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INTRODUCTION

Juan Rodrigo Gonzalez-Morin died of silicosis caused by 
exposure to respirable crystalline silica during his work as a stone 
countertop fabricator.  His three minor daughters now bring this 
action through their mother, petitioner Maria Sanchez-Quezada, who is 

acting as their guardian ad litem and as Gonzalez-Morin’s successor-in-

interest.  The trial court (Hon. David S. Cunningham III) determined 

that the action was not “complex” pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 

section 404.  The assigned trial judge (Hon. Alison Mackenzie) then 

granted trial preference because two of Gonzalez-Morin’s daughters are 

under the age of 14.  Trial was set to commence on August 11.

In late July, however, respondent court (Hon. Samantha P. 
Jessner) included the case in new state-wide coordination proceedings 
for stone countertop worker silicosis cases (JCCP 5378) and stayed the 
trial.  In doing so, Judge Jessner disregarded Judge Cunningham’s 
express finding that the case was not complex and, therefore, ineligible 
for coordination.  Judge Jessner also disregarded Judge Mackenzie’s 
subsequent order granting trial preference based on the ages of 
Gonzalez-Morin’s daughters. 

Sanchez-Quezada filed a petition for writ of mandate challenging 

the stay of trial on substantive grounds.  First, she argued that trial 

preference “is mandatory and absolute in its application and does not 

allow a trial court to exercise the inherent or statutory general 

administrative authority it would otherwise have.”  (Koch-Ash v. 

Superior Court (1986) 180 Cal.App.3d 689, 697.)  Second, “[a]s a

general rule, a trial judge cannot overturn the order of another trial

judge.”  (Paul Blanco’s Good Car Co. Auto Group v. Superior Court

(2020) 56 Cal.App.5th 86, 99.)  And, third, although the coordination
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rules permit the imposition of a temporary stay while considering 
whether coordination is appropriate, “the imminence of a trial in any 
action otherwise appropriate for coordination may be a ground for 
summary denial of a petition for coordination, in whole or in part.” 

(Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.521(d).)  With a date of August 11, Judge 
Jessner acknowledged that the case was “on the eve of trial” and that 
trial was “imminent.”  Sanchez-Quezada argued that Judge Jessner’s 
order staying the trial obviated Judge Cunningham’s finding that the 
case was not complex, as well as her (and her daughters’) vested right 
to preference.

On August 6, the Court of Appeal (Second Appellate District, 
Division Seven) summarily denied Sanchez-Quezada’s petition.  Her 
petition, which raises unique questions as to whether substantive and 
vested preference rights can be obviated by creation of new 
coordination proceedings, warrants extraordinary relief.  Sanchez-

Quezada requests this Court, as authorized by Rule of Court

8.500(b)(4), to grant review and transfer the matter back to the Court 
of Appeal for further proceedings.

ISSUE PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

A case must be “complex” in order to be eligible for coordination 
and, once preference is granted, cannot be stayed or otherwise delayed 
due to matters of judicial administration.  Judge Cunningham found 
this case was not “complex,” and Judge Mackenzie granted trial 
preference.  Was is proper for Judge Jessner, when including this case 
in a new coordinated proceeding, to not only disregard Judge 
Cunningham’s finding that it was not “complex,” but also Judge 
Mackenzie’s order granting trial preference?   
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

Gonzalez-Morin originally filed this action in November 2022

after his physicians diagnosed him with silicosis. {Ex. 1; R. 8} When he

died in April 2023, Sanchez-Quezada amended the complaint to allege

survival and wrongful death claims on behalf of his three minor

daughters, Alondra Gonzalez, Candelaria Gonzalez, and Blanca

Sanchez.  The operative complaint alleges causes of action for

negligence, strict products liability, breach of implied warranties, and

fraudulent concealment. {Ex. 2; R. 61}  

 In August 2024, Sanchez-Quezada filed a motion for trial

preference. {Ex. 3; R. 348}  She brought the motion under Code of Civil

Procedure section 36, subdivision (b), which provides that “[a] civil

action to recover damages for wrongful death or personal injury shall

be entitled to preference upon the motion of any party to the action

who is under 14 years of age unless the court finds that the party does

not have a substantial interest in the case as a whole.” {Ex. 5; R. 366} 

Sanchez-Quezada supported her motion with birth certificates showing

that plaintiffs Alondra Gonzalez and Candelaria Gonzalez were born

in September 2014 and August 2017, respectively.  At the time,

Alondra and Candelaria were aged 9 and 7. {Ex. 5; R. 369-373} 

Judge Mackenzie continued the hearing on the motion for

preference and, in September 2024, set an “order to show cause why

this Court should not designate this case as complex pursuant to CRC

3.400.” {Ex. 7; R. 377}   The trial court thereafter continued the motion

for preference on its own motion. {Exs. 8, 9; R. 379, 380}  Months later,

Judge Cunningham issued an order finding that the case was not

complex:   

Due to Judge Samantha Jessner being unavailable this

date, the case is reviewed by Judge David S. Cunningham
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III. [¶]  The Court has determined that the within

action is not complex within the meaning of the

California Rules of Court, rule 3.400.  This

determination has been made based on a review of the

entire case file and, in certain instances, based on input

from counsel during one or more status conferences. [¶] 

The case remains assigned in Department 55 with the

Honorable Alison Mackenzie, at Stanley Mosk

Courthouse.  

