 
AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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10. JESSICA PHILLIPS V. MICHAEL PHILLIPS     24FL0943 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on September 24, 2024, requesting the 
court make orders as to child custody and a parenting plan, including a referral to private 
Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC), child and spousal support, attorney’s 
fees, and property control. Petitioner concurrently filed an Income and Expense 
Declaration. The parties were referred to CCRC through court services with an 
appointment on  October 23, 2024 and a review hearing set for January 9, 2025.  
Respondent was mail and electronically served on September 26, 2024. 

 Respondent filed a Responsive Declaration and an Income and Expense Declaration 
on December 23, 2024. Petitioner was electronically served the same day. Respondent 
agrees to guideline child support, however, he opposes an order for spousal support. 
Likewise, Respondent opposes the request for attorney’s fees. Respondent is not opposed 
to the request for Petitioner to have exclusive use and control of the home, so long as 
Petitioner continues to make the mortgage payments.  

 The parties submitted a stipulation and order to the court on December 24, 2024, 
wherein the parties agreed to continue the review hearing, and which addressed the issues 
of child custody, child and spousal support, the exclusive use of the home, as well as 
health insurance coverage. The parties agreed to continue the issue of attorney’s fees and 
costs to the continued hearing date. 

 Petitioner filed a Supplemental Declaration on May 8, 2025. Respondent was 
electronically served on May 8, 2025. Petitioner filed an updated Income and Expense 
Declaration on May 9, 2025. It was served electronically on May 9, 2025.  

 A CCRC report with recommendations was filed with the court on May 8th. Copies 
were mailed to the parties on May 12th. 

 Respondent filed a Supplemental Declaration on May 16, 2025. It was personally 
served on the same day. The court finds this to be late filed, and therefore it has not been 
considered.  

Respondent has not filed an updated Income and Expense Declaration.  

Parties are ordered to appear for the hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #10: PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR FOR THE HEARING.  
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11. ALISHA RAINS V. AARON BOYD      25FL0175 

 On February 28, 2025, Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) seeking custody 
and visitation orders, and property control orders. Respondent filed a Responsive 
Declaration to Request for Order the same day. 

 The Supplemental Declaration of Alisha Rains; Exhibit “A” was filed and served on 
March 26, 2025. 

 The parties attended Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) on March 
27th and were able to reach some agreements on the issues of custody and visitation. A 
report with the agreements and recommendations was prepared on April 18th and mailed to 
the parties on April 23rd.  

 Petitioner’s Reply to CCRC Report was filed and served on May 13th. Respondent’s 
Reply Declaration in Response to Petitioner’s Supplemental Declaration and Respondent’s 
Supplemental to the CCRC Report was filed and served the same day. 

 Petitioner seeks an order directing Respondent to move out of the family residence. 
She is requesting an order allowing her to take the children to Oregon for a funeral from 
March 4th to March 8th. She asks for entry of judgment of paternity naming Petitioner and 
Respondent as the legal parents of the children. She asks that the court adopt the 
recommendations of CCRC with several modifications which are enumerated in her 
declaration. She requests an order precluding Respondent from being on the school 
campus after drop-oƯ without prior authorization and legitimate school business. She asks 
that the court order both parents to refrain from drugs or alcohol during their parenting 
time. In addition to a right of first refusal, she asks that the court find her to be the non-
school day default caregiver. Finally, she asks for an order to disclose the medical issues 
impacting any non-parent caregiver who regularly cares for the children. 

 Respondent states he has already vacated the former family residence. He requests 
a week on/week oƯ schedule. 

 After reviewing the filings, the court does find Petitioner, Alisha Rains and 
Respondent, Aaron Boyd, to be the legal parents of Reese Boyd and Fern Boyd. The court 
further finds the recommendations contained in the April 18, 2025 CCRC report to be in the 
best interests of the minors. They are hereby adopted as the orders of the court with the 
following modifications. Exchanges shall occur at 9:00am on non-school days, and at 
school or daycare drop-oƯ on school days. Each party shall provide the other with all travel 
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itinerary for the children as soon as it is known but not later than 14 days prior to traveling. 
Paragraph 1 of the section titled Travel with Children, shall be amended to state that 
neither parent may travel with the children outside of the tri-county area without the prior 
consent of the other parent or a court order. 

