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 SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

There is sufficient evidence to support McKinnon Broadcasting 

Company’s (“MBC”) request for this Court to disqualify Plaintiff’s counsel for 

engaging in improper and unethical methods to obtain confidential information 

and using it against MBC in this lawsuit to gain an unfair advantage. Notably, 

Plaintiff does not deny that she and her counsel used Anna Laurel, a then-

current MBC employee, as a secret agent to gather information from her 

employer and share it with Plaintiff and her attorney, Gruenberg Law, to use it 

against MBC, a represented party in this litigation.  Nor does Plaintiff deny 

that Gruenberg Law obtained and used MBC’s confidential information as a 

result.  Consequently, Plaintiff in essence concedes that under the law, 

Gruenberg Law must be disqualified because these improper, ex parte 

communications with MBC employees resulted in them obtaining confidential 

information.  

The Opposition raises three arguments for why Gruenberg Law should 

not be disqualified, none of which negate the law and facts that support 

disqualification.  First, the Opposition argues that Gruenberg Law cannot be 

held responsible if Plaintiff obtained MBC’s confidential information through 

her own misconduct.  However, such argument is inconsistent with the law.  

Plaintiff’s counsel cannot use Plaintiff as a vehicle to engage in unethical 

actions on their behalf and avoid responsibility.  See e.g. Cal. Prac. Guide Prof. 

Resp. (2021) Restrictions on Speech and Behavior Outside Courtroom, ¶¶ 8:789 

to 8:792.   

Second, the Opposition argues the information Gruenberg Law obtained 

from MBC’s current employees cannot be “confidential” because California 

Labor Code § 232.5 prohibits employers from barring employees from discussing 

their working conditions.  This argument is misdirected.  The issue before the 

Court is not current employees discussing working conditions, but rather 
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promising a current MBC employee legal representation if they will gather 

MBC’s confidential and trade secret information, such as personnel salary 

information, work product, privileged communications, what the MBC 

employees intended to testify at trial, where and for how long MBC employees 

were meeting with counsel to prepare for their deposition in this case.  These 

are not “working condition” discussions protected under the Labor Code – they 

are Plaintiff and Gruenberg Law engaging in misconduct to otherwise obtain 

confidential information to use against the Defendant in this litigation.   

Third, the Opposition argues that MBC fails to provide authority that 

disqualification of counsel “would be an adequate remedy.”   This argument fails 

because MBC does not need to show that disqualification is “adequate” as a 

matter of law.  MBC provided legal authority establishing that trial courts have 

disqualified counsel under similar circumstances.   

Accordingly, this Court is well within its authority to grant this Motion, 

and should do so based on the ample evidence before it.   
 ARGUMENT 

A. THERE IS SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE BEFORE THE COURT TO 
DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL BECAUSE OF THEIR 
IMPROPER COMMUNICATIONS WITH CURRENT MBC 
EMPLOYEES. 

1. Plaintiff’s Counsel Used Improper Means to Obtain Information 
From Current Employees. 

Despite Plaintiff’s bald assertion otherwise, it is not relevant legally as to 

whether it was Plaintiff or her counsel that engaged in the improper 

communications with MBC’s current employees.  Plaintiff’s counsel cannot use 

Plaintiff as a vehicle to engage in unethical practices only to later disclaim 

responsibility for those actions.  See e.g. Cal. Prac. Guide Prof. Resp. (2021) 

Restrictions on Speech and Behavior Outside Courtroom, ¶¶ 8:789 to 8:792 (an 

attorney is prohibited from using his client as a conduit to convey words or 

thoughts to a represented party).   
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Despite Plaintiff’s argument that her counsel’s “tactics” were above-board, 

Plaintiff and her counsel’s communications with current MBC employees went 

far beyond any permissible or ethical form of fact-gathering and discovery.  

Plaintiff and her counsel used MBC’s current employees as pawns, manipulated 

them with promises, and deceived yet other MBC current employees to obtain 

MBC’s confidential information outside the normal parameters and protections 

provided by the Civil Discovery Act and did so for the purpose of using such 

information against MBC in this litigation.   

California Rules of Professional Conduct are paramount when deciding 

whether attorney disqualification is necessary to preserve the integrity of the 

judicial process.  Jarvis v. Jarvis (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 113, 135.  The 

California Professional Rules of Conduct prohibit a lawyer from directly or 

indirectly contacting a represented party without consent.  (See Cal Rules 

Court, Rule 4.2.)  The prohibition against indirectly communicating with a 

represented party is intended to address situations (like this one) where a 

lawyer communicates through an intermediary such as an agent, investigator 

or the lawyer's client.  (Id. at Comment 3.) 

In the case of a represented corporation like MBC, lawyers are prohibited 

from having communications with any current officer, director, partner, or 

managing agent of the organization or a current employee, member, agent, or 

other constituent of the organization, if the subject of the communication is any 

act or omission of such person in connection with the matter which may be 

binding upon or imputed to the corporation for purposes of civil liability. (Id. at 

subd. (b).)  The purpose of this Rule is to preserve the attorney-client 

relationship and the proper functioning of the administration of justice.  HTC 

Corp. v. Technology Properties Ltd. ( N.D.Cal. 2010), 715 F.Supp.2d 968, 972.   

Although lawyers are not barred from having any communication with 

current employees of a represented entity, Plaintiff’s counsel’s use of Plaintiff 
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and Anna Laurel as conduits to obtain confidential information from MBC’s 

other current employees (who trusted and were unsuspecting of Ms. Laurel’s 

malevolent motives) is tantamount to having prohibited ex parte 

communications with a represented party.  Plaintiff’s counsel’s contacts were 

not limited to reaching out to other current employees as potential witnesses 

but, instead, were akin to espionage with Plaintiff and Anna Laurel acting at 

the direction of Gruenberg Law to obtain information to be used against MBC.   

The Opposition deflects from the principal issue, that Gruenberg Law 

misused Anna Laurel as a means to conduct improper, backdoor discovery.  

Plaintiff does not deny that Anna Laurel was a current MBC employee at the 

time she was enlisted to assist Plaintiff and Gruenberg Law with collecting 

MBC’s confidential information for this lawsuit.  Nor does Plaintiff refute that 

Anna Laurel did in fact share MBC’s confidential information with Gruenberg 

Law.  (See Plaintiff’s Opposition at p. 9, lns. 2-6.)  By using Anna Laurel as a 

mole with an objective to obtain confidential and privileged information to be 

used against MBC, Gruenberg Law went beyond ethical litigation practices, 

invaded MBC’s attorney-client privilege, and compromised the protections 

embedded in the Civil Discovery Act.  Therefore, Gruenberg Law cannot 

reasonably claim that it did not engage in any wrongdoing by using Anna 

Laurel as an improper means to obtain protected information.    
2. Plaintiff and Her Counsel Obtained MBC’s Confidential 

Information By Causing MBC Employees to Breach Their 
Employment Agreements and Duty of Loyalty.    

Plaintiff does not deny  -- nor could she – that she and her counsel 

obtained MBC’s confidential information from MBC’s current employees.  

Instead, Plaintiff tries to argue that MBC could not prohibit its current 

employees from speaking with Plaintiff’s counsel about their “working 

conditions” under California’s Labor Code.  Plaintiff’s argument is a red herring 

as it is not relevant law to the issue at hand. 
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The issue before the Court is whether Plaintiff’s counsel obtained MBC’s 

confidential and trade secret information through its current employees, 

causing these employees to breach of their employment agreements and their 

duty of loyalty to MBC.  While employees are free to disclose information about 

their working conditions, MBC’s confidential and trade secret information are 

not working conditions.  See Labor Code section 232.5; Glassdoor, Inc. v. Sup. 

Ct. (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 623, 638 (employees are entitled to publicize their 

complaints about work conditions such as workload, office sizes, perquisites of 

employment, and work-life balance).  Likewise, manipulating employees to 

reveal information as to what they will testify at trial, spying on where and how 

long employees meet with counsel to prepare for their depositions in this case, 

and funneling confidential and trade secret information to Gruenberg Law to be 

used against MBC in this litigation are not “working conditions.” 

Plaintiff does not and cannot show that MBC’s employment policies 

prohibiting its employees from sharing its trade secrets and confidential 

information run afoul of the Labor Code, and the Labor Code does not govern 

here.  Section 5.41 of MBC’s Policy Manual titled “Trade Secrets and 

Confidential Information” states:  

The Company considers certain types of information about its 
procedures, processes, Employees, and customers as 
confidential data whose disclosure to competitors or other 
members of the public could significantly harm the 
Company's interest. 

Employees are forbidden during the term of their 
employment and after termination of their employment to 
utilize, convert, or disclose any trade secrets or other 
confidential information or data learned in the course of 
employment to any person or entity other than an individual 
employed by the Company who is authorized to have that 
information or to utilize such trade secrets and confidential 
information for their own personal benefit. 
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All applicants, before being hired, will be informed of the 
Company's confidentiality policy and restrictions.  As a 
condition of employment, all new hires must sign a non-
disclosure agreement in which they promise to maintain the 
confidentiality of the Company's trade secrets and other 
proprietary information and to use such confidential 
information only in the course of employment.  