{Ex. 10; R. 389, emphasis added}

Judge Mackenzie then continued the hearing on the motion for

preference multiple additional times. {Ex. 11; R. 394} In March 2025,

she held a hearing during which counsel referenced Judge

Cunningham’s order finding the case not complex and that it remained

assigned to Department 55. {Ex. 12; R. 403}  Judge Mackenzie finally

considered the motion for preference on its merits in April 2025 and

granted it, setting a final status conference for August 1 and a jury

trial for August 11.  {Ex. 14; R. 903}

Around the same time, the Los Angeles Superior Court

submitted a petition to the Judicial Council seeking to coordinate 79

countertop worker silicosis cases pending in different counties.  {Ex.

13; R. 412}   The petition, which acknowledged that the cases

identified for coordination “are in varying stages of development,” did

not seek to include Sanchez-Quezada’s case. {Ex. 13; R. 431}  The

petition also noted that “many of these cases are entitled to preference

under Code of Civil Procedure section section 36.”  {Ibid.}

Defendants C&C North America, Inc. and Arizona Tile, LLC

filed a response to the petition, arguing that this case should be
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included in the coordination proceeding.  {Ex. 20; R. 1059} Sanchez-

Quezada (along with other plaintiffs) filed a collective reply, cited Rule

3.521(d), and explained that Judge Cunningham previously deemed

this particular case not complex.  Plaintiffs further explained that

“[s]ince the case was deemed non-complex, it is not subject to

coordination” and “trial of this is also imminent, and should not be

coordinated pursuant to Rule 3.521(d).”  {Ex. 21; R. 1075}  None of the

defendants disputed that Judge Mackenzie previously granted

preference under section 36 due to parties being under the age of 14.

{Ex. 22; R. 1086} 

On July 11, Judge Jessner issued a tentative opinion and heard

oral argument on the coordination petition.  {Ex. 23; R. 1095, Ex. 24;

R. 1106}  The tentative order granted the petition, but specifically

exempted Sanchez-Quesada’s case and another from coordination, as

well as the “stay automatically imposed by this Order under rule

3.529(b).” {Ex. 23; R. 1099, 1104} Judge Jessner’s stated rationale for

exemption of these cases was because “motions for preference have

been granted” and “trial is either begun or is imminent.” {Ex. 23; R.

1104}

On July 18, however, Judge Jessner disregarded that rationale

and changed her ruling to not exempt any cases from the coordination

and automatic stay.  {Exs. 25, 26; R. 1140, 1167} Judge Jessner found

that the purpose of coordination “is best served by a stay of all cases

encompassed by the petition until further order of the coordination

trial judge. [¶]  Therefore, the Court directs that no cases encompassed

by the petition . . . are exempt from the stay imposed by rule 3.529(b),

including the two above-mentioned cases, Gonzalez Quiroz . . . and

Gonzalez-Morin . . . .”  {Ex. 25; R. 1149} 
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Sanchez-Quezada filed a timely petition for writ of mandate

challenging Judge Jessner’s inclusion of the case in the coordination

proceeding and staying the preference trial.  In her petition, Sanchez-

Quezada asserted that Judge Jessner’s ruling was incorrect and that

the ages of Gonzalez-Morin’s minor daughters mandated that the

preference trial commence as previously scheduled.  On August 6,

however, the Second Appellate District, Division Seven, issued an

order summarily denying Sanchez-Quezada’s request for extraordinary

relief. {Appendix} This petition now follows.

REASONS TO GRANT REVIEW

I.

Extraordinary Relief Is Appropriate In Cases

Involving Coordination and Preference.

Code of Civil Procedure section 404.6 authorizes writ review of

trial court orders concerning coordination of actions.  In Pesses v.

Superior Court (1980) 107 Cal.App.3d 117, the court noted that “[t]he

petitions in this court are authorized by Code of Civil Procedure

section 404.6, establishing review by writ of mandate of superior court

orders in coordination proceedings.”  (Id. at p. 119; see also McGhan

Medical Group v. Superior Court (1992) 11 Cal.App.4th 804, 807 [“an

order of the superior court either granting or denying coordination

may be reviewed by a timely petition for mandamus . . . .”].)  A leading

treatise on writ procedure in California further notes that reviewing

courts are often inclined to “grant a statutory writ without requiring a

factual showing of inadequate legal remedy and irreparable harm on

the theory that the Legislature has in effect determined these

questions in the petitioners’ favor by authorizing writ relief.” 

(Eisenberg et al., CAL. PRACTICE GUIDE: CIVIL APPEALS AND WRITS (The
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Rutter Group 2018) ¶ 15.87, p. 15-47.)  Where, as here, the question

presented concerns matters of judicial administration, the applicable

standard of review is de novo.  (McGhan Medical Group, supra, 11

Cal.App.4th at p. 810-811.)

In addition to being a statutory writ arising from the grant of an

underlying petition for coordination, Sanchez-Quezada’s petition also

raised important issues concerning her and her daughters’ substantive

rights to trial preference.  Judge Jessner’s order imposing a stay,

should it stand, deprives the daughters of their statutory rights to a

preference trial based on their ages.  Over the years, writ relief has

been granted in many such cases because the harm resulting in any

delay of a preference trial is, by definition, irreparable.  (See, e.g., Fox

v. Superior Court (2018) 21 Cal.App.5th 529; Looney v. Superior Court

(1993) 16 Cal.App.5th 521; Miller v. Superior Court (1990) 221

Cal.App.3d 1200; Koch-Ash v. Superior Court (1986) 180 Cal.App.3d

689, 699; Rice v. Superior Court (1982) 136 Cal.App.3d 81, 94.)  

Moreover, in Fox, the First Appellate District noted that section

36 cases not only justify extraordinary relief, but they also present

“unusual urgency, requiring acceleration of our normal process in writ

proceedings.”  (Fox v. Superior Court, supra, at p. 536, citing Ng v.

