

EMILIO LAW GROUP, APC

DANIEL G. EMILIO, SBN 164892

12812 Valley View Street, Suite 37
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Telephone: 
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Fax:  

(714) 379-5444

Attorney for Defendants

DEFENDANT, 

INDIVIDUAL, INDIVIDUAL
SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT





TO THE COURT, PLAINTIFF, AND HER ATTORNEY OF RECORD:


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendants DEFENDANT, LLC, INDIVIDUAL AND DEFENDANT. (Hereinafter “Defendants”) hereby applies ex parte for a temporary restraining order restraining Plaintiff Lludmila INDIVIDUAL and her counsel, Lawrence R. Clarke, and their agents and employees from contacting current and former students, faculty and staff of Defendant DEFENDANT, LLC and making specific defamatory statements, and for an order requiring Plaintiff and her counsel, Lawrence R. Clarke to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue to restrain plaintiff and her counsel and their agents and employees from contacting these persons and making specific defamatory statements.  

This application is based on the grounds that Plaintiff and her counsel have notified the court through a written statement that they intend to contact these students, faculty and staff of Defendants to “notify” them of disparaging alleged facts, and advise them to pursue their own claims.  The alleged facts that Plaintiff and her counsel wish to notify these persons of are wholly unrelated to Plaintiff’s current claims, and are being done for the purpose of causing Defendants financial and business harm.  Defendant asserts that irreparable injury will result to Defendants before the matter can be heard on notice if Plaintiff and her counsel continue to make these “notifications” as they have alleged.  

Furthermore, good cause exists for the shortening of Notice on Defendant’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.  Trial in this action is scheduled for June 28th, 2009, and the court clerk has advised Defendant’s counsel that all motions are being scheduled for the weeks of June 8-18th, less than two weeks from the pending trial date.  Plaintiff has recently propounded additional discovery pertaining to the rights to contact all persons who have ever been associated with the school.  While Defendant is willing to provide this information, Defendant seeks to ensure that the information provided will not be used for an improper purpose.  Furthermore, Defendant believes that some of Plaintiff’s claims are subject to a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.  These issues must be resolved prior to this date in order for the parties to continue in their preparations for the trial.  

As demonstrated in the Declaration of Daniel G. Emilio, on April 2, 2009, Defendant faxed notice to Plaintiff’s Counsel, Laurence Clarke, that this Ex Parte Application would be heard concerning Defendant’s need to continue the Trial date.  A confirming telephone call was also made to Plaintiff’s counsel on that date.  Defendant has complied with the requirements of CRC 3.1203(a).  Based on the correspondence and conversations with Plaintiff’s counsel prior to the notice, Plaintiff’s counsel has made it clear that he would not agree to any informal resolutions of these matters.  For that reason, this ex parte application is necessary.  

This ex parte application is made based on this application, the concurrently filed Memorandum of Points and Authorities and Declaration of Daniel G. Emilio; the [Proposed] Order; the papers and records on file with the Court in this action; and on any additional matter that may be presented at any hearing requested by the Court.
DATED: 



Daniel G. Emilio


Attorney for Defendant

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
I.
INTRODUCTION

This matter is a claim for Fraud, Breach of Contract, Slander, and other related causes of action brought by a former student of DEFENDANT, LLC.  In 2008, Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL was enrolled as a student in Defendant’s Fashion Design and Pattern Design certificate programs.  Plaintiff then re-enrolled in two bachelor of arts programs for Fashion Design and Pattern Design.  After failing to complete her assignments, and creating numerous disruptions in classes, plaintiff received a written warning, and later a notification of suspension.  At that time, Plaintiff quit attending the school and filed suit against Defendants DEFENDANT, LLC, INDIVIDUAL and DEFENDANT.    