Employees who violate the Company's confidentiality rules 
will be subject to discipline, up to and including immediate 
termination.  The Company also reserves the right to seek 
legal redress and remedies for breaches of its confidentiality 
policy by former Employees.   

(Notice of Lodgment Ex. 3.) 

A “trade secret” is something (1) having commercial value from not being 

generally known and (2) that is the subject of reasonable secrecy measures.  

Coast Hematology-Oncology Associates Medical Group, Inc. v. Long Beach 

Memorial Medical Center (2020) 58 Cal. App. 5th 748, 754 (paraphrasing 

California’s Uniform Trade Secrets Act).  Employee salary information, 

including compensation terms, is considered confidential and proprietary 

information.  ReadyLink Healthcare v. Cotton (2005) 126 Cal.App.4th 1006, 

1018.  Similarly, KUSI’s business decisions with regards to delivering the news 

is confidential and proprietary.  

Plaintiff’s counsel should be disqualified for causing MBC’s employees to 

provide MBC’s confidential and trade secret information.  Plaintiff, as a 

signatory to the employment policies herself, was aware of the restrictions on 

sharing MBC’s confidential and trade secret information.  (NOL Ex. 1.)  

Nonetheless, she and her counsel improperly obtained confidential personnel 

salary information and information related to MBC’s trade secret business 

processes for local news from current MBC employees.  (See NOL Ex. 5; 

Opposition Ex. 3.)   
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What is more, Plaintiff and Gruenberg Law went beyond simply 

receiving this confidential personnel salary information.  They misused this 

confidential information by including it in Plaintiff’s publicly-filed Complaint 

(see ¶¶ 22, 31).  Had Plaintiff obtained this information through civil discovery, 

this information would have been subject to a protective order and not, as it is 

now, widely viewable by MBC’s competitors – and Plaintiff’s multitude of social 

media recipients.  (See, e.g., NOL Ex. 5.) 

Even if the Court were to accept Plaintiff’s argument that these instances 

where Plaintiff’s counsel misused the ill-acquired MBC confidential information 

were few and isolated and do not rise to the level of warranting disqualification, 

the totality of these circumstances requires Court intervention.  This Motion is 

not simply about Plaintiff’s counsel’s alleged “coincidental guess” as to how long 

a deponent prepared for a deposition (which was too exact and delivered in such 

an intimidating way at the outset of the deposition to be merely coincidental), it 

is about Plaintiff and her counsel’s pattern of engaging in improper tactics to 

evade discovery rules and obtain MBC’s confidential information through 

current employees.  

The evidence before the Court is more than sufficient to support a finding 

that Plaintiff’s counsel improperly obtained MBC’s confidential information and 

is continuing to use that ill-gotten information to MBC’s detriment in this 

lawsuit.  Thus, this Court should grant MBC’s requested relief to stop Plaintiff’s 

counsel’s litigation abuses.  
B. PENDING DISCOVERY DISPUTES COULD LEAD TO FURTHER 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING MBC’S MOTION.  

This Court has not yet resolved the discovery issue of whether Anna 

Laurel’s personal emails left accessible on MBC’s shared computer are per se 

privileged, regardless of their content and despite MBC’s written policy to the 

contrary.  (See MBC’s Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order Remedying 
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Defendant’s Litigation Abuse, For Return and Suppression of Stolen 

Documents.)  Anna Laurel refused to answer deposition questions about this 

topic and refused to produce her email communications with Plaintiff claiming 

that these emails were privileged.  (NOL Ex. 8.) 

It is now known that Plaintiff similarly failed to produce select 

communications with Ms. Laurel – even thought they were requested in 

discovery – and silenced her testimony because this evidence would show that 

Plaintiff and Gruenberg Law engaged in improper communications with Ms. 

Laurel while she was a current MBC employee, which enabled Plaintiff and 

Gruenberg Law to obtaining MBC’s confidential and privileged information.   

However, this Motion is not “open-ended” or contingent on the resolution 

of this pending discovery dispute as the Opposition implies.  The Court has 

more than sufficient evidence before it to grant MBC’s request for an order 

disqualifying counsel.  Nonetheless, this Court has authority to defer ruling on 

this Motion until it has resolved the parties’ pending discovery dispute on Ms. 

Laurel’s emails so that MBC could obtain all the obviously withheld 

communications if the Court requires additional evidence to grant this Motion.    
C. THIS COURT HAS AUTHORITY AND SHOULD GRANT MBC’S 

REQUEST FOR AN ORDER REMEDYING THE HARM CAUSED BY 
PLAINTIFF’S MISUSE OF MBC’S CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
AND DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL. 

Plaintiff’s argument that the Court has no authority to grant MBC’s 

requested remedies is inaccurate and inconsistent with the law.  Every court 

has the inherent power to control, in the furtherance of justice, the conduct of 

its ministerial officers and all other persons in any manner connected with a 

judicial proceeding before it.  See CODE CIV. PROC. § 128.  In exercising this 

control, a court can adopt any suitable method of practice, even if the method is 

not specified by statute or by the Rules of Court.  Amtower v. Photon Dynamics, 

Inc. (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 1582, 1595.  This includes disqualification of 
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counsel when necessary for the furtherance of justice.  Clark v. Sup. Ct. (2011) 

196 Cal.App.4th 37, 47. 

Trial courts have authority to disqualify counsel – and have done so – for 

the same offenses that Gruenberg Law has committed in this case.  See 

Chronometrics, Inc. v. Sysgen, Inc. (1980) 110 Cal.App.3d 597, 607–608 

(affirming disqualification of counsel who violated ethical rules and 

communicated with represented party); Rico v. Mitsubishi Motors Corp. (2007) 

42 Cal.4th at 807, 819 (affirming disqualification of counsel who improperly 

used confidential information); Jarvis v. Jarvis (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 113, 135 

(affirming disqualification of counsel despite no violation of ethical rules when 

disqualification in furtherance of justice).   

Disqualification of counsel is necessary and appropriate here because 

Gruenberg Law refused to stop their improper contacts with MBC’s current 

employees, refused to take any steps mitigating the harm caused by their 

misconduct and refused to identify and reveal all the improper communications 

and information received.  (NOL Ex. 13.)  Thus, their misconduct will have a 

continuing effect and an unfair advantage against MBC in this litigation absent 

this Court’s intervention. 

At a minimum, this Court should grant MBC’s request for an order 

requiring Plaintiff and her counsel to undertake the following actions:  

1. Return all copies of any improperly obtained confidential material over 
which Plaintiff has custody or control; 

2. Destroy all electronic versions of any improperly obtained confidential 
material over which Plaintiff has custody or control; 

3. Instruct anyone to whom Plaintiff has provided improperly obtained 
confidential material to return all copies to Plaintiff, and to destroy all 
electronic versions thereof; 

4. Cease and desist contacting current McKinnon employees; and 
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5. Cease and desist inducing former McKinnon employees to breach their 
contractual duty to maintain the confidentiality of McKinnon’s trade 
secret and proprietary information. 

6. And prohibit the use or reference of any information obtained in this 
litigation, including at trial.  (See NOL Ex. 9.)   

This Court is not only authorized, but the integrity of the judicial process 

mandates, an order disqualifying Gruenberg Law – and at a minimum an order 

prohibiting Gruenberg Law from continuing with its improper actions and 

mitigating the damage caused by these actions.  
 CONCLUSION 

This Court should grant MBC’s Motion to Disqualify Gruenberg Law 

because Gruenberg Law used improper means to obtain MBC’s confidential and 

privileged information and refuses to reveal that totality of such information 

and cease its improper communications with MBC’s current employees.  At a 

minimum, this Court should order Plaintiff to remedy the harm caused by her 

counsel’s improper conduct and return all copies of MBC’s confidential 

information; destroy all electronic versions of MBC’s confidential information; 

instruct anyone to whom she has provided MBC’s confidential information to 

return all copies to her, and to destroy all electronic versions thereof; cease and 

desist contacting current MBC’s employees and inducing them to breach their 

contractual and fiduciary duties to MBC and cease and desist contacting former 

MBC employees and inducing them to breach their contractual duties to MBC 

and maintain the confidentiality of MBC’s trade secret and proprietary 

information. 

Respectfully submitted, 
DATED:  February 17, 2022 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 



PROOF OF SERVICE 

Marisa Janine-Page (SBN 199316) 
Caitlin E. Macker (SBN 312559) 
CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 
3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250 
San Diego, California 92121 
Tel:  (858) 720-8080 
Email:  mjp@chpllaw.com 

Attorney for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO – CIVIL DIVISION 

SANDRA MAAS, an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

MCKINNON BROADCASTING 
CO. KUSI-TV 51, a California 
Corporation; and DOES 1 
through 25, Inclusive, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

[IMAGED FILE] 

Judge: Hon. Ronald F. Frazier 
Dept.: C-65 

Complaint Filed: June 25, 2019 
Trial Date: January 28, 2022 

I, Dominique C. Houston, am a citizen of the United States and employed in San Diego 

County, California.  I am over eighteen (18) years of age and not a party to this action.  My business 

address is 3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250, San Diego, California, 92121.  My email 

address is dch@chpllaw.com. 