In addition to the above, the court orders both parties to refrain from marijuana or 
alcohol use within 8 hours before or at any time during each party’s parenting time. The 
parties are further ordered to respond to Talking Parents messages within 72 hours. The 
parties are to obtain a joint safety deposit box to keep the children’s passports. The parties 
are ordered to participate in co-parenting counseling with a mutually agreed upon 
counselor. Sessions shall be at a frequency and duration as determined by the counselor 
for a minimum of six sessions unless the parties agree otherwise in writing. Parties are 
ordered to equally share in the cost of co-parenting counseling. 

The court is not ordering Petitioner’s request to preclude travel until 2026 or to 
preclude tacking vacation days onto regular visits as neither party is to travel outside of the 
county without the prior consent of the other party or court order, therefore these issues 
can be taken up on a case-by-case basis if necessary. 

Petitioner’s request for medical information regarding third parties is denied as 
outside the scope of the original RFO. The same goes for Petitioner’s request regarding 
Respondent’s access to the school campus. 

Petitioner’s request to be the non-school day default caregiver is denied. The court 
is ordering the right of first refusal as stated in the CCRC report and does not see a need for 
an additional order regarding childcare.  

The court declines to order Respondent to vacate the family residence as the issue 
is moot. Likewise, the request to travel to Oregon with the children in March is also moot.  

Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #11: THE COURT DOES FIND PETITIONER, ALISHA RAINS AND 
RESPONDENT, AARON BOYD, TO BE THE LEGAL PARENTS OF REESE BOYD AND FERN 
BOYD. THE COURT FURTHER FINDS THE RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THE 
APRIL 18, 2025 CCRC REPORT TO BE IN THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE MINORS. THEY 
ARE HEREBY ADOPTED AS THE ORDERS OF THE COURT WITH THE FOLLOWING 
MODIFICATIONS. EXCHANGES SHALL OCCUR AT 9:00AM ON NON-SCHOOL DAYS, 
AND AT SCHOOL OR DAYCARE DROP-OFF ON SCHOOL DAYS. EACH PARTY SHALL 
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PROVIDE THE OTHER WITH ALL TRAVEL ITINERARY FOR THE CHILDREN AS SOON AS IT 
IS KNOWN BUT NOT LATER THAN 14 DAYS PRIOR TO TRAVELING. PARAGRAPH 1 OF THE 
SECTION TITLED TRAVEL WITH CHILDREN, SHALL BE AMENDED TO STATE THAT 
NEITHER PARENT MAY TRAVEL WITH THE CHILDREN OUTSIDE OF THE TRI-COUNTY 
AREA WITHOUT THE PRIOR CONSENT OF THE OTHER PARENT OR A COURT ORDER. 

IN ADDITION TO THE ABOVE, THE COURT ORDERS BOTH PARTIES TO REFRAIN 
FROM MARIJUANA OR ALCOHOL USE WITHIN 8 HOURS BEFORE OR AT ANY TIME 
DURING EACH PARTY’S PARENTING TIME. THE PARTIES ARE FURTHER ORDERED TO 
RESPOND TO TALKING PARENTS MESSAGES WITHIN 72 HOURS. THE PARTIES ARE TO 
OBTAIN A JOINT SAFETY DEPOSIT BOX TO KEEP THE CHILDREN’S PASSPORTS. THE 
PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO PARTICIPATE IN CO-PARENTING COUNSELING WITH A 
MUTUALLY AGREED UPON COUNSELOR. SESSIONS SHALL BE AT A FREQUENCY AND 
DURATION AS DETERMINED BY THE COUNSELOR FOR A MINIMUM OF SIX SESSIONS 
UNLESS THE PARTIES AGREE OTHERWISE IN WRITING. PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO 
EQUALLY SHARE IN THE COST OF CO-PARENTING COUNSELING. 