Plaintiff contends that Defendants have breached their enrollment agreements, and committed Fraud against Plaintiff because she was made oral promises pertaining to the transferability of her school credits to other fashion design schools, and relating to Defendants seeking of future accreditations.  Specifically, Plaintiff alleges : “On or about April 1, 2008, at or near the city of West Hollywood, Los Angeles County, California, Defendants INDIVIDUAL, INDIVIDUAL and DEFENDANT individually and as alleged authorized agents and/or representatives of Defendant INDIVIDUAL, and DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, representative to Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL and/or to her husband Delos McManus: that if Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL became a student at Defendant DEFENDANT, then Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL’s school credits at Defendant DEFENDANT could be used at another fashion design or related school in the future, that Defendant DEFENDANT was an accredited fashion design school working on other accreditations, and that Defendant DEFENDANT was a professional and credible fashion design school working on other accreditations, and that Defendant DEFENDANT was a professional and credible fashion design school providing fashion design and/or related courses for fashion design students.”  (Plaintiff’s Complaint at pg 6, ln8-16).  Plaintiff then claims that “Based on these representations, in or about October 2008 and January 2009, at or near the City of West Hollywood, Los Angeles County, California, Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL and Defendants DEFENDANT, INDIVIDUAL and DEFENDANT …entered into four alleged agreements…”  


It is defendant’s contention that these alleged oral promises which were not included in the written agreements are not enforceable, and do not give rise to a claim for Fraud.  However, through the course of written and oral discovery, Plaintiff’s claims for the alleged fraud and breach of contract have drastically changed.  In response to written discovery, plaintiff contended that the fraud imposed on her was statements that DEFENDANT was already accredited, was in the process of obtaining additional accreditations, and admitted Plaintiff although she could not speak or read English.  In her deposition, Plaintiff admitted that she knew the school was not accredited, and claimed that the fraud committed against her was that she was not allowed to enroll in english or computer courses at the school.  In the last hearing on this matter, on March 5, 2010, Plaintiff’s counsel contended that the fraud was that Defendant’s promised that they were going to get accreditations in the future.  Finally, in the Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Further responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One, which was filed on March 19, 2010, Plaintiff’s counsel claimed that the Fraud was that Defendant is not a “legitimate scholastic institution” based upon the “quality of DEFENDANT’s courses, instructors, and students, as well as the credibility of the institution as a whole”.  (Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel at pg 3, ln 6-9).   Plaintiff further contends in her Motion that her claim is for Fraud based upon overcharging students, promises of Future Accreditation, and an alleged misrepresentation on one of the professor’s degrees in College.  

II.
ARGUMENT

An applicant must make an affirmative factual showing in a declaration containing competent testimony based on personal knowledge of irreparable harm, immediate danger, or any other statutory basis for granting relief ex parte.  CRC 3.1202(c).  When the rules permit an ex parte application or communication to the court in an emergency situation, a lawyer should make such application or communication only when there is a bona fide emergency such that the lawyer’s client will be seriously prejudiced by a failure to make the application or communication on regular notice.  L.A. Superior Court Rule 7.12(j)(3).  


Based upon the information provided in Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel, it is apparent that Plaintiff and her counsel intend to use the contact information provided by Defendants for an improper purpose, and not for purposes relating to her case.  In Plaintiff’s Complaint, she contends that her claims are based upon the following facts:  “On or about April 1, 2008, at or near the city of West Hollywood, Los Angeles County, California, Defendants DEFENDANT, INDIVIDUAL and DEFENDANT individually and as alleged authorized agents and/or representatives of Defendant DEFENDANT, and DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, representative to Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL and/or to her husband Delos McManus: that if Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL became a student at Defendant DEFENDANT, then Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL’s school credits at Defendant DEFENDANT could be used at another fashion design or related school in the future, that Defendant DEFENDANT was an accredited fashion design school working on other accreditations, and that Defendant DEFENDANT was a professional and credible fashion design school working on other accreditations, and that Defendant DEFENDANT was a professional and credible fashion design school providing fashion design and/or related courses for fashion design students.”  (Plaintiff’s Complaint at pg 6, ln8-16).  