On February 17, 2022, I served a copy of the Reply in Support of Defendant’s Motion 

to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel to the person(s) listed below: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



- 2 -
PROOF OF SERVICE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

  By E-mail or Electronic Transmission.  Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties 
to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission pursuant to CRC rule 2.251(b), I caused the 
documents to be sent to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed above.  I did not receive, within a 
reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication that the 
transmission was unsuccessful. 

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

Executed on February 17, 2022, at San Diego, California. 

Dominique C. Houston 

Joshua D. Gruenberg, Esq. 
Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq. 
Joshua P. Pang, Esq. 
GRUENBERG LAW 
2155 First Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Email: josh@gruenberglaw.com 
Email: jp@gruenberglaw.com 
Email: daphne@gruenberglaw.com 
              bianca@gruenberglaw.com 

Counsel for Plaintiff, SANDRA MAAS







 

1 
AMENDED MEMO OF P&A ISO MTN TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

Marisa Janine-Page (SBN 199316) 
Caitlin E. Macker (SBN 312559) 
CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 
3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250 
San Diego, California 92121 
Tel:  (858) 720-8080 
Email:  mjp@chpllaw.com; cch@chpllaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
 

 

 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO - CIVIL DIVISION 
 

SANDRA MAAS, an individual, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

MCKINNON BROADCASTING 

CO. KUSI-TV 51, a California 

Corporation; and DOES 1 through 

25, Inclusive, 

 

Defendant. 

 

Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 

 

AMENDED MEMORANDUM OF 

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN 

SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S 

MOTION TO DISQUALIFY 

PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 
 
[Reservation No. 2460275] 
 

[IMAGED FILE] 

 

Date: February 15, 2022 

Time: 8:30 a.m. 

Judge: Hon. Ronald F. Frazier 

Dept.: C-65 

 

Complaint Filed: June 25, 2019 

Trial Date:  April 15, 2022 

 

mailto:mjp@chpllaw.com


 

2 
AMENDED MEMO OF P&A ISO MTN TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Plaintiff has improperly obtained confidential information of defendant 

McKinnon Broadcasting Company (“MBC”) and is using it to the MBC’s 

detriment in this lawsuit. MBC therefore seeks an order requiring Plaintiff to 

undertake certain actions to remedy her conduct and mitigate further harm. In 

addition, MBC moves to disqualify Gruenberg Law and its attorneys from 

representing Plaintiff in this action on the grounds that the law will continue to 

use the improperly obtained confidential information to MBC’s prejudice and 

detriment.  

In the alternative, if the Court determines that more evidence is needed 

to grant this Motion, MBC requests that the Court defer ruling until after 

witness Anna Laurel produces responsive documents to the Deposition 

Subpoena For Personal Appearance and Production of Documents and Things 

and answer the dozens of questions asked at her December 8, 2021 deposition in 

this matter that Josh Gruenberg instructed her not to answer even though the 

questions did not call for any privileged communication, and 3) Gruenberg Law 

identify each communication it had with a current or former MBC employee 

and all MBC confidential information it received from such persons in violation 

of their contractual obligations and fiduciary duties to MBC. 

 LEGAL STANDARD  

A trial court has the authority to disqualify an attorney from continuing 

to represent a party in an action before the court. People ex rel. Dept. of 

Corporations v. SpeeDee Oil (1999) 20 Cal.4th 1135, 1145. When deciding a 

motion to disqualify, a trial court’s “paramount concern must be to preserve 

public trust in the scrupulous administration of justice and the integrity of the 

bar. The important right to counsel of one’s choice must yield to ethical 

considerations that affect the fundamental principles of our judicial process.” Id. 

A trial court’s disqualification order is reviewed under the deferential abuse of 
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discretion standard and will be upheld unless there is no reasonable basis for 

the decision. Clark v. Superior Court (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 37, 46 (affirming 

order disqualifying plaintiff’s counsel in employment dispute after plaintiff 

disclosed defendant’s privileged and confidential information to his attorneys). 

 FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff Sandra Maas is a former news anchor for KUSI, an independent 

television station owned by Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting Company. (First 

Amended Complaint (“FAC”) ¶¶ 16-17, 47.) Plaintiff alleges, among things, that 

MBC violated the California Equal Pay Act because she thinks she should have 

been its highest-compensated on-air talent. [Id. ¶¶ 53-58; Notice of Lodgment in 

Support of Defendant’s Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel (“NOL”) Ex. 10 

at pp. 172-185.) She also alleges that, after she rejected MBC’s offer to her in 

2018 for a 3-year contract with automatic raises each year, and successfully 

demanded a one-year agreement that included a raise, more desirable 

assignments, and a generous hair and makeup allowance, MBC’s failure to offer 

her another contract after the 2018 one year contract expired was retaliation for 

an equal pay issue she alleges she raised over a year before. (FAC ¶¶ 75-102; 

NOL Ex. 10 at 120; NOL Ex, 1.) 

Plaintiff’s employment agreement with MBC prohibited her from 

disclosing MBC’s confidential information both during and after her 

employment. (NOL Ex. 1 at ¶ 8.) All of MBC’s “talent” employees (meaning on-

air performers) have employment contracts with the same prohibition from 

disclosing MBC’s confidential information both during and after their 

employment. (Declaration of Sally Luck in support of Defendant’s Motion to 

Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel (“Luck Decl.”) at ¶ 4.) MBC employees also must 

read and agree to comply with MBC’s Policy Manual, which includes a provision 

prohibiting employees from disclosing MBC’s confidential information. (Luck 

Decl. at § 5, NOL Ex. 3.)  
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 ARGUMENT 

A. PLAINTIFF AND HER COUNSEL IMPROPERLY OBTAINED AND 
USED MCKINNON BROADCASTING’S CONFIDENTIAL 
INFORMATION. 

Plaintiff and her counsel began improperly obtaining and using 

McKinnon Broadcasting’s confidential information from the very beginning of 

this action. Specifically, in or about December 2017, Plaintiff induced MBC’s 

former Assistant News Director, Lisa Murphy a/k/a Lisa Burger, to disclose 

confidential personnel  salary information to her, in breach of Murphy’s duty of 

confidentiality . (FAC ¶ 22; NOL Exs. 2-3; Luck Decl. ¶ 3.)  In contrast to how 

employees may lawfully share their own compensation with each other, Ms. 

Murphy was in a managerial role at MBC and privy to and entrusted with 

“talent” employee’s confidential employment information, which she was 

required by law and her MBC contract to keep such sensitive personnel 

information confidential. 

Plaintiff’s counsel knew or should have known that this compensation 

information was improperly obtained, and that further disclosing it or using in 

this Action would breach Murphy’s legal and contractual and Plaintiff’s 

contractual duties of confidentiality to MBC. Nonetheless, Plaintiff’s Complaint 

filed by Gruenberg Law to commence this action on June 25, 2019 included that 

improperly obtained confidential compensation information and further publicly 

disclosed it. (Complaint ¶ 22.) Plaintiff then widely publicized the Complaint’s 

allegations, including the improperly obtained and confidential compensation 

information, in a blatant attempt to promote her biased version of events, sway 

public opinion, and damage MBC’s reputation in order to pressure MBC to 

settle. (See, e.g., Ex. 5.) 

Plaintiff also attempted to sway public opinion against McKinnon 

Broadcasting by inducing at least three of its employees to breach their duties 

of loyalty and confidentiality to MBC while they were still employed. California 
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law recognizes that, “[d]uring the term of employment, an employer is entitled 

to its employees’ undivided loyalty.” Fowler v. Varian Associates, Inc. (1987) 

196 Cal.App.3d 34, 41. Employees may not transfer their loyalty to a competitor 

or adversary, nor may they prefer the interests of a competitor or adversary 

over those of the employer. Id. at 42. Conduct that constitutes a breach of that 

duty includes engaging in outside activities that could compromise the 

confidentiality of company information. Stokes v. Dole Nut Co. (1995) 41 

Cal.App.4th 285, 296. 

On or about April 13, 2020, Anna Laurel who was still an MBC employee, 

sent Plaintiff an email sharing confidential MBC information, which was aimed 

to reflect poorly on MBC.  (NOL Ex 11).  The very content that Ms. Laurel 

shared with Plaintiff coincidentally appeared on the FTV LIVE, a website that 

provides disparaging blogging about TV news. (NOL Ex. 12) 

Similarly, on July 6, 2019, Plaintiff coaxed MBC employee Ashlie 

Rodriguez to breach her legal and contractual duties to MBC texting: “Have 

someone…not you…leak the story to Diane Bell at the Union Tribune”  “also 

leak it to [Karla Petersen at the UT] referring to MBC’s confidential 

information about its broadcast coverage choices to cover local news instead of a 

national news story about the U.S. Women’s National Soccer team lawsuit. 

Plaintiff further manipulated Ms. Rodriguez:  “help me expose it.  I’m working 

very hard on this case but need help.  This is a way for you to make a difference.  

Be careful not to jeopardize your job.” (NOL. Ex. 14).  