THE COURT IS NOT ORDERING PETITIONER’S REQUEST TO PRECLUDE TRAVEL 
UNTIL 2026 OR TO PRECLUDE TACKING VACATION DAYS ONTO REGULAR VISITS AS 
NEITHER PARTY IS TO TRAVEL OUTSIDE OF THE COUNTY WITHOUT THE PRIOR 
CONSENT OF THE OTHER PARTY OR COURT ORDER, THEREFORE THESE ISSUES CAN 
BE TAKEN UP ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS IF NECESSARY. 

PETITIONER’S REQUEST FOR MEDICAL INFORMATION REGARDING THIRD 
PARTIES IS DENIED AS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE ORIGINAL RFO. THE SAME GOES 
FOR PETITIONER’S REQUEST REGARDING RESPONDENT’S ACCESS TO THE SCHOOL 
CAMPUS. 

PETITIONER’S REQUEST TO BE THE NON-SCHOOL DAY DEFAULT CAREGIVER IS 
DENIED.   

THE COURT DECLINES TO ORDER RESPONDENT TO VACATE THE FAMILY 
RESIDENCE AS THE ISSUE IS MOOT. LIKEWISE, THE REQUEST TO TRAVEL TO OREGON 
WITH THE CHILDREN IN MARCH IS ALSO MOOT.  

PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER 
HEARING. 
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NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 

ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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12. CHRISTINA ACEVEDO V. JAVIER SAAVEDRA     25FL0327 

 Petitioner filed a Petition to Establish a Parental Relationship on April 8, 2025. A 
Summons was issued the same day. Petitioner concurrently filed a Request for Order (RFO) 
requesting the court make child custody orders. Proof of Service shows Respondent was 
served with the Petition and Summons on April 14, 2025. There is no Proof of Service 
showing the RFO was properly served on Respondent. 

 Nevertheless, Respondent filed a Response and Responsive Declaration on April 
23, 2025. There is no Proof of Service for these documents.  

 Petitioner filed a Declaration on April 28, 2025, which includes the minor’s birth 
certificate as an attachment. Respondent was mail served on April 28, 2025. The court 
notes Respondent is listed as the minor’s parent.  

 The court finds good cause to proceed, despite the defects in service. The court 
notes the parties were not referred to Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC), 
as paternity had not been established. The court finds Respondent to be the parent of the 
minor, based on the birth certificate. The court finds good cause to refer the parties to 
CCRC and set a further review hearing.  

 Parties are to attend CCRC on 6/14/2025 at 1:00 PM with Norman Labat.  The court 
sets a review hearing for 8/14/2025 at 1:30 PM in Department 5. Any Supplemental 
Declarations are to be filed and served at least 10 days prior to the hearing. 

 Petitioner is to prepare and file a Judgment of Parentage. Petitioner shall prepare 
and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing.  

TENTATIVE RULING #12: THE COURT FINDS RESPONDENT TO BE THE PARENT OF THE 
MINOR, BASED ON THE BIRTH CERTIFICATE. THE COURT FINDS GOOD CAUSE TO 
REFER THE PARTIES TO CCRC AND SET A FURTHER REVIEW HEARING. PARTIES ARE TO 
ATTEND CCRC ON 6/14/2025 AT 1:00 PM WITH NORMAN LABAT. THE COURT SETS A 
REVIEW HEARING FOR 8/14/2025 AT 1:30 PM IN DEPARTMENT 5. ANY SUPPLEMENTAL 
DECLARATIONS ARE TO BE FILED AND SERVED AT LEAST 10 DAYS PRIOR TO THE 
HEARING. PETITIONER IS TO PREPARE AND FILE A JUDGMENT OF PARENTAGE. 
PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING.  