Superior Court (1992) 4 Cal.4th 29, 35.)  Writ review was therefore not

only appropriate based on the coordination issues and Code of Civil

Procedure section 404.6, but also based on the fact that Judge

Jessner’s order contravened Judge Mackenzie’s prior granting of

mandatory trial preference under section 36, subdivision (b).  As

children under the age of 14, Gonzalez-Morin’s daughters are

indisputably entitled to trial preference.
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II.

Judge Jessner’s Order Deprived Gonzalez-Morin’s 

Daughters of Their Preference Rights. 

California law is well-settled that trial courts are required to

grant preference in cases in which there are parties with a substantial

interest that are under the age of 14.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 36, subd. (b);

see also, e.g., Peters v. Superior Court (1989) 212 Cal.App.3d 218, 224.) 

As the late Justice Woods wrote in Peters, “to construe [section 36]

subdivision (b) as directory or discretionary would, in light of the all

encompassing discretion conferred by subdivision (e) . . . deprive it of

meaning and function.”  (Peters, supra, 212 Cal.App.3d at p. 224.) 

Real parties in interest never disputed that Gonzalez-Morin’s

daughters had an unqualified and vested substantive right to trial

preference based on their ages.  Indeed, real parties never sought

reconsideration, or appellate review, of Judge Mackenzie’s order.  The

underlying legal validity of Judge Mackenzie’s decision to grant

preference is not at issue here.

Moreover, it is fundamental that a case preferentially set for

trial may not even be stayed by the judge to whom the case is

assigned, let alone another judge.  In Koch-Ash v. Superior

Court (1986) 180 Cal.App.3d 689, the court held that trial preference

“is mandatory and absolute in its application and does not allow a trial

court to exercise the inherent or statutory general administrative

authority it would otherwise have.”  (Id. at p. 692.)  The Koch-Ash

court observed that “[i]n the analogous context of the entitlement of

unlawful detainer actions to the absolute trial preference conferred by

section 1179a, it is uniformly held that trial courts have no discretion

to temporarily stay such actions . . . .”  (Id. at p. 697.) 
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Appellate courts presented with similar questions have more

recently confirmed the mandatory nature of section 36.  “‘A consistent

line of precedent has arisen from writ proceedings involving the

provisions of section 36[]’ and superior courts have ‘no discretion to

avoid the command of section 36[] in the interest of efficient

management of the court’s docket as a whole.’” (Pabla v. Superior

Court (2023) 90 Cal.App.5th 599, 601, quoting Miller v. Superior Court

(1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 1200, 1204 [brackets in original].)  The Pabla

court acknowledged that the mandatory aspects of section 36, such as

those set forth in subdivision (b), create difficulties for “overburdened

superior courts.”  (Pabla, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at p. 604.)  But it

nevertheless issued a peremptory writ in the first instance, holding

that “until and unless the Legislature determines otherwise, this court

is compelled to require respondent to comply with the mandatory

provisions of section 36.”  (Ibid.)   

Here, Judge Mackenzie granted trial preference under the

mandatory provisions of Code of Civil Procedure section 36,

subdivision (b). The statute is interpreted to provide that “those under

14 who have suffered personal injury or parental death . . . should be

ensured timely access to the courts.”  (Landry v. Berryessa Union

School Dist. (1995) 39 Cal.App.4th 691, 696, citing Peters v. Superior

Court, supra, 212 Cal.App.3d 218, 226.)  This, like the other

mandatory grounds for preference, reflects a “substantive public policy

concern” that rises above convenience and other administrative goals. 

(Swaithes v. Superior Court (1989) 212 Cal.App.3d 1082, 1085-1086.) 

The Peters court, in turn, noted “this is a legitimate state purpose.” 

(Peters v. Superior Court, supra, 212 Cal.App.3d at p. p. 226.)
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In granting preference, Judge Mackenzie necessarily found

there was sufficient evidence that two of the plaintiffs were under the

age of 14 and had substantial interests in the case.  (Code Civ. Proc., §

36, subd. (b).)  Judge Mackenzie thus made the legal and factual

determination that the minor plaintiffs here, due to their loss of a

parent and their ages, were entitled to a preferential trial of their

claims.  Again, real parties did not seek review, or otherwise challenge,

Judge Mackenzie’s preference order.  Upon its issuance and, as here,

with the parties and Judge Mackenzie acting on it, the assigned

preferential trial date should be considered “locked in.”

This is because section 36, subdivision (f), imposes strict time

requirements for the commencement and conduct of trial.  By imposing

a stay notwithstanding the prior preference order, Judge Jessner

erroneously gave priority to administrative and scheduling concerns

rather than the minor plaintiffs’ statutory rights to preference.  Judge

Jessner also improperly imposed the stay pursuant to rule 3.529(b)

despite its direct conflict with the timing requirements set forth in

section 36, subdivision (f).  Where “a statute even implicitly or

inferentially reflects a legislative choice to require a particular

procedure, a rule of court may not deviate from that procedure.”  (In re

Marriage of Woolsey (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 881, 896, citing People v.

Hall (1994) 8 Cal.4th 950, 961-962.)  As explained, the provisions of

section 36 reflect our Legislature’s policy decision to assure that trials

preferentially set actually proceed to trial. The “automatic” stay

referenced in rule 3.529(b) should not be given precedence over section

36 and the substantive rights it codifies.  Judge Jessner’s stay order,

resting as it does on a rule of court, improperly elevates the rule over

the statute.
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Put simply, Judge Jessner’s order erroneously interferes with

the minor plaintiffs’ previously-adjudicated right to trial preference. 