Plaintiff’s counsel did not merely acquiesce in Plaintiff’s improper 

conduct. Rather, Gruenberg Law actively encouraged Plaintiff and other former 

or current McKinnon Broadcasting employees to breach their duties of loyalty 

and confidentiality to the Company, and repeatedly used the improperly 

obtained information. For example: 
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• Plaintiff’s counsel included improperly obtained confidential salary 

information in Plaintiff’s Complaint, as noted above.  

• Plaintiff’s counsel questioned several MBC employees in deposition about 

the confidential information Plaintiff obtained regarding KUSI’s coverage 

of the U.S. Women’s National Soccer team issue. (Page Decl. at ¶5. )  

• During the deposition of MBC’s Human Resources Director Sally Luck, 

Plaintiff’s counsel revealed that he somehow had obtained closely-

guarded, highly confidential information regarding MBC’s very recent 

interactions with a local social justice organization. (Page Decl. ¶6).  

• Plaintiff’s counsel made a point of demonstrating that someone was 

reporting to him exactly how long Jay Brown, an MBC employee, met 

with MBC’s counsel to prepare for his deposition, in a transparent and 

unprofessional attempt to cause MBC’s counsel alarm that Gruenberg 

Law was tracking her every move in this lawsuit and to intimidate and 

harass the deponent at the outset of his deposition. (NOL Ex. 7 at 42:14-

25).  

• On November, 2, 2021, Ms. Delvaux of Gruenberg Law asserted that she 

was in communications with “current and former [MBC] employees” 

about confidential happenings in the MBC secured offices and internal 

communications between management and staff,  thereby flaunting 

Gruenberg Law’s willingness and ability to induce MBC former and 

current employees to breach their duties of loyalty and confidentiality, 

and their willingness to use any information improperly obtained as a 

result. (NOL Ex. 6). 

• MBC management received a several anonymous packages that tipped off 

MBC management that its then employee, Anna Laurel, was sharing 

MBC confidential information with Sandra Maas and her attorneys at 

Gruenberg Law.  (Luck Decl. at ¶¶ 6-9; see also Stephen Sadler 
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Declaration in support of Defendants’ Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s 

Counsel (Sadler Decl”) at ¶¶2-3).1 

B. PLAINTIFF SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO MITIGATE THE HARM 
FROM HER IMPROPER ACQUISITION AND USE OF MBC’S 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION. 

MBC sought to resolve this issue informally by asking Plaintiff to take 

certain steps to mitigate the harm from her improper acquisition and use of 

MBC confidential information. Specifically, Plaintiff was asked to: 

1. Return all copies of any improperly obtained confidential material over 

which Plaintiff has custody or control; 

2. Destroy all electronic versions of any improperly obtained confidential 

material over which Plaintiff has custody or control; 

3. Instruct anyone to whom Plaintiff has provided improperly obtained 

confidential material to return all copies to Plaintiff, and to destroy all 

electronic versions thereof; 

4. Cease and desist contacting current McKinnon employees; and 

5. Cease and desist inducing former McKinnon employees to breach their 

contractual duty to maintain the confidentiality of McKinnon’s trade 

secret and proprietary information. 

(NOL Ex. 9).  

Plaintiff refused to undertake any of the actions outlined above, and 

refused to propose other approaches to resolving this issue. (NOL Ex. 13). 

Therefore, this Court should order Plaintiff to comply with the above five 

requirements, and to certify that it has done so within a specified time period. 

 
1 These documents have been sequestered from counsel’s review pending Court 

determination on Ms. Laurel’s waiver of privilege by using MBC’s shared laptop to engage in such 
communications.  For purposes of this motion only, Caldarelli Hejmanowski Page & Leer retained 
an independent consultant to review and select certain of Ms. Laurel’s communications that the 
consultant deemed may be relevant to this Motion. Pursuant to the parties’ discussion with the 
Court on December 20, 2021, those documents are supplementally lodged herewith under seal for 
the Court’s in-camera review.  (See Supplemental Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits Filed Under Seal 
In Support of Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel.)  
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C. GRUENBERG LAW SHOULD BE DISQUALIFIED FROM 
REPRESENTING PLAINTIFF IN THIS ACTION. 

In addition to requiring Plaintiff to undertake the five steps listed above, 

McKinnon Broadcasting respectfully requests this Court disqualify Gruenberg 

Law from continuing to represent Plaintiff in this Action.  

A lawyer and the lawyer’s firm may be disqualified for intentionally 

making use of an opposing party’s confidential information acquired through 

improper means. See, e.g., O’Gara Coach Co. v. Ra (2019) 300 Cal.App.5th 1115, 

1126-27; Clark, supra, 196 Cal.App.4th at 55; Roush v. Seagate Technology 

(2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 210, 219. Because such information cannot be 

unlearned, disqualification is required to eliminate from the case the attorneys 

who could most effectively exploit the unfair advantage. Id.  

Disqualification serves to prevent future prejudice to the opposing party 

from information the attorney should not have possessed. McDermott Will & 

Emery LLP v. Superior Court (2017) 10 Cal.App.5th 1083, 1120. Therefore, the 

movant need not show an existing injury from the misuse of the improperly 

acquired information. Id.; see also Clark, 196 Cal.App.4th at 55. Rather, the 

significant question is whether the attorney’s misconduct is likely to affect the 

outcome of the proceedings before the court. Id.  

A court “must not hesitate” to disqualify an attorney who has wrongfully 

acquired an unfair advantage that undermines the integrity of the judicial 

process, and that will have a continuing effect on the proceedings before the 

court. Gregori v. Bank of America (1989) 207 Cal.App.3d 291, 300. This is true 

even if disqualification may impose a hardship on the disqualified attorney’s 

client, and even if the misconduct warranting disqualification violates no 

ethical or disciplinary rule. Id.; see also Rico v. Mitsubishi Motors Corp. (2007) 

42 Cal.4th at 807, 819 (affirming disqualification of counsel who improperly 

used confidential document). 
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As set forth above, Plaintiff’s counsel has refused MBC request that it 

cease and desist improperly obtaining and using MBC’s confidential 

information. (NOL Exs. 9, 13). This continued misconduct will severely impair 

MBC’s ability to prepare for trial and obtain an impartial jury. It will also 

impair MBC’s ability to defend this case without being unfairly disadvantaged 

by Plaintiff’s attempts to sway public opinion with half-truths and 

misrepresentations based upon unlawfully obtained confidential information. 

Plaintiff’s counsel has already demonstrated their intention of misusing 

confidential information and half-truths to badger and sway witness testimony 

during depositions.  During the deposition of a represented third-party witness, 

Maddison Sinclair, Plaintiff’s counsel made several attempts to taint and coach 

the witness by misusing argumentative half-statements and actively soliciting 

the witness to retain him using manipulative tactics.  (See Declaration of 

Caitlin Macker (“Macker Decl.”), ¶ 2, Ex. 15.)  

Therefore, the integrity of the judicial process mandates disqualifying 

Gruenberg Law from representing Plaintiff further in this action.  

D. PLAINTIFF SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE 
INFORMATION ABOUT HER COMMUNICATIONS WITH MBC 
CURRENT AND FORMER EMPLOYEES. 

If the Court finds that additional evidence is needed to grant this Motion, 

it should defer ruling until Plaintiff provides her long-overdue responses to the 

special interrogatories MBC propounded seeking information about the nature 

and scope of her communications with its current and former employees. 

A trial court that denies a motion to disqualify counsel due to insufficient 

evidence without allowing the movant to obtain that evidence commits 

reversible error. Gregori at 311-12 (trial court abused discretion by denying 

motion to disqualify without allowing depositions of former employee and 

opposing counsel; work product privilege did not cover all communications with 
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counsel and any doubts about its application should not be resolved in favor of 

attorney who improperly obtained information). 

McKinnon Broadcasting first served Plaintiff with special interrogatories 

regarding her communications with former and current employees on July 16, 

2019 and October 19, 2021. (Page Decl. at ¶3). Plaintiff failed to respond 

substantively. (Id. at ¶ 3). MBC reiterated its request for this information, and 

Plaintiff still has failed to answer. (NOL Exs. 9, 13).   Likewise, at Ms. Laurel’s 

third-party witness deposition, Mr. Gruenberg represented the witness and 

repeatedly instructed Ms. Laurel not to answer questions probing what MBC 

confidential information she has shared with Plaintiff and her attorneys in this 

Action.  (NOL Ex. 8 – to be supplemented upon receipt of final transcript).  

Therefore, if this Court finds that it needs further evidence of Plaintiff’s and 

Gruenberg Law’s inappropriate means of obtaining MBC’s confidential 

information for use in this Action, it should defer ruling on this Motion until 

Plaintiff responds to the MBC’s discovery requests and Ms. Laurel produces 

withheld responsive documents and answers deposition questions that she 

refused to answer at the instruction of Gruenberg Law. 

 CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, Gruenberg Law should be disqualified 

from further representing Plaintiff in this matter, and Plaintiff should be 

ordered to return all copies of MBC confidential information; destroy all 

electronic versions of MBC’s confidential information and notes made thereon; 

instruct anyone to whom she has provided MBC’s confidential information to 

return all copies to her, and to destroy all electronic versions thereof; cease and 

desist contacting current MBC’s employees and inducing them to breach their 

contractual and fiduciary duties to MBC and cease and desist contacting former 

MBC employees and inducing them to breach their contractual duties to MBC 
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and maintain the confidentiality of MBC’s trade secret and proprietary 

information. 