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
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BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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13. DANIEL ADAMS V. KATHLEEN ADAMS     23FL1232 

Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on February 19, 2025, seeking property 
control orders and an order striking Respondent’s Response filed on December 18, 2024, 
as it has never been served on him. Respondent was mail served on March 17, 2025.  

 Petitioner asserts the home is his sole and separate property, and Respondent has a 
1% interest based on the parties’ prenuptial agreement. Petitioner further asserts there is 
domestic violence occurring in the home and that Respondent is the aggressor. Petitioner 
seeks exclusive use and control of the home.  

 Respondent filed a Responsive Declaration to the February 19, 2025 RFO, however, 
it was late filed for the original hearing date. The court finds good cause to consider it at 
this time. Respondent is opposed to the request for exclusive use and control of the home. 
Respondent denies all domestic violence allegations.  

Petitioner filed a second RFO, on April 1, 2025 requesting the court determine the 
validity of the prenuptial agreement. That request is set for a hearing on May 22, 2025, at 
1:30 PM in Department 5.  

 On April 17, 2025, the court adopted its tentative ruling resolving the issue of 
Respondents Response, and continuing the property control issue to join with the request 
to determine the validity of the prenuptial agreement.  

 Petitioner filed an amended RFO on April 9, 2025. Respondent was mail served on 
April 28, 2025, which the court finds to be untimely. However, the court finds good cause to 
consider it, as it is identical to the original RFO, with the exception that it includes the 
prenuptial agreement as an attachment.  

 Respondent has not filed a Responsive Declaration to the April 1st RFO, therefore, 
the court deems his failure to do so as an admission that Petitioner’s moving papers have 
merit. See El Dorado County, Local Rule 7.10.02(C). 

 The court finds the prenuptial agreement to be valid. The court grants Petitioner’s 
request for exclusive use and control of the home located at 1342 Golf Way Placerville, CA 
95667. Respondent shall vacate the residence by no later than July 21, 2025.  

 All prior orders not in conflict with this order remain in full force and eƯect. 
Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 
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TENTATIVE RULING #13: THE COURT FINDS THE PRENUPTIAL AGREEMENT TO BE 
VALID. THE COURT GRANTS PETITIONER’S REQUEST FOR EXCLUSIVE USE AND 
CONTROL OF THE HOME LOCATED AT 1342 GOLF WAY PLACERVILLE, CA 95667. 
RESPONDENT SHALL VACATE THE RESIDENCE BY NO LATER THAN JULY 21, 2025. ALL 
PRIOR ORDERS NOT IN CONFLICT WITH THIS ORDER REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND 
EFFECT. PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER 
HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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14. MARY BEAL V. DAVID BEAL       23FL1134 

 Counsel for Respondent filed a Request for Order (RFO) along with an Order 
Shortening Time (OST) pm April 10, 2025, requesting to be relieved as counsel. On April 11, 
2025, the court granted the OST and set the RFO for a hearing on May 22, 2025. The court 
directed service to be eƯectuated by May 6, 2025. Upon review of the court file, there is no 
Proof of Service showing Respondent or Petitioner  

 Petitioner filed a Declaration, stating she does not oppose the attorney withdrawal 
on May 7, 2025. Respondent was electronically served the same day. 

 The court drops the matter from calendar due to the lack of proper service.  

TENTATIVE RULING #14: THE MATTER IS DROPPED FROM CALENDAR DUE TO THE LACK 
OF PROPER SERVICE.  

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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15. ALEXANDER CRAVER V. FREYA HOUSTON     24FL0087 

Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on February 21, 2025, requesting a 
modification of the current child custody orders. The parties were not referred to Child 
Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC). Proof of Service shows Respondent was 
personally served with some of the required documents on February 22, 2025. Petitioner is 
seeking to have the minor Monday through Friday, with Respondent to have weekends, 
except the 1st weekend of every month. Petitioner asserts this is due to the distance 
traveled to the minor’s school.  