“If trial courts are permitted to make administrative inroads into the

section 36 mandate, the effectiveness of that mandate will be

eviscerated, if only to the extent that a litigant’s section 36 rights will

be jeopardized while appellate courts review circumstances seen by

trial courts as justifying their revocation of trial preferences upon their

own re-balancing of interests.”  (Koch-Ash v. Superior Court, supra,

180 Cal.App.3d at pp. 698-699.)  Judge Jessner’s order granting

coordination and imposing an indefinite stay of trial improperly

interferes with Judge Mackenzie’s prior order granting preference.  

III.

This Case Should Not Be In Any Coordinated 

Proceeding Because Judge Cunningham 

Found It Was Not “Complex.”  

Coordination of civil actions is governed by a set of statutes

codified beginning with Code of Civil Procedure section 404.  This

statutory scheme only permits coordination of cases that are deemed

“complex, as defined by the Judicial Council.”  (Code Civ. Proc., § 404.) 

Rule 3.400(a), in turn, provides that “[a] ‘complex case’ is an action

that requires exceptional judicial management to avoid placing

unnecessary burdens on the court or the litigants and to expedite the

case, keep costs reasonable, and promote effective decision making by

the court, the parties, and counsel.”  In determining whether a case is

complex, the court must consider whether it is likely to involve

numerous pretrial motions raising “difficult or novel legal issues”; a

large number of witnesses or substantial documentary evidence; a

large number of separately represented parties; coordination with
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related actions pending in other courts; or substantial postjudgment

judicial supervision.  (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.400(b).)  Here, Judge

Cunningham applied those standards, and specifically ruled that this

case was not “complex”:  

Due to Judge Samantha Jessner being unavailable this

date, the case is reviewed by Judge David S. Cunningham

III. [¶¶]  The Court has determined that the within action

is not complex within the meaning of the California Rules

of Court, rule 3.400.  This determination has been made

based on a review of the entire case file and, in certain

instances, based on input from counsel during one or

more status conferences.  The case remains assigned in

Department 55 with the Honorable Alison Mackenzie, at

Stanley Mosk Courthouse.”  {Ex. 10; R. 389}  

Judge Cunningham’s finding as to the non-complexity of this

case, whether correct or not, operated to render it ineligible for

coordination as a matter of law.  Judge Jessner, however, repudiated

Judge Cunningham’s specific findings by generally finding that all

“the cases subject to the petition are complex cases within the meaning

of California Rules of Court, rule 3.400, and that this is an appropriate

matter for coordination pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sections

404 and 404.1 and California Rules of Court, rules 3.501, et seq.” {Ex.

26; R. 1167} Judge Jessner did not acknowledge or address Judge

Cunningham’s prior finding of non-complexity, but instead

inconsistently deemed all the similar cases generally “complex” and, by

her order, erroneously included this case in the coordinated

proceeding.
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IV.

Judge Jessner Improperly Overturned Both Judge 

   Cunningham’s and  Judge Mackenzie’s Prior Orders.    

“As a general rule, a trial judge cannot overturn the order of

another trial judge.”  (Paul Blanco’s Good Car Co. Auto Group v.

Superior Court (2020) 56 Cal.App.5th 86, 99.)  “Weighty concerns

compel this long-standing principle.  Fundamentally, it is founded on

the inherent difference between a judge and a court and is designed to

ensure the orderly administration of justice.  Because a superior court

is a single entity comprised of member judges, one member of that

court cannot sit in review on the actions of another member of that

same court.”  (Id. at pp. 99-100, internal quotes and citations omitted.)  

“A narrow exception to this venerable rule applies when the record

shows that the original judge is no longer ‘available.’”  (Id. at p. 100.) 

Since Judge Jessner, Judge Cunningham, and Judge Mackenzie

are all superior court judges, none can properly overturn or repudiate

rulings of another.  Here, Judge Jessner did exactly that by including

this case in the coordination proceeding and staying trial.  This

negated Judge Cunningham’s order finding the case not complex, as

well as Judge Mackenzie’s subsequent grant of trial preference. 

Because Judge Jessner’s coordination order and imposition of a stay

conflicts with, and effectively overturns, Judge Cunningham’s and

Judge Mackenzie’s prior orders, it was incorrect and in violation of the

well-established rule that one superior court judge cannot overrule

another.  Judge Jessner’s order should be modified so as to exclude

this case from coordination and the associated stay so as to permit the

preference trial to commence.
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V.

Judge Jessner Erroneously Failed to Exempt

 This Case From Coordination Due to the

“Imminence” of Trial.

Judge Jessner based her stay order on Rule 3.529(b), which

provides that “[w]hen an order granting coordination is filed in an

included action, all further proceedings in that action are

automatically stayed, except as directed by the coordination trial judge

or by the coordination motion judge under (c).”  This rule, however,

first and only applies “when an order granting coordination is filed in

an included action” and does not address whether a particular action

should be coordinated.  That determination is subject to Rule 3.521(d),

which states:  “The imminence of a trial in any action otherwise

appropriate for coordination may be a ground for summary denial of a

petition for coordination, in whole or in part.”  

In its order granting coordination, respondent court considered

the facts to determine which superior court should be the site of the

new coordination proceeding.  One of two facts upon which Judge

Jessner relied for recommending Los Angeles Superior Court was that

“there are two cases on the eve of trial pending in Los Angeles.”  {Ex.

25; R. 1148} Judge Jessner thus made a factual determination that,

along with being given preference, this case was “on the eve of trial.” 

Indeed, Judge Jessner even referred to “the two cases in which trial is

‘imminent.’”  {Ex. 25; R. 1149}  Having made such factual

determinations, Judge Jessner should have excluded this case from the

coordination proceedings.  Judge Jessner thus failed to properly apply

her own factual determinations as to the imminence of trial in

accordance with Rule 3.521(d).
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CONCLUSION

The Court of Appeal should not have, under the circumstances,

summarily denied Sanchez-Quezada’s petition for writ of mandate. 