Alternatively, if the Court determines that more evidence is needed to 

grant this Motion, MBC respectfully requests that the Court defer ruling until 

after Ms. Laurel produces responsive documents to the Deposition Subpoena 

and answers all the questions she was inappropriately instructed to not answer 

and, on counsel’s instruction, refused to answer. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

DATED:  February 1, 2022 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting 

Company (“MBC”) will appear on February 25, 2022 at 8:30 a.m. in Department 

C-65 of the above referenced court, located at 330 West Broadway, San Diego, 

California 92101 to request of this Court an order disqualifying Gruenberg Law 

from representing Plaintiff in this action on the grounds that the law firm is 

using and will continue to use MBC confidential information improperly 

obtained to MBC’s detriment and disadvantage in this Action. In addition, MBC 

seeks an order requiring Plaintiff to undertake certain actions to remedy her 

conduct and mitigate further harm. In the alternative, if the Court determines 

that more evidence is needed to grant this Motion, MBC requests that the Court 

defer ruling until after third-party witness Anna Laurel, who purports to be 

represented by Gruenberg Law in this action produce responsive documents to 

the deposition subpoena and answers dozens of questions inquiring into her 

participation in sharing MBC confidential information with Plaintiff and 

Gruenberg Law while an MBC employee in violation of her legal and 

contractual obligations to MBC, which questions the witness refused to answer 

under instruction of Mr. Gruenberg. 

The Motion is based on this amended notice, the amended memorandum 

of points and authorities, the declaration and supplemental declaration of 

Marisa Janine-Page, the declaration of Sally Luck, the declaration of Stephen 

Sadler, the declaration of Caitlin Macker, the declaration of Katie Anderson, 

the notice of lodgment and exhibits thereto, the supplemental notice of 

lodgment filed under seal for the Court’s in camera review, the papers and 

pleadings on file with the Court, all matters on which the Court may take 

judicial notice, and on such other and further evidence, both oral and 

documentary, as may be submitted at the hearing. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

DATED:  February 1, 2022 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Caitlin E. Macker 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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I, Caitlin Macker, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney admitted to the State Bar of California and an attorney 

with the law firm of Caldarelli Hejmanowski Page & Leer LLP (“CHPL”), attorneys for 

Defendants McKinnon Broadcasting Company.  I make this declaration in support of 

Defendant’s Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel.  I have personal knowledge of the 

information contained in this declaration.  If called as a witness, I could and would 

testify competently to the information herein. 

2. I attended Maddison Sinclair’s deposition in this case on December 23, 

2021.  True and correct copies of excerpts of the deposition transcript is attached to 

this declaration as Exhibit 15. 

I declare under penalty of perjury and the laws of the State of California that 

the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on this 2nd day of February 2022, at San 

Diego, California. 

 

________________________________ 
Caitlin Macker 
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 1      SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA; THURSDAY, DECEMBER 23, 2021

 2                         8:02 A.M.
 3 
 4           THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Here begins the videotaped

 5  deposition of Maddison Sinclair in the matter of Sandra
 6  Maas versus McKinnon Broadcasting, et al.  This case is
 7  being heard in the Superior Court of the State of
 8  California, County of San Diego.  This deposition is
 9  being held via Zoom.  Today's date is December 23, 2021,
10  and the time on the record is 8:02 a.m.
11           My name is Tim Hunter.  I'm your legal
12  videographer.  Our court reporter today is
13  Desiree Tipper.
14           Counsel, would you please introduce yourselves
15  and state whom you represent for the record starting with
16  noticing counsel, and the witness will be sworn.
17           MR. GRUENBERG: Josh Gruenberg with Josh Pang,

18  and Daphne Delvaux just joined us, but she will be, I
19  think, just listening in.
20           MR. MONKS: I'm David Monks.  I represent the
21  witness, Maddison Sinclair.
22           MS. MACKER: Caitlin Macker and I represent
23  McKinnon Broadcasting, KUSI.  I will also be joined
24  momentarily by a party representative for KUSI, Sally
25  Luck.
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 1                     MADDISON SINCLAIR,
 2              having first been duly sworn, was
 3             examined and testified as follows:
 4 
 5                        EXAMINATION
 6  BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
 7      Q    Good morning, Ms. Sinclair.
 8      A    Good morning.
 9      Q    Have you ever had your deposition taken before?
10      A    No.
11      Q    All right.  The oath that the court reporter put
12   you under just now is the same oath that you would be put
13   under if you testified in the trial.  Do you understand
14   that?
15      A    Yes.
16      Q    And so the testimony that you're providing now
17   will be treated by the judge and the jury as if you were
18   actually providing that testimony in the witness box in
19   front of the jury.  Do you understand that?
20      A    Yes.
21      Q    All right.  And so you're under the same penalty
22   of perjury that you would be under if you testified in
23   court.
24            Do you understand that?
25      A    Yes.
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 1      Q    Okay.  Thank you.
 2            If I ask you a question this morning that you
 3   don't understand, will you be sure to let me know, speak
 4   up, say, Wait a minute, I don't understand your answer,
 5   something like that so that I can then make an effort to
 6   rephrase it?
 7      A    Yes.
 8      Q    At some later point in the deposition, I may ask
 9   you a question that you do not have an exact answer to.
10   But at all times I'm entitled to your estimate if you're
11   able to give one.
12            Do you understand that?
13      A    Yes.
14      Q    So for things like dates and times, you may not
15   know exactly the date something was said, but I am
16   entitled to your best estimate as to when it would be
17   said.  Okay?
18      A    Uh-huh.
19      Q    All right.  And that brings us to the next
20   admonition.  When you answer, you can't say "uh-huh" or
21   "uh-uh" because that makes the court reporter, Desiree,
22   to take those answers down.  You have to actually say
23   "yes" or "no."  Okay?
24      A    Yes.
25      Q    Okay.  Thank you.
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 1            At some later point you will have an opportunity
 2   to read through the deposition transcript that the court
 3   reporter is creating, and the legal process allows you
 4   the right to go through the document and to read it and
 5   then to actually make changes to your testimony.  I am
 6   going to caution you now that should you choose to make
 7   changes to your testimony by changing the words in your
 8   deposition transcript, that may reflect poorly upon your
 9   credibility in the eyes of the judge or the jury; is that
10   fair?
11      A    Yes.
12      Q    All right.  Where are you today?
13      A    In my apartment.
14      Q    Okay.  And what part of town do you live in?
15      A    Pacific Beach.
16      Q    Okay.  Nice.
17            And are you employed these days?
18      A    Yes.
19      Q    Who is your employer?
20      A    I work at Belmont Park, and that is owned by
21   Pacifica Enterprise.
22      Q    Okay.  And what is your position at Belmont
23   Park?
24      A    Media and partnership coordinator.
25      Q    And when did you begin working at Belmont Park?
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 1      A    No.
 2      Q    And your testimony is that that crude locker
 3   room behavior was prevalent within the sports department?
 4      A    Yes.
 5            MS. MACKER: Vague.
 6   BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
 7      Q    Thank you.
 8            And let's talk about Ashlie Rodriguez.  You knew
 9   that she also experienced some derogatory behavior,
10   correct?
11            MS. MACKER: Vague.
12            THE WITNESS: I never thought personally or
13   heard anything personally, so I -- I can't answer that
14   correctly.
15   BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
16      Q    What did she -- what did she report to you?
17      A    She didn't report to me.
18      Q    Isn't it true that she told you she was keeping
19   a log of all the offensive comments?
20      A    Yes.
21      Q    Isn't it true that you told Ms. Maas that you
22   thought KUSI was not a good place to work if you were a
23   woman?
24      A    No.
25      Q    Do you deny that?