 Respondent filed a Responsive Declaration on April 10, 2025. Petitioner was mail 
served on April 15th. Respondent does not assert any defect in service; therefore, the court 
finds it to have been waived. Respondent requests the current orders remain the same. 
Respondent asserts the distance between each of the parties’ homes and the school is 
equal. 

 Parties appeared for the hearing on April 24, 2205. The court stayed its tentative 
ruling and referred the parties to an emergency set CCRC appointment based on the 
concerns raised by Petitioner. The parties were to attend CCRC on April 29, 2025 and return 
for a further review hearing on May 22, 2025. The court directed that any Supplemental 
Declarations were to be filed and served at least 10 days prior to the hearing.  

 Both parties attended the CCRC appointment on April 29, 2025. The minor was also 
interviewed. The parties were able to reach many agreements. A report with the parties’ 
agreements as well as further recommendations was filed with the court on May 16, 2025. 
Copies were mailed to the parties the same day.  

 Neither party has filed a supplemental declaration. 

 The court has read and considered the filings as outlined above. The court finds the 
agreements and recommendations as set forth in the May 16th CCRC report are in the best 
interest of the minor. The court adopts the agreements and recommendations as set forth. 

 All prior orders not in conflict with this order remain in full force and eƯect. 
Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #15: THE COURT FINDS THE AGREEMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS AS SET FORTH IN THE MAY 16TH CCRC REPORT ARE IN THE BEST 
INTEREST OF THE MINOR. THE COURT ADOPTS THE AGREEMENTS AND 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AS SET FORTH. ALL PRIOR ORDERS NOT IN CONFLICT WITH THIS 
ORDER REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT. PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE 
THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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16. CATHERINE GARAVITO V. FRANK GARAVITO     24FL1127 

 Petitioner filed an ex parte request for emergency custody orders on April 11, 2025. 
On April 14, 2025, the court denied the request on an ex parte basis but referred the parties 
to an emergency set Child Custody Recommending Counseling (CCRC) appointment and 
set a review hearing. Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on Paril 14, 2025, making the 
same requests as set forth in the ex parte application. Upon review of the court file, there is 
no Proof of Service showing Respondent was properly served with the RFO and referral to 
CCRC. 

 Both parties appeared at the CCRC appointment. The parties were unable to reach 
any agreements. A report with recommendations was filed with the court on May 8, 2025 
and mailed to the parties on May 12, 2025.  

 Respondent has not filed a Responsive Declaration.  

 The court finds good cause to proceed, despite the lack of proper service. The court 
has read and considered the May 8th CCRC report. The court finds the recommendations to 
be in the minors’ best interests. All prior orders remain in full force and eƯect. 

 Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #16: THE COURT FINDS GOOD CAUSE TO PROCEED, DESPITE THE 
LACK OF PROPER SERVICE. THE COURT HAS READ AND CONSIDERED THE MAY 8TH 
CCRC REPORT. THE COURT FINDS THE RECOMMENDATIONS TO BE IN THE MINORS’ 
BEST INTERESTS. ALL PRIOR ORDERS REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT. 
PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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17. GABRIEL HALL V. LINDSEY HALL      22FL1173 

 Respondent filed an Order to Show Cause and AƯidavit for Contempt (OSC) on 
February 5, 2025, asserting four counts of contempt. It was originally set to be heard on 
April 17, 2025. Respondent filed a Request to Reschedule the hearing on April 4, 2025. The 
court granted the Request to Reschedule and set the OSC for a hearing on May 22, 2025 at 
1:30 PM in Department 5. Proof of Service shows Petitioner was personally served with the 
necessary documents on April 27, 2025. 

 Parties are ordered to appear for the hearing.  

TENTATIVE RULING #17: PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR FOR THE HEARING.  