Plaintiff then claims that “Based on these representations, in or about October 2008 and January 2009, at or near the City of West Hollywood, Los Angeles County, California, Plaintiff INDIVIDUAL and Defendants DEFENDANT, INDIVIDUAL and DEFENDANT and DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, entered into four alleged agreements…”  

Significantly, none of these allegations are related to Defendant INDIVIDUAL’s degrees she received from ESMOD International, nor are they related to the amount charged to other students.  
In this action, Plaintiff has requested in written discovery that Defendants provide the contact information for all faculty, students, and staff who have ever been associated with the school since its inception.  Plaintiff has recently filed a Motion to Compel further responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One to seek this information, and has also filed additional written discovery for this information.  In an effort to informally resolve this matter, Defendants have previously provided the Names of all faculty, students and staff, and have further provided the contact information for 18 persons who Defendants believe witnessed any of the events which Plaintiff contends give rise to her lawsuit.  


However, notwithstanding these efforts to resolve this matter informally, Plaintiff contends that she is entitled to contact all remaining students, faculty, and staff who have ever been associated with the school, even if they are not witnesses to any of the events which give rise to her claims.  Furthermore, in the Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Further responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One, which she filed with this instant court on March 19, 2010, Plaintiff notified the court that she and her counsel intend to contact all current and former students, faculty, and staff because: 

“DEFENDANT Instructors and Students may wish to be apprised of DEFENDANT’s procedures and qualifications.  For Example, each of the identified witness-students has been charged up to $115,000.00 to take courses at DEFENDANT.  At the same time, DEFENDANT, until approximately February of 2010, widely represented and advertised that their primary and only full-time instructor holds a Master of Fine Arts degree, when in fact the highest degree conferred upon her was an Associate of Arts degree. These students may wish to be notified of the actual qualifications, or lack of qualifications, of DEFENDANT instructors and/or assert claims of their own”.  

(Exhibit A, Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel, Separate Statement, pg 7, ln23-pg 8, ln2, emphasis added).  

II.
REQUEST FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER or PROTECTIVE ORDER
Pursuant to CCP §2030.090(b) authorizes the court, for good cause shown, to make “any order that justice requires to protect any party or other natural person or organization from unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, or undue burden and expense”.  It further specifies that these orders may include “a response be made only on specified terms and conditions” (CCP §2030.090(b)(4)).  
Defendants asserts that these “notifications” of disparaging alleged facts which Plaintiff contends to be true, some of which are untrue, and requests that persons “assert claims of their own”, constitutes discovery used for an improper purpose, and improper conduct by both Plaintiff and her counsel.  Defendant asserts that these persons are not witnesses to Plaintiff’s claims as Defendant believes they did not attend school with plaintiff, nor do they have any knowledge relevant to plaintiff’s individual claims.  Furthermore, the alleged “notification” is not related to any of Plaintiff’s pending claims within her lawsuit.  Rather, Defendant believes that plaintiff intends to contact these individuals in an attempt to disparage Defendants names and business reputations, and cause them financial and business harm.  

Pursuant to the Protective Order entered into by the parties, Plaintiffs are to use this contact information “solely for the purposes of this action” (pg 3, ¶5).  Furthermore, the protective order provided that if Plaintiff threatens to violate the terms of the Protective Order, Defendant “may apply to the court to obtain injunctive relief against any such persons” (pg 4, ln9-11).  Pursuant to California Civil Code §46, Slander is a “False and unprivileged publication, orally uttered… (3) which tends directly to injury him in respect to his office, profession, trade or business that has a natural tendency to lessen its profits.”  


Plaintiff seeks the court to order Defendant to produce the names, addresses and telephone numbers of all current and former students, faculty and staff, so that they can notify them that Defendant is “not a legitimate scholastic institution” based upon the “quality of DEFENDANT’s courses, instructors, and students, as well as the credibility of the institution as a whole”.  (Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel at pg 3, ln 6-9).   
Plaintiff also states in her Motion to the court that she wishes to inform these persons that “their primary and only full-time instructor holds a Master of Fine Arts degree, when in fact the highest degree conferred upon her was an Associate of Arts degree”.  In fact, Defendant INDIVIDUAL is not the only instructor at DEFENDANT, and holds a degree from ESMOD International of Paris France for “diplomé de fin détudes en specialization: Vetements Haute Couture” (Exh D).  It is difficult to equate this to an American Degree equivalent, however, in France this is considered to be a higher education degree, which some consider to be similar to a Masters of Fine Arts in Haute Couture Clothing (Exh E).  Plaintiff’s statements are slanderous, defamatory and untrue, and the court should prohibit her and her counsel from making such statements to members of the school.  Should Plaintiff and her counsel be allowed to continue with these “notifications”, Defendant could suffer the loss of students, faculty and staff from their school, resulting in severe financial losses.  