Page 66

 1      A    I don't remember saying that at all.
 2      Q    Did you -- did you use any words to convey the
 3   same gist as that?
 4      A    There's so many females that work there, I would
 5   never say -- I don't think I would ever say something
 6   like that, that KUSI is not a good place for females, no.
 7      Q    Did Jay Brown ever tell you that he hated
 8   working at KUSI?
 9      A    Yes.  I'm -- yeah.
10      Q    Did he ever tell you why?
11      A    I think it was just the work he would put in and
12   maybe wasn't compensated enough for it or just -- I think
13   also a lot of it had to do with the politics that were
14   around that place.
15      Q    Do you recall telling Ms. Maas that you were
16   afraid of being retaliated against by KUSI?
17            MS. MACKER: Vague.
18            THE WITNESS: I don't remember saying that.
19   BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
20      Q    Are you afraid of retaliation?
21      A    To be honest, yes.
22      Q    And why is that?
23      A    Because I work in media and KUSI is media, and
24   I'm afraid of being up here right now and them never,
25   ever coming to Belmont again because you guys have forced
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 1   me to be here today.
 2      Q    I'm sorry to put you in that position.
 3      A    I don't think you are.
 4      Q    Well, I think what I would tell you is if you
 5   ever feel like you're retaliated against by KUSI, you can
 6   give me a call and we can try to put an end to that.
 7   That's all I can tell you.  But we all have jobs to do,
 8   and I represent Ms. Maas and we are representing her to
 9   the best of our ability.
10            MS. MACKER: Counsel, these comments are
11   inappropriate for a deposition.  Just stick to the
12   questions.
13   BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
14      Q    So if you ever feel --
15            MS. MACKER: Again, this is inappropriate.
16            MR. GRUENBERG: No.  I don't care.  You don't
17   talk over me.  I've given this admonition to many
18   witnesses for many, many years, and several of them have
19   come back and retained me.
20   BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
21      Q    If you ever feel you are retaliated against for
22   any truth that you told in deposition under oath in a
23   litigated case, you should feel free to contact a lawyer
24   because retaliation for testimony under oath is illegal
25   in this country.  And I don't care what Counsel -- you
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 1   know, I don't care if she's trying to get me to not tell
 2   you that.
 3            MS. MACKER: No.  I just don't want you to waste
 4   the witness's time as --
 5            (Speaking simultaneously.)
 6            MR. GRUENBERG: I think -- we have to --
 7            MS. MACKER: Excuse me.  You asked me not to
 8   talk over you.
 9            (Speaking simultaneously.)
10            MR. GRUENBERG: We have to --
11            MS. MACKER: Excuse me.
12            MR. GRUENBERG: We have to look at your
13   motivations, Counsel.  Why would you want to dissuade me
14   from telling the witness that?  Right?
15            MR. MONKS: You guys --
16            MR. GRUENBERG: You've objected to all the
17   questions, trying to keep the truth out.
18            MR. MONKS: Josh and Caitlin, let's -- let's
19   just move on and get the questions going.  Okay?
20            MS. MACKER: Agreed.
21   BY MR. GRUENBERG: 
22      Q    Did Ms. Luck ever provide to you an explanation
23   as to why you were earning so little?
24            MS. MACKER: Argumentative.
25            THE WITNESS: If anything, it would have been
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 1   And maybe if I was told at the time, I would have an
 2   opinion, but I don't now because I didn't know.
 3      Q    Okay.  So sitting here today, you don't have any
 4   opinions as to whether or not Ms. Maas was paid fairly
 5   while she was at KUSI?
 6      A    I don't know what her salary was.  I just know
 7   that --
 8            MR. GRUENBERG: Caitlin, why don't you go ahead

 9   and tell her what the disparity was.  Tell the witness
10   what the --
11            MS. MACKER: First of all --
12            (Speaking simultaneously.)
13            MR. GRUENBERG: -- and ask her whether it was
14   fair.
15            MS. MACKER: That's assuming a fact and that's
16   extremely inappropriate.  You're coaching the witness.
17            MR. GRUENBERG: Why don't you tell her the
18   disparity?
19            MS. MACKER: Excuse me.  This is extremely
20   inappropriate and we'll go off record if you --
21            (Speaking simultaneously.)
22            MR. GRUENBERG: Well, you're asking -- you're
23   asking --
24            MS. MACKER: We're done.  No, no.
25            MR. GRUENBERG: Well, you're not telling her
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 1   what the rate -- what the disparity was.
 2            MS. MACKER: We're going to go off the record if
 3   you continue to speak about something like this.
 4            MR. GRUENBERG: You can do whatever you want.

 5   I'm not going off record.
 6            MR. MONKS: Counsel, she's made it clear she
 7   doesn't have an opinion.  Let's move on.
 8   BY MS. MACKER: 
 9      Q    Okay.  So prior to you -- or prior to Ms. Maas
10   leaving the station, you personally did not have any
11   reason to believe that Ms. Maas was treated unfairly by
12   KUSI?
13      A    There was nothing.  No, I had no idea up until
14   all of this started happening.
15      Q    Okay.  And by "no idea," meaning you had no idea
16   that Ms. Maas was claiming that anything -- that she had
17   been treated unfairly by KUSI?
18      A    Correct.  I never -- how our newsroom is set up
19   is sports is over here, and you have to go all the way
20   down the hall and like kind of turn a corner to see all
21   the news anchors, so I never -- I was on like completely
22   different sides of the building, so I don't know how she
23   was treated.
24      Q    Okay.  Earlier plaintiff's counsel asked you
25   about an article regarding a female soccer team.
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 1            Do you recall that?
 2      A    Yes.
 3      Q    What do you recall about that article?
 4      A    I remember that was when -- it was big in the
 5   news about how the USA women's soccer team was receiving

 6   inequality pay and -- which they proved that their
 7   ratings were higher.  They were performing a lot better
 8   on the field.  They had more fans.  They packed their
 9   stadiums.  I mean, always soccer games are packed, but, I
10   mean, they just -- their ratings were a lot higher on TV
11   than any men's soccer team and they were actually
12   winning.  But yet they were receiving a lot less money
13   than anyone at -- for the men's team.
14      Q    Okay.  And who did you present the idea of this
15   article to?
16      A    This was first -- I have to go through my sport
17   department, and they said, Yeah, do it.  I set up an
18   interview, went downtown and came back and was told that
19   they're not going to run that story.
20      Q    Okay.  Who did you report that to in your sports
21   department?
22      A    I don't remember who was working that day.  It
23   was either Paul Rudy, Rick Willis, or Brandon Stone.
24   They're usually all there at the same time and some of
25   them aren't, so I don't know.  But they were all above me
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 1   and all who I had to report to regardless, so it was one
 2   of them.
 3      Q    And what was your role at the time that you had
 4   proposed this article idea?
 5            MR. GRUENBERG: Asked and answered.  This was

 6   all covered, Counsel.
 7            MR. MONKS: Josh, she's allowed to cover it
 8   over --
 9            MR. GRUENBERG: You're just wasting her time.
10            MR. MONKS: Keep going, please.
11            THE WITNESS: Sports reporter.
12   BY MS. MACKER: 
13      Q    And as a sports reporter, would it be something
14   that you would have had to obtain permission in order to
15   publish a story?
16      A    Just the position I was at, yes, I have to go
17   through my director.  He -- I mean, he never really
18   checked my work or anything but would approve what
19   stories I could and couldn't do.
20      Q    Were you ever given authorization to publish a
21   story about the women's soccer team at all after that
22   point?
23      A    No.
24      Q    Do you know if KUSI published a story about
25   the -- about the women's soccer team after that point?
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 1                   REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
   
 2 
   
 3                I, A. Desiree Tipper, a Certified Shorthand
   
 4  Reporter No. 13806 in the State of California, do hereby
   
 5  certify:
   
 6                That the foregoing proceedings were taken
   
 7  before me at the time and place herein set forth; that
   
 8  any witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to
   
 9  testifying, were placed under oath; that a verbatim
   
10  record of the proceedings was made by me using machine
   
11  shorthand which was thereafter transcribed under my
   
12  direction; further, that the foregoing is an accurate
   
13  transcription thereof.
   
14                I further certify that I am neither
   
15  financially interested in the action nor a relative or
   
16  employee of any attorney of any of the parties.
   
17                IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto
   
18  subscribed my name this 20th day of January, 2022.
   
19 
   
20 
   
21 
   
22 
                  ________________________________________
23                             A. Desiree Tipper
                               CSR No. 13806
24 
   
25 
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I, Marisa Janine-Page, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney admitted to the State Bar of California and a partner 

with the law firm of Caldarelli Hejmanowski Page & Leer LLP (“CHPL”), attorneys for 

Defendants McKinnon Broadcasting Company.  I make this declaration in support of 

Defendant’s Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel.  I have personal knowledge of the 

information contained in this declaration, except to those matters stated on 

information and belief and as to them I have made a reasonable inquiry and reviewed 

document and believe those statements to be true.  If called as a witness, I could and 

would testify competently to the information herein. 

2. As previously disclosed to Plaintiff’s counsel and the Court, our office 

received a series of emails involving its then- employee, Anna Laurel, that were 

printed and anonymously provided to McKinnon Broadcasting Company.  It was 

thereafter discovered that these and other Anna Laurel emails were obtained from 

McKinnon Broadcasting Company’s laptop, which Mr. Laurel and other anchors 

employed at McKinnon Broadcasting Company shared to conduct their work. 

3. Although we believe the law is well settled that Ms. Laurel waived any 

privilege by accessing her personal Gmail and leaving it open and logged into on 

McKinnon Broadcasting Company’s shared laptop and in direct contravention to the 

Company’s written policy, which expressly states that the employee has no privacy 

rights on such Company computers, upon discovering the potential privilege, on 

information and belief, one of our office’s legal team reviewed the documents only to 

the extent necessary to ascertain possible privilege and sequestered all such 

documents. 

4. In compliance with legal authority, we notified Plaintiff’s counsel – who 

had by that time revealed that they represented Ms. Laurel as well of the potential 

privileged communications.  Plaintiff’s counsel responded asserting that Ms. Laurel’s 

emails were privileged.  As such, the documents have remained sequestered and no 

one from CHPL has reviewed those sequestered documents. 
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5. As the Court will recall, during the December 20, 2021 Ex Parte hearing 

to advance the hearing date of this motion, the parties’ discussed with the Court the 

best means by which to have the Court be able to review these Anna Laurel emails 

that support this motion given that the Court set Plaintiff’s motion for protective order 

on the same emails to be heard at the same time.  Pursuant to that discussion, Ms. 