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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18. JODIE JONES V. MICHAEL REITER      22FL0851 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on February 27, 2025, seeking a 
modification of child custody orders. The parties were referred to Child Custody 
Recommending Counseling (CCRC) for an appointment on March 27, 2025 and a review 
hearing on May 22, 2025. Upon review of the court file, there is no Proof of Service showing 
Respondent was properly served. 

 Only Petitioner appeared for the CCRC appointment. As such, a single parent report 
was filed with the court on March 27, 2025. Copies were mailed to the parties on the same 
day. 

 Respondent has not filed a Responsive Declaration. 

 The matter is dropped from calendar due to the lack of proper service. All prior 
orders remain in full force and eƯect. 

TENTATIVE RULING #18: THE MATTER IS DROPPED FROM CALENDAR DUE TO THE LACK 
OF PROPER SERVICE. ALL PRIOR ORDERS REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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19. TRAVIS KENNEDY V. JESSI CONNERS     22FL1174 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on March 20, 2025, seeking an order 
compelling Respondent’s Preliminary Declaration of Disclosure. Respondent was 
personally served on April 6, 2025. Respondent has not filed a Responsive Declaration.  

 Petitioner is seeking an order compelling Respondent’s Preliminary Declaration of 
Disclosure (PDD) or in the alternative, for the court to grant a default judgment. Petitioner is 
also seeking sanctions in the amount of $500. The court notes, Petitioner previously filed a 
RFO requesting Respondent be compelled to provide her PDD. That request was granted.  

Parties to divorce proceedings are under the obligation to produce initial declarations 
of disclosure. Fam. Code § 2104. Where a party fails to comply with Section 2104, the 
complying party may, among other things, file a motion to compel and seek sanctions 
against the noncomplying party. Fam. Code § 2107(b)(1). Petitioner has established that he 
has complied with the requirements of Section 2104 and therefore, Respondent is required 
to do the same. As such, Respondent is ordered to produce her full and complete 
preliminary declaration of disclosure no later than May 29, 2025. If Respondent fails to 
serve her PDDs the court finds them to have been waived. 

Pursuant to Family Code section 2107(c) the court shall impose sanctions for failure to 
comply with disclosure requirements. The amount of the money sanctions should be 
suƯicient to deter him or her from repeating the conduct or comparable conduct. The 
awarded amount is also to include reasonable attorney’s fees, costs incurred, or both, 
unless the court finds that the non-complying party acted within substantial justification or 
that other circumstances make the imposition of the sanction unjust.  

Petitioner has requested $500 in sanctions for Respondent’s failure to comply with the 
requirements of Section 2104. The court notes this is the second request Petitioner has 
filed to obtain compliance from Respondent. The court does not have an Income and 
Expense Declaration from Respondent and as such the court is unaware of her financial 
circumstances. However, given Respondent’s lack of compliance with prior orders, and the 
warning previously provided to Respondent in the court’s September 26, 2024 ruling, the 
court finds imposition of sanctions in the amount of $500 to be reasonable. Respondent is 
ordered to Petitioner $500 on or before May 29, 2025. In the alternative, Respondent may 
make monthly payments of $100 commencing on or before June 1, 2025 with furth 
payments due on the 1st of each month until paid in full. If there is any late or missed 
payment, the full amount is due and owing with legal interest.  
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 As to Petitioner’s request to grant a default judgment, the request is denied. 

Respondent filed a Response in this matter, and as such, the court cannot enter a default. 
There may be alternative relief Petition may seek. The court recommends Petitioner seek 
out the advice of counsel or the services of the Family Law Facilitator.  

All prior orders not in conflict with this order remain in full force and eƯect. Petitioner 
shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing.  