Writ relief is appropriate in cases in involving coordination and trial

preference, and there are multiple distinct reasons as to why Judge

Jessner’s decision to stay the trial in this case is incorrect.  Sanchez-

Quezada requests this Court to grant review of the Court of Appeal’s

order summarily denying her petition and to thereafter transfer the

matter back to the Court of Appeal with instructions to conduct further

proceedings. 

Dated: August 15, 2025 METZGER LAW GROUP, APLC

       /s/ Brian P. Barrow
                                                           

Brian P. Barrow

Attorneys for Petitioner
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 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the above is true and correct.  Executed on August 15, 2025,
at Long Beach, California.

/s/ Nina S. Vidal

Nina S. Vidal
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ELECTRONIC PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES)

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.  I am
over the age of 18 years and am not a party to the within action.  My business
address is 555 E. Ocean Blvd., 8th Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802.

On August 15, 2025, I served the PETITION FOR REVIEW on the
interested parties to this action by submitting an electronic version of the
document via FTP upload to File&ServeXpress.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the above is true and correct.

Executed on August 15, 2025, at Long Beach, California.

/s/ Nina S. Vidal

Nina S. Vidal
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SERVICE LIST 
(Gonzalez Morin v. Architectural Surfaces Group, No. 22STCV3700)

The following parties are the Defendants in the Superior Court case and Real
Parties in Interest in this matter:

Al Brayton, Esq.
Gilbert L. Purcell, Esq.
James Nevin, Esq.
Dan Morse, Esq.
Heather-Ann Young, Esq.
Brayton Purcell LLP
222 Rush Landing Road
Novato, CA 94945-2469
(Plaintiffs)
(415) 898-1555 Phone
(415)898-1247 Fax
Service of Pleadings:
mail@braytonlaw.com
Email Communications:
jnevin@braytonlaw.com
dmorse@braytonlaw.com
Hyoung@braytonlaw.com

Claire Weglarz, Esq. 
Christine L. Hawkins, Esq. 
Khaled Taqi-Eddin, Esq. 
Womble Bond Dickinson (US)
LLP 
50 California St., Suite 2750 
San Francisco, CA 94111
(Cambria Company LLC,
a Minnesota Corporation) 
(415) 433-1900 Phone
(415) 433-5530 Fax
email: claire.weglarz@wbd-
us.com
christine.hawkins@wbd-us.com
khaled.taqi-eddin@wbd-us.com

Deanne Miller, Esq.
Yardena Zwang-Weissman, Esq.
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
300 S. Grand Ave., 22nd Flr.
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3132
(E.I. du Pont de Nemours and
Company [now known as EIDP,
Inc.])
(213) 612-2500 Phone
(213) 612-2501 Fax
email:
deanne.miller@morganlewis.co
m
yardena.zwang-
weissman@morganlewis.com

Christopher Campbell, Esq. 
Bryan Miller, Esq. 
Jane Braugh, Esq. 

Javkhlan Enkhbayar, Esq. 
James T. Spratt, Esq. 
Lydecker, LLP
523 W. Sixth St., Suite 716
Los Angeles, CA 90014
(Cae sarsto ne  USA,  Inc. ;
Caesarstone Ltd.)
(213) 293-7926 Phone
email: ccampbell@lydecker.com
bmiller@lydecker.com
jbraugh@lydecker.com
jenkhbayar@lydecker.com
jspratt@lydecker.com

Whitney R. O’Byrne, Esq. 
Morrison & Foerster LLP 
707 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 6000
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
(Cae sarsto ne  USA, Inc . ;
Caesarstone Ltd.) 
(213) 892-5200 Phone
(213) 892-5454 Fax
mail: Wobyrne@mofo.com

Erin M. Bosman, Esq. 
Matt Robinson, Esq. 
Morrison & Foerster LLP 
12531 High Bluff Dr., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92130 
(Cae sarsto ne  USA, Inc . ;
Caesarstone Ltd.)  (858) 720-5100
Phone 
(858) 720-5125 Fax
email: Ebosman@mofo.com
Mrobinson@mofo.com

Peter A. Strotz, Esq. 
Paul R. Johnson, Esq. 
Bryan L. King, Esq. 
Michael C. Mosher, Esq. 
King and Spalding LLP 
633 West 5th St., Suite 1600 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
(Cae sarsto ne USA,  Inc . ;
Caesarstone Ltd.) 
(213) 443-4355 Phone
(213) 443-4310 Fax
email: pstrotz@kslaw.com
pjohnson@kslaw.com
bking@kslaw.com
mmosher@kslaw.com

Bradford J. DeJardin, Esq.
Husch Blackwell
355 S. Grand Ave., Suite 2850
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(Arizona Tile, LLC)
(213) 337-6550 Phone
e m a i l :
brad.dejardin@huschblackwell.c
om

John H. Shaffery, Esq.
Poole • Shaffery
25350 Magic Mountain Pkwy.,
Suite 250
Santa Clarita, CA 91355
(Terrazzo & Marble Supply Co. of
Illinois)
(661) 290-2991 Phone
(661) 290-3338 Fax
e m a i l :
attorney@pooleshaffery.com

Patrick J. Foley, Esq.
Rod Cappy, Esq.
Marla T. Almazan, Esq.
Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith
LLP
633 W. 5th St., Suite 4000
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(C&C North America, Inc.)
(213) 250-1800 Phone
(213) 250-7900 Fax
e m a i l :
patrick.foley@lewisbrisbois.com
rod.cappy@lewisbrisbois.com
marla.almazan@lewisbrisbois.co
m