Laurel’s emails relevant to this motion are lodgment under seal for the Court’s in 

camera review. 

6. To do so, I caused CHPL to retain an independent consultant, Katie 

Anderson, to conduct an independent review of the sequestered Anna Laurel emails 

for purposes of identifying any such emails that may be relevant to this Motion.  Ms. 

Anderson identified certain documents, which she prepared for lodging under seal.  

Ms. Anderson also carefully prepared Defendant’s Supplemental Notice of Lodgment 

of Exhibits Filed Under Seal in Support of Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel 

with innocuous document descriptions so that it may be filed herewith.    

I declare under penalty of perjury and the laws of the State of California that 

the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on this 1st day of February 2022, at San 

Diego, California 

 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
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 I, Amy Sanchez, am a citizen of the United States and employed in San Diego County, 

California.  I am over eighteen (18) years of age and not a party to this action.  My business address 

is 3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250, San Diego, California, 92121.  My email address is 

amy@chpllaw.com. 
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• AMENDED MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY 

PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL; 

• DEFENDANT MCKINNON BROADCASTING COMPANY’S 

AMENDED NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO 

DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL; 

• DECLARATION OF KATIE ANDERSON IN SUPPORT OF 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S 

COUNSEL; 

• DECLARATION OF CAITLIN E. MACKER IN SUPPORT OF 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S 

COUNSEL; 

• SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF MARISA JANINE-PAGE 

IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY 

PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL; and 

• DEFENDANT’S SUPPLEMENTAL NOTICE OF LODGMENT OF 

EXHIBITS FILED UNDER SEAL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 

DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

 
 

  By E-mail or Electronic Transmission.  Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties 
to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission pursuant to CRC rule 2.251(b), I caused the 
documents to be sent to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed above.  I did not receive, within a 
reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication that the 
transmission was unsuccessful. 

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

Joshua D. Gruenberg, Esq. 
Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq. 
Joshua P. Pang, Esq. 
GRUENBERG LAW 
2155 First Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Email: josh@gruenberglaw.com 
Email: jp@gruenberglaw.com 
Email: daphne@gruenberglaw.com 
               
 
 
 

 Counsel for Plaintiff, SANDRA MAAS 
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Executed on February 1, 2022, at San Diego, California.  

       

       /s/ Amy Sanchez   
      Amy Sanchez 
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Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting Company (“MBC”) submits true and correct 

copies of the following supplemental exhibits filed under seal in accordance with the 

parties and the Court’s discussion in support of its Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s 

Counsel:  

Exhibit 16 Email between Laurel and Maas dated 04-13-2020 

Exhibit 17 Email string between Laurel and Maas dated 08-05-2020 

Exhibit 18 Email between Laurel and Delvaux dated 08-26-2020 

Exhibit 19 Email string between Laurel and Luck dated 08-26-2020 

Exhibit 20 Email between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-03-2020 

Exhibit 21 Email between Laurel, Gruenberg, Delvaux, & Villegas dated 09-

3-2020 

Exhibit 22 Email string between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-03-2020 

Exhibit 23 Email string between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-04-2020 

Exhibit 24 Email string between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-04-2020 

Exhibit 25 Email string between Laurel and Maas dated 09-07-2020 

Exhibit 26 Email string between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-08-2020 

Exhibit 27 Email string between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-14-2020 

Exhibit 28 Email between Laurel and Villegas dated 09-14-2020 

Exhibit 29 Email between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-17-2020 

Exhibit 30 Email string between Laurel and Delvaux dated 09-21-2020 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

DATED:  February 1, 2022 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 

Marisa Janine-Page 
Caitlin E. Macker 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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 SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Plaintiff has improperly obtained confidential information of defendant 

McKinnon Broadcasting Company (“MBC”) and is using it to the MBC’s 

detriment in this lawsuit. MBC therefore seeks an order requiring Plaintiff to 

undertake certain actions to remedy her conduct and mitigate further harm. In 

addition, MBC moves to disqualify Gruenberg Law and its attorneys from 

representing Plaintiff in this action on the grounds that the law will continue to 

use the improperly obtained confidential information to MBC’s prejudice and 

detriment.  

In the alternative, if the Court determines that more evidence is needed 

to grant this Motion, MBC requests that the Court defer ruling until after 1) 

Plaintiff provides her long-overdue interrogatory responses regarding the 

nature and scope of her communications with MBC’s company’s current and 

former employees (an informal discovery conference to seek permission to file a 

motion to compel is set for December 21), 2) witness Anna Laurel produces 

responsive documents to the Deposition Subpoena For Personal Appearance 

and Production of Documents and Things and answer the dozens of questions 

asked at her December 8, 2021 deposition in this matter that Josh Gruenberg 

instructed her not to answer even though the questions did not call for any 

privileged communication, and 3) Gruenberg Law identify each communication 

it had with a current or former MBC employee and all MBC confidential 

information it received from such persons in violation of their contractual 

obligations and fiduciary duties to MBC. 

 LEGAL STANDARD  

A trial court has the authority to disqualify an attorney from continuing 

to represent a party in an action before the court. People ex rel. Dept. of 

Corporations v. SpeeDee Oil (1999) 20 Cal.4th 1135, 1145. When deciding a 

motion to disqualify, a trial court’s “paramount concern must be to preserve 
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public trust in the scrupulous administration of justice and the integrity of the 

bar. The important right to counsel of one’s choice must yield to ethical 

considerations that affect the fundamental principles of our judicial process.” 

Id. A trial court’s disqualification order is reviewed under the deferential abuse 

of discretion standard and will be upheld unless there is no reasonable basis for 

the decision. Clark v. Superior Court (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 37, 46 (affirming 

order disqualifying plaintiff’s counsel in employment dispute after plaintiff 

disclosed defendant’s privileged and confidential information to his attorneys). 

 FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff Sandra Maas is a former news anchor for KUSI, an independent 

television station owned by Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting Company. (First 

Amended Complaint (“FAC”) ¶¶ 16-17, 47.) Plaintiff alleges, among things, that 

MBC violated the California Equal Pay Act because she thinks she should have 

been its highest-compensated on-air talent. [Id. ¶¶ 53-58; Notice of Lodgment in 

Support of Defendant’s Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel (“NOL”) Ex. 10 

at pp. 172-185.) She also alleges that, after she rejected MBC’’s offer to her in 

2018 for a 3-year contract with automatic raises each year, and successfully 

demanded a one-year agreement that included a raise, more desirable 

assignments, and a generous hair and makeup allowance, MBC’s failure to offer 

her another contract after the 2018 one year contract expired was retaliation for 

an equal pay issue she alleges she raised over a year before. (FAC ¶¶ 75-102; 

NOL Ex. 10 at 120; NOL Ex, 1.) 

Plaintiff’s employment agreement with MBC prohibited her from 

disclosing MBC’s confidential information both during and after her 

employment. (NOL Ex. 1 at ¶ 8.) All of MBC’s “talent” employees (meaning on-

air performers) have employment contracts with the same prohibition from 

disclosing MBC’s confidential information both during and after their 

employment. (Declaration of Sally Luck in support of Defendant’s Motion to 
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Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel (“Luck Decl.”) at ¶ 4.) MBC employees also must 

read and agree to comply with MBC’s Policy Manual, which includes a provision 

prohibiting employees from disclosing MBC’s confidential information. (Luck 

Decl. at § 5, NOL Ex. 3.)  

 ARGUMENT 

A. PLAINTIFF AND HER COUNSEL IMPROPERLY OBTAINED AND 
USED MCKINNON BROADCASTING’S CONFIDENTIAL 
INFORMATION. 

Plaintiff and her counsel began improperly obtaining and using 

McKinnon Broadcasting’s confidential information from the very beginning of 

this action. Specifically, in or about December 2017, Plaintiff induced MBC’s 

former Assistant News Director, Lisa Murphy a/k/a Lisa Burger, to disclose 

confidential personnel  salary information to her, in breach of Murphy’s duty of 

confidentiality . (FAC ¶ 22; NOL Exs. 2-3; Luck Decl. ¶ 3.)  In contrast to how 

employees may lawfully share their own compensation with each other, Ms. 

Murphy was in a managerial role at MBC and privy to and entrusted with 

“talent” employee’s confidential employment information and she was required 

by law and her MBC contract to keep such sensitive personnel information 

confidential. 

Plaintiff’s counsel knew or should have known that this compensation 

information was improperly obtained, and that further disclosing it or using in 

this Action would breach Murphy’s legal and contractual and Plaintiff’s 

contractual duties of confidentiality to MBC. Nonetheless, Plaintiff’s Complaint 

filed by Gruenberg Law to commence this action on June 25, 2019 included that 

improperly obtained confidential compensation information and further publicly 

disclosed it. (Complaint ¶ 22.) Plaintiff then widely publicized the Complaint’s 

allegations, including the improperly obtained and confidential compensation 

information, in a blatant attempt to promote her biased version of events, sway 
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public opinion, and damage MBC’s reputation in order to pressure MBC to 

settle. (See, e.g., Ex. 5.) 