TENTATIVE RULING #19: PETITIONER’S MOTION TO COMPEL IS GRANTED. 
RESPONDENT IS ORDERED TO PRODUCE HER FULL AND COMPLETE PRELIMINARY 
DECLARATION OF DISCLOSURE NO LATER THAN MAY 29, 2025. IF RESPONDENT FAILS 
TO SERVE HER PDDS THE COURT FINDS THEM TO HAVE BEEN WAIVED. FOR THE 
REASONS SE FORTH ABOVE, THE COURT FINDS IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $500 TO BE REASONABLE. RESPONDENT IS ORDERED TO PETITIONER 
$500 ON OR BEFORE MAY 29, 2025. IN THE ALTERNATIVE, RESPONDENT MAY MAKE 
MONTHLY PAYMENTS OF $100 COMMENCING ON OR BEFORE JUNE 1, 2025 WITH 
FURTH PAYMENTS DUE ON THE 1ST OF EACH MONTH UNTIL PAID IN FULL. IF THERE IS 
ANY LATE OR MISSED PAYMENT, THE FULL AMOUNT IS DUE AND OWING WITH LEGAL 
INTEREST. AS TO PETITIONER’S REQUEST TO GRANT A DEFAULT JUDGMENT, THE 
REQUEST IS DENIED. RESPONDENT FILED A RESPONSE IN THIS MATTER, AND AS 
SUCH, THE COURT CANNOT ENTER A DEFAULT. THERE MAY BE ALTERNATIVE RELIEF 
PETITION MAY SEEK. THE COURT RECOMMENDS PETITIONER SEEK OUT THE ADVICE 
OF COUNSEL OR THE SERVICES OF THE FAMILY LAW FACILITATOR. ALL PRIOR ORDERS 
NOT IN CONFLICT WITH THIS ORDER REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT. 
PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING.  

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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20. MAXINE SCHMIDT V. REGINALD KENNEDY JR.     21FL0088 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on March 24, 2025, seeking a change in 
venue. Respondent was personally served on March 29, 2025. Petitioner requests the 
matter be transferred to Sacramento County, as Respondent resides in Elk Gove, and 
Sacramento is a more convenient forum. 

 Respondent filed a Responsive Declaration, joining in the request to change venue, 
on April 2, 2025. There is no Proof of Service for this document, therefore, the court cannot 
consider it.  

Pursuant to Civil Procedure Section 397, the court may, upon a properly noticed 
motion, transfer any matter where the court designated in the complaint is not the proper 
court. Cal. Civ. Pro. § 397(a). The burden is on the moving party to establish grounds for a 
change of venue. Fontaine v. Sup. Ct., 175 Cal. App. 4th 830 (2009). Therefore, the court 
finds the convenience of the parties and the interest of justice are served by transferring 
the matter to Sacramento County.  The court, therefore, grants the request to transfer 
venue to Sacramento County. Petitioner is ordered to pay the fees or obtain a fee waiver to 
eƯectuate the transfer to Sacramento County.   

TENTATIVE RULING #20: THE COURT FINDS THE CONVENIENCE OF THE PARTIES AND 
THE INTEREST OF JUSTICE ARE SERVED BY TRANSFERRING THE MATTER TO 
SACRAMENTO COUNTY.  THE COURT, THEREFORE, GRANTS THE REQUEST TO 
TRANSFER VENUE TO SACRAMENTO COUNTY. PETITIONER IS ORDERED TO PAY THE 
FEES OR OBTAIN A FEE WAIVER TO EFFECTUATE THE TRANSFER TO SACRAMENTO 
COUNTY.   

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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21. OLEKSANDR SIVAK V. GRACE CHEE      23FL0228 

 Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) requesting reimbursement of costs on 
October 30, 2024. Respondent was personally served on March 10, 2025. Petitioner is 
seeking $14,559.80 from Respondent for what he asserts to be an improper division of the 
proceeds of the sale of the former martial home. 

 Respondent filed a Responsive Declaration on March 26, 2025. Petitioner was mail 
served on March 21, 2025. Respondent objects to the requested orders. Respondent 
asserts the division of the proceeds of the sale of the home was mutually agreed upon. 
Respondent includes correspondence between the parties wherein Petitioner agrees to the 
division.  