Plaintiffs and their counsel have previously agreed to the issuance of a protective order regarding this contact information (Exhibit B), however, this does not seem to be sufficient to dissuade Plaintiff and her counsel from engaging in improper behavior.  While Defendant recognizes that this type of prohibitory orders are only reserved for extraordinary situations, Defendant believes that since Plaintiff has filed a Statement to the court indicating these types of intentions, despite the previous execution of a protective order, extraordinary relief is required.  

Defendant therefore respectfully requests that the court issue a temporary restraining order or protective order to prohibit Plaintiff and her counsel, and their employees and agents from making such derogatory statements to these persons.  Defendant believes that such “informing” of these persons is not being done for any proper purpose related to this action, and should therefore be prohibited.  

III.
SHORTENED NOTICE FOR DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS.  
California Code of Civil Procedure § 1005 (b) states: “Unless otherwise ordered or specifically provided by law, all moving and supporting papers shall be served and filed at least 21 calendar days before the hearing.” (emphasis added) Cal. Civ. Proc. Code 1005 (b) (West Supp. 2007). The statement “Unless otherwise ordered or specifically provided by law, “is viewed as giving courts the authority to grant an order shortening time relating to notices of motion. Moore v. El Camino Hospital District, 78 Cal.App.3d 661, 664, 144 Cal. Rptr. 314, 315 (1978) (affirming dismissal of case for lack of prosecution even though motion was heard on shortened notice). The court, then, may prescribe a time shorter than 21 days required for written notice of hearing on motion. Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 1005 (b) (West 2007). Courts routinely shorten the notice requirements so that a matter can be heard in advance of a trial date. Thus, it is “within the court’s discretion to grant an order shortening time.” Moore v. El Camino Hospital District, 78 Cal.App.3d at 664, 144 Cal.Rpt. at 315. It is well settled that courts have inherent power to control their calendars so long as the interest of justice are served. Rosenberg v. Superior Court, 67 Cal.App.4th 860, 79 Cal.Rptr.2d 365 (1998) (power to issue stays of proceedings, transfer cases, continue trial dates, and authority to control calendars and documents are part o the trial court’s inherent authority). Reviewing courts regularly uphold the trial court’s right to administer its own calendar as it sees fit. Townsend v. Superior Court, 15 Cal.3d 774, 126 Cal.Rptr. 251, 543 P.2d 619 (1975). Moreover, a court’s exercise of its inherent power will only be reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Amarawansa v. Superior Court, 49 Cal.App.4th 1251, 57 Cal.Rptr.2d 249 (1996).  

Therefore, since the Court has the inherent power to control its calendar, and Defendants are unable to calendar the Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings until June, the same Month as the Trial in this action, Defendants respectfully request that the Court grant this ex parte application and shorten notice to hear the Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.  

Good Cause exists for the shortening of notice in this instance because as explained above, Plaintiff’s claims and arguments regarding the alleged Fraud- Intentional Misrepresentation and Slander have changed substantially since Plaintiff’s filing of the complaint, and Defendant is unable to adequately prepare for trial without further specificity and clarification of Plaintiff’s allegations.  If Defendant’s Motion is unable to be heard prior to June, it will be unable to determine the exact nature of Plaintiff’s allegations and prepare a proper defense to these arguments.  For this reason, it is essential to Defendant’s preparations for trial, that the Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings be heard as soon as possible.  
III.
CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should grant Defendant’s request for a Temporary Restraining Order or Protective Order against Plaintiff Lludmila INDIVIDUAL, her counsel, Lawrence R. Clarke, and their agents and employees limiting the statements which they make to students, faculty and staff of DEFENDANT, LLC, and also grant Defendant’s request for Shortened Notice for the Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.    
DATED: 



Daniel G. Emilio


Attorney for Defendant

DECLARATION OF Daniel G. EMILIO
I, Daniel G. Emilio, declare as follows:

1.
I am an attorney at law duly admitted to practice before all the courts of the State of California and am attorney of record herein for Defendants DEFENDANT, LLC, DEFENDANT, and INDIVIDUAL in the above-described action.