Deidre Cohen Katz, Esq.
Sadaf A. Nejat, Esq.
Katie A. Stricklin, Esq.
Alexandra O. Sologub, Esq.
Walsworth, LLP
19900 MacArthur Blvd., Suite
1150
Irvine, CA 92612-2445 
(Ollin International, Inc.)
(714) 634-2522 Phone
(714) 634-0686 Fax
email: dkatz@wfbm.com
snejat@wfbm.com
asologub@wfbm.com
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Fiona Miller, Esq. 
Ollin International, Inc. 
301 E. Ball Rd., 
Anaheim, CA 92805 
(Ollin International, Inc.)
(949) 245-8980 Phone
e m a i l :
fiona.miller@ollinstone.com

Jennifer A. Cormier, Esq.
Tiffany K. Ackley, Esq. 
Manning Gross + Massenburg
LLP
601 Montgomery St., Suite 1000
San Francisco, CA 94111
(CAB620, Inc., fka Parsoda
U.S.A. Inc., dba Pacifica
Wholesale Tile & Stone)
(415) 512-4381 Phone
(415) 512-6791 Fax
email: jcormier@mgmlaw.com
tackley@mgmlaw.com

Jennifer A. Cormier, Esq.
Carrie Lin, Esq. 
Manning Gross + Massenburg
LLP 
601 Montgomery St., Suite 1000
San Francisco, CA 94111
(Francini Inc.) 
(415) 512-4381 Phone
(415) 512-6791 Fax
email: jcormier@mgmlaw.com
clin@mgmlaw.com

David R. Scheidemantle, Esq.
Adam D. Wieder, Esq.
Scheidemantle Law Group P.C.
35 E. Union St., Suite F
Pasadena, CA 91103
(Walker & Zanger, Inc.)
(626) 660-4434 Phone
(800) 616-4410 Fax
email: david@scheidemantle-
law.com
adam@scheidemantle-law.com

Dennis M. Baier, Esq.
Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman
LLP
505 N. Brand Blvd., Suite 1100
Glendale, CA 91203
(Walker Zanger Inc.)
(818) 551-6000 Phone
(818) 551-6050 Fax
email: dbaier@wshblaw.com

Howard P. Brody, Esq.
Vivian Zambrano, Esq. 
Phillips, Spallas & Angstadt LLP

11150 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 670
Los Angeles, CA 90064-1839
(Stoneville USA, Inc.)
(310) 407-3017 Phone
(310) 772-0002 Fax
email: stoneville@psalaw.net
hbrody@psalaw.net
vzambrano@psalaw.net

Michael D’Andrea, Esq.
Shelly Mosallaei, Esq.
Ruth Rasiah, Esq.
Bremer Whyte Brown & O’Meara
LLP
21215 Burbank Blvd., Suite 500
Woodland Hills, CA 91367
(Marbolis, Inc.)
(818) 712-9800 Phone
(818) 712-9900 Fax
e m a i l :
mdandrea@bremerwhyte.com
smossallaei@bremerwhyte.com
rrasiah@bremerwhyte.com

Jason M. Booth, Esq.
Paul D. Rasmussen, Esq.
Madison Romine, Esq.
Booth LLP
11835 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite
600E
Los Angeles, CA 90064
(Stone Mart Corp.)
(310) 641-1800 Phone
(310) 641-1818 Fax
email: jbooth@boothllp.com
prasmussen@boothllp.com
mromine@@boothllp.com

Rey S. Yang, Esq.
Andrew Cho, Esq.
Y a n g  P ro f e s s i o n a l  L a w
Corporation
80 S. Lake Ave., Suite 720
Pasadena, CA 91101
(Arriaga USA, Inc.; Hyundai L&C
USA LLC; Stone West, Inc.; CSS
Distr ibut io ns  Inc . ;  Ge m
International, Inc.)
(626) 921-4300 Phone
(626) 243-7050 Fax
email: ryang@yangpc.com
acho@yangpc.com

Grant Chien, Esq.
Continental Firm, APCL
1108 S. Baldwin Ave. 2F 
Arcadia, CA 91007
(Color Marble, Inc.) 
(626) 788-9558 Phone
(626) 788-9568 Fax
email: grant@clawfirm.com

William Pascoe, Esq.
Ryan P. Sharifi, Esq.
Caroline Ann Malloy, Esq.
Sue Y. Park, Esq.
Resnick & Lous, PC
9891 Irvine Center Dr., Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92618
(Marble Bros., Inc.; Elite Tile
Corp.; Southland Stone Supplies,
Inc., dba Royal Stone and Tile)
(714) 709-4400 Phone
(714) 709-4400 Fax
email: wpascoe@rlattorneys.com
rsharifi@rlattorneys.com
cmolloy@rlattorneys.com
spark@rlattorneys.com

Matthew S. Brady, Esq. 
G o r d o n  R e e s e  S c u l l y
Mansukhani
5 Park Plaza, Suite 1100 
Irvine, CA 92614 
(Southland Stone USA, Inc.) 
(949) 255-6950 Phone
(949) 474-2060 Fax
email: mbrady@grsm.com

Roger M. Mansukhani, Esq.
J. Todd Konold, Esq.
Lisa Taylor, Esq.
Gordon Rees Scully Mansukhani
101 W. Broadway, Suite 2000
San Diego, CA 92101
(M S International, Inc.; Stone
Source, LLC; Architectural
S u r f a c e s  G r o u p ,  L L C ,
erroneously sued as Architectural
Surfaces, Inc.)
(619) 230-7468 Phone
(619) 696-7124 Fax
email: rmansukhani@grsm.com
tkonold@grsm.com
ltaylor@grsm.com