 On March 26, 2025, Respondent requested to continue the hearing. The court 
granted the request and continued the hearing to May 22, 2025.  

 Respondent filed a Supplemental Declaration on April 25, 2025. It was served by 
mail on Paril 23, 2025.  

 Petitioner filed a Supplemental Declaration on May 12, 2205. It was served by mail 
on May 9, 2025.  

 Respondent filed two Declarations on May 19, 2025. There is no Proo of Service for 
these documents, and they are late filed. As such, the court has not considered either 
Declaration.  

 The court has read and considered the filings as outlined above.  

 Petitioner’s request for reimbursement is denied. The court finds the parties 
reached an agreement on the sale of the home and the division of the proceeds of the sale. 
Petitioner has not set forth any grounds why that agreement should be set aside.  

 All prior orders remain in full force and eƯect. Petitioner shall prepare and file the 
Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #21: PETITIONER’S REQUEST FOR REIMBURSEMENT IS DENIED. 
THE COURT FINDS THE PARTIES REACHED AN AGREEMENT ON THE SALE OF THE 
HOME AND THE DIVISION OF THE PROCEEDS OF THE SALE. PETITIONER HAS NOT SET 
FORTH ANY GROUNDS WHY THAT AGREEMENT SHOULD BE SET ASIDE. ALL PRIOR 
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ORDERS REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT. PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND FILE 
THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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22. RUBEN WILBURN V. HEATHER VOGEL     24FL0197 

 Petitioner filed an ex parte application for enforcement of current orders and 
sanctions on March 24, 2025. The court denied the request on an ex parte basis, but 
admonished parties to abide by court orders. Petitioner filed a Request for Order (RFO) on 
March 25th, seeking the same orders as set forth in the ex parte application. Respondent 
was personally served on March 25th.  

 Respondent filed a Responsive Declaration on May 9, 2025. There is no Proof of 
Service for this document, therefore, the court has not considered it. 

 Petitioner filed a Supplemental Declaration on May 15, 2025. There is no Proof of 
Service for this document therefore, the court cannot consider it. Further, it is late filed, in 
that it was filed less than 10 days prior to the hearing and the court would not consider it on 
those grounds as well. 

 The court finds the current orders remain in the minor’s best interest. The court 
reminds both parties that failure to abide by court orders may result in a change in custody 
and or visitation orders, sanctions, and/or contempt proceedings. The court denies the 
request for sanctions, without prejudice.  

 Petitioner shall prepare and file the Findings and Orders After Hearing. 

TENTATIVE RULING #22: THE COURT FINDS THE CURRENT ORDERS REMAIN IN THE 
MINOR’S BEST INTEREST. THE COURT REMINDS BOTH PARTIES THAT FAILURE TO 
ABIDE BY COURT ORDERS MAY RESULT IN A CHANGE IN CUSTODY AND OR VISITATION 
ORDERS, SANCTIONS, AND/OR CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS. THE COURT DENIES THE 
REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS, WITHOUT PREJUDICE. PETITIONER SHALL PREPARE AND 
FILE THE FINDINGS AND ORDERS AFTER HEARING. 

NO HEARING ON THIS MATTER WILL BE HELD UNLESS A REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY THROUGH THE COURT’S WEBSITE OR 
BY PHONE CALL TO THE COURT AT (530) 621-6725 BY 4:00 P.M. ON THE DAY THE 
TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED. CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 8.05.07; SEE ALSO 
LEWIS V. SUPERIOR COURT, 19 CAL.4TH 1232, 1247 (1999). NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES OF 
A REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH ARGUMENT IS 
BEING REQUESTED MUST BE MADE BY PHONE CALL OR IN PERSON BY 4:00 P.M. ON 
THE DAY THE TENTATIVE RULING IS ISSUED.  CAL. RULE CT. 3.1308; LOCAL RULE 
8.05.07. 
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