2.
Plaintiff, Lludimila INDIVIDUAL, is represented by Laurence Clarke.

3.
In October, 2009, the parties began to meet and confer regarding the plaintiff’s requests for the identification of witnesses including students, faculty, and staff from DEFENDANT, LLC who witnessed events giving rise to Plaintiff’s Claim.  

4.
On November 23, 2009, Plaintiff’s Counsel filed a Motion to Compel this information.  However, through informal discussions, the parties were able to resolve this matter by entering into a protective order prior to revealing this information.  

5.
On January 11, 2010, the Parties Joint Stipulation for Protective Order and Proposed Order were filed with the Court.  

6.
On January 26, 2010, Defendant provided the Plaintiff’s counsel with the supplemental responses and documents requested including names, addresses and telephone numbers of 18 persons who Defendant believed witnessed the events giving rise to Plaintiff’s claims.  

7.
On February 18, 2009, Plaintiff served my office with written requests for the contact information for the remaining students, faculty and staff which had ever been associated with DEFENDANT, LLC. 

8.
On March 19, 2010, Plaintiff filed a Motion to Compel further responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One, seeking the contact information for the remaining students, faculty, and staff.  

9.
Within this Motion, Plaintiff and her counsel, revealed their intentions for seeking the contact information for these persons.  Plaintiff’s Motion stated that Plaintiff contended that Defendant is not a “legitimate scholastic institution” based upon the “quality of DEFENDANT’s courses, instructors, and students, as well as the credibility of the institution as a whole”.  (Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel at pg 3, ln 6-9).   
10.
Plaintiff’s Motion also notified the court that she and her counsel intend to contact all current and former students, faculty, and staff because: “DEFENDANT Instructors and Students may wish to be apprised of DEFENDANT’s procedures and qualifications.  For Example, each of the identified witness-students has been charged up to $115,000.00 to take courses at DEFENDANT.  At the same time, DEFENDANT, until approximately February of 2010, widely represented and advertised that their primary and only full-time instructor holds a Master of Fine Arts degree, when in fact the highest degree conferred upon her was an Associate of Arts degree. These students may wish to be notified of the actual qualifications, or lack of qualifications, of DEFENDANT instructors and/or assert claims of their own”.  (Exhibit A, Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel, Separate Statement, pg 7, ln23-pg 8, ln2, emphasis added).  

11.
Prior to the receipt of this Motion, I was not aware that Plaintiff and her counsel intended to engage in such conduct.  
12.
Based upon the statements made in Plaintiff’s Motion, I contacted Plaintiffs counsel regarding this, and on April 2, 2010, I notified Plaintiff’s counsel of my intentions to bring this matter to the court, and of my intentions to seek relief by Ex-Parte on April 6, 2010, at 8:30 am in Department 72.  

13.
In late March, 2010, my assistant contacted the court regarding scheduling a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.  At that the time, the clerk informed her that the court was scheduling motions in mid-June, approximately 8-18th, but they had the date of June 1, 2010 available.  The clerk indicated that no earlier dates were available for a Motion.  

14.
Attached as Exhibits A-E are true and exact copies of my Proposed Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (A), the Protective Order on file in this action (B), pages 3, 7, and 8 of Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel further responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One (C), Defendant INDIVIDUAL’s Diploma from ESMOD International (D), and a print-out of a webpage from Wikipedia regarding the French Diplome d’etudes (E).  
15.
On April 2, and on April 5th, several additional telephone conversations were held regarding this matter, and the parties could not resolve this matter informally.  
16.
Pursuant to CRC 3.1203(a), I have properly notified Mr. Laurence Clarke by both Telephone and Facsimile Letter that I intended to appear by Ex-parte Application to seek this relief.  Mr. Clarke’s co-counsel indicated to me that he also intended to appear at the Ex-parte Hearing.  