Carmine J. Pearl II, Esq.
Jenifer A. Pearl, Esq.
Pearl Legal, APC
9891 Irvine Center Dr., Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92618
(Edgebanding Services Inc.)
(949) 398-8230 Phone
email: cj@pearl-legal.com
jen@pearl-legal.com

James G. Bohm, Esq.
Annie Won, Esq.
Bohm Wildish & Matsen, LLP
600 Anton Blvd., Suite 640
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
(Marblex Corp.)
(714) 384-6500 Phone
email: jbohm@bohmwildish.com
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awon@bohmwildish.com

Jody Steinberg, Esq.
Benson Y.L. Chan, Esq.
Jeffrey P. Kirwin, Esq.
Hanger, Steinberg, Shapiro &
Ash
21031 Ventura Blvd., Suite 800
Woodland Hills, CA 91364-6512
(Foothill Tile & Stone, Inc.)
(818) 226-1222 Phone
(818) 226-1215 Fax
email: js@hssalaw.com
bc@hssalaw.com
jpk@hssalaw.com

Scott Thomas Green, Esq.
Mike M. Khalilpour, Esq.
Leah S. Schoen, SBN Esq.
The Green Law Group, LLP
1777 E. Los Angeles Ave.
Simi Valley, CA 93065
(Modern Stone, Inc.)
(805) 306-1100 Phone
(805) 306-1300 Fax
e m a i l :
scott@thegreenlawgroup.com
mike@thegreenlawgroup.com
leah@thegreenlawgroup.com

Matthew C. Bures, Esq.
Roger R. Bracken, Esq.
Wolfe & Wyman LLP
980 9th St., Suite 1750
Sacramento, CA 95814
(European Surfaces, LLC, dba
Eurostone erroneously sued as
European Surfaces,
LLC a California Limited
Liability Company)
(916) 912-4700 Phone
(949) 475-9203 Fax
email:  mcbures@ww.law
rrbracken@ww.law

Todd M. Thacker, Esq.
Goldberg Segalla LLP
611 Gateway Blvd., Suite 120
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(Ceramic Art Tile, Inc.)
Settlement pending
(415) 432-6600 Phone
(415) 432-6601 Fax
e m a i l :
tthacker@goldbergsegalla.com

Gabriel A. Jackson, Esq. 
Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith
45 Fremont St., Suite 3000
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(Granix Stone, Inc.) 

(415) 434-0882 Phone/Fax
e m a i l :
gabriel.jackson@lewisbrisbois.com

Lisa M. Tracy, Esq.
Bojana Rnjak, Esq.
Spencer Fane LLP
18315 FNB Parkway, Suite 200
Ohama, NE 68154
(Pacific Shore Stones, LLC;
Saiens, Inc.)
(402) 965-8600 Phone
(402) 965-8601 Fax
email: ltracy@spencerfane.com
brnjak@spencerfane.com

Karen Porter, Esq. 
Walsworth LLP 
(Classic Tile & Mosaic dba Rock
Mill Tile & Stone) 
19900 MacArthur Blvd., Suite
1150 
Irvine, CA 92612 
(714) 634-2522 Phone
(714) 634-0686 Fax
email: kporter@walsworth.com

Christine D. Calareso, Esq.
Jonathon D. Sayre, Esq.
CMBG3 Law PC
100 Spectrum Center Dr., Suite
820
Irvine, CA 92618
(Gramar Stone Center, Inc.)
(949) 467-9500 Phone
(949) 377-3355 Fax
email: ccalareso@cmbg3.com
jsayre@cmbg3.com

Robert Kum, Esq.
David A. Goldstein, Esq.
Duane Morris LP
865 S. Figueroa St., Suite 3100
Los Angeles, CA 90017
(Prestale USA LP)
(213) 689-7400 Phonew
email: rkum@duanemorris.com
dagoldstein@duanemorris.com

David A. Goldstein, Esq.
Duane Morris LLP 
Spear Tower One Market Plaza,
Suite 2200 
San Francisco, CA  94105
(Prestale USA LP)
(415) 957-3000 Phone
(415) 957-3001 Fax
e m a i l :
dagoldstein@duanemorris.com

Jose Mariano Castillo, Esq.
Law Offices of Jose Mariano
Castillo
650 S. Grand Ave., Suite 900
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3824
(New Marble Unlimited, Inc.)
(213) 622-6555 Phone
(213) 685-2168 Fax
email: castillo@castillolaw.com

Valeria Carriles, Esq.
Madero & Carriles Legal Group
PC
650 S. Grand Ave., Suite 900
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3824
(New Marble Unlimited, Inc.)
(323) 685-2150 Phone
(323) 685-2168 Fax
email: valeria@maderolegal.com

Dennis P. Wilson, Esq.
Wilson Trial Group
3322 W. Victory Blvd.
Burbank, CA 91505
(Amazing Tile & Stone, LLC)
(818) 843-1788 Phone
email: wilsontrialgroup@att.net

Mark D. Sayre, Esq.
Angela V. Sayre, Esq.
Lilia V. Kavarian, Esq.
Foley & Mansfield, PLLP
181 W. Huntington Dr., Suite 210
Monrovia, CA 91016
(Dal-Tile Distribution, LLC,
erroneously sued as and fka Dal-
Tile Distribution, Inc.; Dal-Tile
International Inc. - Doe 81; Dal-
Tile, LLC - Doe 82)
(213) 283-2100 Phone
(213) 283-2101 Fax
e m a i l :
msayre@foleymansfield.com
asayre@foleymansfield.com
lkavarian@foleymansfield.com

