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Timothy J. Walton (State Bar No. 184292)
LAW OFFICES OF TIMOTHY WALTON
801 Woodside Road, Suite 11

Redwood City, CA 94061

Phone: (650) 216-9800

Fax: (650) 618-8687

Daniel L. Balsam (State Bar No. 260423)
THE LAW OFFICES OF DANIEL BALSAM
3145 Geary Blvd. #225

San Francisco, CA 94118

Phone: (415) 276-3067

Fax: (415) 373-3783

Attorneys for Plaintiff
DANIEL L. BALSAM

SEP 02 2009

Clerk of the Supariors
By 8. Peyrot
DEPUTY CLERK
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO (UNLIMITED JURISDICTION)

DANIEL L. BALSAM,
Plaintiff,
vs.
TRANCOS INC. et al,

Defendants.
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Case No.: CIvV471797

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANTS’
MOTION TO STAY/CONTINUE TRIAL
Date: August 10, 2009

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Dept: 11 (Courtroom 2D)

Judge: Hon. John L. Grandsaert
Action Commenced: April 4, 2008

Trial Date: October 13, 2009

Defendants’ Motion to Stay/Continue Trial came on regularly for hearing before the

Court on August 10, 2009, in Department 11, Courtroom 2D, in the Superior Court of San Mateo

County. The parties appeared through their counsel of record.

This Court finds, and Defendants do not dispute, that the California Supreme Court’s

pending decision as to whether or not sending “spam” email from multiple domain names is

unlawful under Cal. Business & Professions Code § 17529.5(a)(2) will not dispose of this Action
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in its entirety. The question of whether sending spam from multiple domain names is unlawful
under Bus. & Prof. Code § 17529.5(a)(2) was certified to the California Supreme Court by the
Ninth Circuit in Kleffiman v. Vonage Holdings Corp., 551 F.3d 847 (9th Cir. 2008).

Defendants’ Motion fails to demonstrate that a stay will result in judicial efficiency that
sufficiently outweighs the burden of delaying trial.

Defendants’ Motion to Stay Trial is DENIED.

Defendants” Motion to Continue Trial is DENIED without prejudice. The Motion
properly should be brought to the Presiding Judge. (See Local Rule 3.2 — Presiding Judge to

hear all motions affecting trial date.)

IT IS SO ORDERED.

JOHN L. GRANDSAERT

Dated: j{AUﬁ\ 1 2909 By
J ! Hon. John L. Grandsaert
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