I have read the foregoing declaration and know the contents thereof, and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that it is true and correct to my own personal knowledge, and that if called upon to testify I can and will competently testify hereto.


Executed this 5th day of April, 2010 in the City of Garden Grove, State of California.

Daniel G. Emilio
EMILIO LAW GROUP, APC

DANIEL G. EMILIO, SBN 164892

12812 Valley View Street, Suite 37

Garden Grove, California 92845

Telephone: 
(714) 379-6239

Fax:  

(714) 379-5444

Attorney for Defendants

DEFENDANT LLC, 

INDIVIDUAL, DEFENDANT
SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT






GOOD CAUSE HAVING BEEN SHOWN THEREFORE, it is ordered that
Plaintiff Lludmila INDIVIDUAL, Plaintiff’s Counsel Lawrence R. Clarke, and their agents or employees are restrained from doing the following: 

Contacting, either directly or indirectly, students, faculty or Staff of Defendant DEFENDANT, LLC, for any purpose other than to request information related to Plaintiff’s claims sought within her complaint.  The Parties shall not harass, or threaten these persons, and shall not engage in making any defamatory statements against Defendants DEFENDANT, LLC, INDIVIDUAL, or DEFENDANT to these persons.

It is further ordered that Plaintiff Lludmila INDIVIDUAL, Plaintiff’s counsel Lawrence R. Clarke, and their agents or employees are further restrained as follows: ________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________


An Order to Show Cause why a Temporary Injunction should not be issued is scheduled for _________________(date) at ______________(time) in Department 72 of this court.  

DATED:________________________

_________________________________________








JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
EMILIO LAW GROUP, APC

DANIEL G. EMILIO, SBN 164892

12812 Valley View Street, Suite 37

Garden Grove, California 92845

Telephone: 
(714) 379-6239

Fax:  

(714) 379-5444

Attorney for Defendants

DEFENDANT LLC, 

INDIVIDUAL, DEFENDANT
SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT






GOOD CAUSE HAVING BEEN SHOWN THEREFORE, the Court has shortened the notice to the Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.  The motion to compel will therefore be heard on ____________________(date) at ________________(time) in department 72 of the Los Angeles Superior Court, Central District.  Any opposition to said motion must by filed by ____________________ and sent to Defendants’ counsel via facsimile the same day.  In addition, if necessary, a reply to the opposition must be filed by ___________________________ and sent to Plaintiff’s counsel via facsimile the same day.    

DATED:_________________

_________________________________________








JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

Case No. :	BC414846


Assigned to: Hon. Ruth Ann Kwan


Dept.:	 72    


Complaint Filed: June 1, 2009





PROPOSED ORDER








Date: April 6, 2010


Time: 8:30 am


Dept: 72  





LIUDMILA A. INDIVIDUAL, 





			Plaintiff,


vs





DEFENDANT LLC, a California limited liability company; INDIVIDUAL, an individual; DEFENDANT, an individual; and , DOES 1 THROUGH 100, inclusive, 





			Defendants





LIUDMILA A. INDIVIDUAL, 





			Plaintiff,


vs





DEFENDANT LLC, a California limited liability company; INDIVIDUAL, an individual; DEFENDANT, an individual; and , DOES 1 THROUGH 100, inclusive, 





			Defendants
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Time: 8:30 am


Dept: 72  
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DEFENDANT’S EX PARTE APPLICATION FOR A TEMPORARY  RESTRAINING ORDER AND OSC FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION, AND FOR SHORTENED NOTICE FOR THE MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS; MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES; DECLARATION OF DANIEL G. EMILIO; AND PROPOSED ORDER





Date: April 6, 2010


Time: 8:30 am


Dept: 72  





LIUDMILA A. INDIVIDUAL, 





			Plaintiff,


vs





DEFENDANT LLC, a California limited liability company; INDIVIDUAL, an individual; DEFENDANT, an individual; and , DOES 1 THROUGH 100, inclusive, 





			Defendants
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