Carl P. McNulty, Pro Hac Vice
Counsel
Foley & Mansfield, PLLP
231 S. Bemiston, Suite 900
St. Louis, MO 63102
(Dal-Tile Distribution, LLC,
erroneously sued as and fka Dal-
Tile Distribution, Inc.; Dal-Tile
International Inc. - Doe 81; Dal-
Tile, LLC - Doe 82)
e m a i l :
cmcnulty@foleymansfield.com
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Jana M. Simmons, Esq.
Eric E. Kim, Esq.
Ropers Majeski PC
801 S. Figueroa St., Suite 2100
Los Angeles, CA 90017
(International Tile & Stone, Inc.)
(213) 312.2000 Phone
(213) 312.2001 Fax
email: jana.simmons@ropers.com
eric.kim@ropers.com
elizaeth.avila@ropers.com
julie.mcelligott@ropers.com
calendar-lao@ropers.com

Daniel S. Hurwitz, Esq.
Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman
& Dicker LLP 
555 S. Flower St., Suite 2900
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(Lowe’s Home Centers, LLC)
(213) 443-5100 Phone
(213) 443-5101 Fax
e m a i l :
daniel.hurwitz@wilsonelser.com

Pavan L. Rosati, Esq.
Goodman Neuman Hamilton
LLP
100 Bush St., Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94104
(Home Depot U.S.A., Inc.)
(415) 705-0400 Phone
(415) 705-0411 Fax
email: prosati@gnhllp.com

Michelle K. Camp, Esq.
Kourtney Jai Kinsel, Esq.
Selena J. Galaviz, Esq.
Robert P Alpert, Pro Hac Vice
Counsel
Sarah E. Bryant, Esq. 
Alexa S. White, Esq. 
Morris Manning & Martin LLP
3343 Peachtree Rd., NE
Atlanta, GA 30326
(Home Depot U.S.A., Inc.)
(404) 233-7000 Phone
email: mcamp@mmmlaw.com
kkinsel@mmmlaw.com
sgalaviz@mmmlaw.com
ralpert@mmmlaw.com
sbryant@mmmlaw.com
awhite@mmmlaw.com

Erin M. Pauley, Esq.
Ryan H. Chan, Esq.
Barnes & Thornburg LLP
2029 Century Park East, Suite
300
Los Angeles, CA 90067-2904
(Costco Wholesale Corporation)
(310) 284-3880 Phone

(310) 284-3894 Fax
email: epauley@btlaw.com
rchan@btlaw.com

Khaled Taqi-Eddin, Esq.
Emily Cunningham, Esq.
Kime H. Smith, Esq.
Hawkins Parnell & Young LLP
33 New Montgomery St., Suite
800
San Francisco, CA 94105
(Ca l i fo rnia  Quartz ,  Inc .
(Improperly sued as Raphael
Stone CA, Inc.)
(415) 766-3200 Phone
(415) 766-3250 Fax
email: ktaqi-eddin@hpylaw.com
ecunningham@hpylaw.com
khsmith@hpylaw.com

Mark A. Love, Esq. 
Michael X. Guan, Esq. 
Hawkins Parnell & Young LLP 
33 New Montgomery St., Suite
800 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(Raphael Stone CA, Inc.) 
(415) 766-3200 Phone
(415) 766-3250 Fax
email: mlove@hpylaw.com
mguan@hpylaw.com

James C. Parker, Esq.
John M. Marston, Esq.
Alice T. Wong, Esq.
Shane Hoover, Esq.
Hugo Parker, LLP
90 New Montgomery St., Suite
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San Francisco, CA 94105
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Inc.)
(415) 808-0300 Phone
(415) 808-0333 Fax
email: service@hugoparker.com

Stephen J. Erigero, Esq. 
Jana Simmons, Esq. 
Robert Orozco, Esq. 
Mark Gnesin, Esq. 
Ropers Majeski
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Los Angeles, CA 90017
(Surface Warehouse, LP, dba US
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(213) 312-2000 Phone
(213) 312-2001 Fax
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jana.simmons@ropers.com
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Marc S. Shapiro, Esq.
Andrea S. Shapiro, Esq.
Hanger, Steinberg, Shapiro &
Ash
21031 Ventura Blvd., Suite 800
Woodland Hills, CA 91364-6512
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Internationl, Inc.)
(818) 226-1222 Phone
(818) 226-1215 Fax
email: mss@hssalaw.com
as@hssalaw.com

Scott Humphreys, Esq.
Brianna R. Howard, Esq.
Ballard Spahr LLP
2029 Century Park East, Suite
1400
Los Angeles, CA 90067-2915
(Ikea US Retail LLC)
(424) 204-4400 Phone
(424) 204-4350 Fax
e m a i l :
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howardbr@ballardspahr.com

Nicolas P. Martin, Esq.
Yakov P. Wiegmann, Esq.
Joshua W. Praw, Esq.
Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman
& Dicker LLP
655 Montgomery St., Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94111
(Rio Stones, Inc.; Jacobe
Enterprises, Inc.)
(415) 433-0990 Phone
(415) 434-1370 Fax
e m a i l :
nick.martin@wilsonelser.com
yakov.wiegmann@wilsonelser.co
m
joshua.praw@wilsonelser.com

Niv V. Davidovich, Esq.
Elan N. Stone, Esq.
Davidovich Stone Law Group
LLP
6442 Coldwater Canyon Ave.,
Suite 209
North Hollywood, CA 91606
(Bmosaics, Inc., dba Imperial Tile
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(818) 661-2420 Phone
(818) 301-5131 Fax
email: niv@davidovichlaw.com
elan@davidovichlaw.com
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