Plaintiff also attempted to sway public opinion against McKinnon 

Broadcasting by inducing at least three of its employees to breach their duties 

of loyalty and confidentiality to MBC while they were still employed. California 

law recognizes that, “[d]uring the term of employment, an employer is entitled 

to its employees’ undivided loyalty.” Fowler v. Varian Associates, Inc. (1987) 196 

Cal.App.3d 34, 41. Employees may not transfer their loyalty to a competitor or 

adversary, nor may they prefer the interests of a competitor or adversary over 

those of the employer. Id. at 42. Conduct that constitutes a breach of that duty 

includes engaging in outside activities that could compromise the 

confidentiality of company information. Stokes v. Dole Nut Co. (1995) 41 

Cal.App.4th 285, 296. 

On or about April 13, 2020, Anna Laurel who was still an MBC employee, 

sent Plaintiff an email sharing confidential MBC information, which was aimed 

to reflect poorly on MBC.  (NOL Ex 11).  The very content that Ms. Laurel 

shared with Plaintiff coincidentally appeared on the FTV LIVE, a website that 

provides disparaging blogging about TV news. (NOL Ex. 12) 

Similarly, on July 6, 2019, Plaintiff coaxed MBC employee Ashlie 

Rodriguez to breach her legal and contractual duties to MBC texting: “Have 

someone…not you…leak the story to Diane Bell at the Union Tribune”  “also 

leak it to [Karla Petersen at the UT] referring to MBC’s confidential 

information about its broadcast coverage choices to cover local news instead of a 

national news story about the U.S. Women’s National Soccer team lawsuit. 

Plaintiff further manipulated Ms. Rodriguez:  “help me expose it.  I’m working 

very hard on this case but need help.  This is a way for you to make a difference.  

Be careful not to jeopardize your job.” (NOL. Ex. 14).  
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Plaintiff’s counsel did not merely acquiesce in Plaintiff’s improper 

conduct. Rather, Gruenberg Law actively encouraged Plaintiff and other former 

or current McKinnon Broadcasting employees to breach their duties of loyalty 

and confidentiality to the company, and repeatedly used the improperly 

obtained information. For example: 

• Plaintiff’s counsel included improperly obtained confidential salary 

information in Plaintiff’s Complaint, as noted above.  

• Plaintiff’s counsel questioned several MBC employees in deposition about 

the confidential information Plaintiff obtained regarding KUSI’s coverage 

of the U.S. Women’s National Soccer team issue. (Page Decl. at ¶5. )  

• During the deposition of MBC’s Human Resources Director Sally Luck, 

Plaintiff’s counsel revealed that he somehow had obtained closely-

guarded, highly confidential information regarding MBC’s very recent 

interactions with a local social justice organization. (Page Decl. ¶6).  

• Plaintiff’s counsel made a point of demonstrating that someone was 

reporting to him exactly how long Jay Brown, an MBC employee, met 

with MBC’s counsel to prepare for his deposition, in a transparent and 

unprofessional attempt to cause MBC’s counsel alarm that Gruenberg 

Law was tracking her every move in this lawsuit and to intimidate and 

harass the deponent at the outset of his deposition. (NOL Ex. 7 at 42:14-

25).  

• On November, 2, 2021, Ms. Delvaux of Gruenberg Law asserted that she 

was in communications with “current and former [MBC] employees” 

about confidential happenings in the MBC secured offices and internal 

communications between management and staff,  thereby flaunting 

Gruenberg Law’s willingness and ability to induce MBC former and 

current employees to breach their duties of loyalty and confidentiality, 
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and their willingness to use any information improperly obtained as a 

result. (NOL Ex. 6). 

• MBC management received a several anonymous packages that tipped off 

MBC management that its then employee, Anna Laurel, was sharing 

MBC confidential information with Sandra Maas and her attorneys at 

Gruenberg Law.  (Luck Decl. at ¶¶ 6-9; see also Stephen Sadler 

Declaration in support of Defendants’ Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s 

Counsel (Sadler Decl”) at ¶¶2-3).1 

B. PLAINTIFF SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO MITIGATE THE HARM 
FROM HER IMPROPER ACQUISITION AND USE OF MBC’S 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION. 

MBC sought to resolve this issue informally by asking Plaintiff to take 

certain steps to mitigate the harm from her improper acquisition and use of 

MBC confidential information. Specifically, Plaintiff was asked to: 

1. Return all copies of any improperly obtained confidential material over 

which Plaintiff has custody or control; 

2. Destroy all electronic versions of any improperly obtained confidential 

material over which Plaintiff has custody or control; 

3. Instruct anyone to whom Plaintiff has provided improperly obtained 

confidential material to return all copies to Plaintiff, and to destroy all 

electronic versions thereof; 

4. Cease and desist contacting current McKinnon employees; and 

5. Cease and desist inducing former McKinnon employees to breach their 

contractual duty to maintain the confidentiality of McKinnon’s trade 

secret and proprietary information. 

(NOL Ex. 9).  

 
1 These documents have been sequestered from counsel’s review pending Court 

determination on Ms. Laurel’s waiver of privilege by using MBC’s shared laptop to engage in such 
communications.  An Informal Discovery Conference is set for December 21, 2021 and, once 
determined the documents will be lodged with the Court to supplement this Motion or offered for 
in-camera review. 
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Plaintiff refused to undertake any of the actions outlined above, and 

refused to propose other approaches to resolving this issue. (NOL Ex. 13). 

Therefore, this Court should order Plaintiff to comply with the above five 

requirements, and to certify that it has done so within a specified time period. 

C. GRUENBERG LAW SHOULD BE DISQUALIFIED FROM 
REPRESENTING PLAINTIFF IN THIS ACTION. 

In addition to requiring Plaintiff to undertake the five steps listed above, 

McKinnon Broadcasting respectfully requests this Court disqualify Gruenberg 

Law from continuing to represent Plaintiff in this Action.  

A lawyer and the lawyer’s firm may be disqualified for intentionally 

making use of an opposing party’s confidential information acquired through 

improper means. See, e.g., O’Gara Coach Co. v. Ra (2019) 300 Cal.App.5th 1115, 

1126-27; Clark, supra, 196 Cal.App.4th at 55; Roush v. Seagate Technology 

(2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 210, 219. Because such information cannot be 

unlearned, disqualification is required to eliminate from the case the attorneys 

who could most effectively exploit the unfair advantage. Id.  

Disqualification serves to prevent future prejudice to the opposing party 

from information the attorney should not have possessed. McDermott Will & 

Emery LLP v. Superior Court (2017) 10 Cal.App.5th 1083, 1120. Therefore, the 

movant need not show an existing injury from the misuse of the improperly 

acquired information. Id.; see also Clark, 196 Cal.App.4th at 55. Rather, the 

significant question is whether the attorney’s misconduct is likely to affect the 

outcome of the proceedings before the court. Id.  

A court “must not hesitate” to disqualify an attorney who has wrongfully 

acquired an unfair advantage that undermines the integrity of the judicial 

process, and that will have a continuing effect on the proceedings before the 

court. Gregori v. Bank of America (1989) 207 Cal.App.3d 291, 300. This is true 

even if disqualification may impose a hardship on the disqualified attorney’s 
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client, and even if the misconduct warranting disqualification violates no 

ethical or disciplinary rule. Id.; see also Rico v. Mitsubishi Motors Corp. (2007) 

42 Cal.4th at 807, 819 (affirming disqualification of counsel who improperly 

used confidential document). 

As set forth above, Plaintiff’s counsel has refused MBC request that it 

cease and desist improperly obtaining and using MBC’s confidential 

information. (NOL Exs. 9, 13). This continued misconduct will severely impair 

MBC’s ability to prepare for trial and obtain an impartial jury. It will also 

impair MBC’s ability to defend this case without being unfairly disadvantaged 

by Plaintiff’s attempts to sway public opinion with half-truths and 

misrepresentations based upon unlawfully obtained confidential information. 

Therefore, the integrity of the judicial process mandates disqualifying 

Gruenberg Law from representing Plaintiff further in this action.  

D. PLAINTIFF SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE 
INFORMATION ABOUT HER COMMUNICATIONS WITH MBC 
CURRENT AND FORMER EMPLOYEES. 

If the Court finds that additional evidence is needed to grant this Motion, 

it should defer ruling until Plaintiff provides her long-overdue responses to the 

special interrogatories MBC propounded seeking information about the nature 

and scope of her communications with its current and former employees. 

A trial court that denies a motion to disqualify counsel due to insufficient 

evidence without allowing the movant to obtain that evidence commits 

reversible error. Gregori at 311-12 (trial court abused discretion by denying 

motion to disqualify without allowing depositions of former employee and 

opposing counsel; work product privilege did not cover all communications with 

counsel and any doubts about its application should not be resolved in favor of 

attorney who improperly obtained information). 

McKinnon Broadcasting first served Plaintiff with special interrogatories 

regarding her communications with former and current employees on July 16, 
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2019 and October 19, 2021. (Page Decl. at ¶3). Plaintiff failed to respond 

substantively. (Id. at ¶ 3). MBC reiterated its request for this information, and 

Plaintiff still has failed to answer. (NOL Exs. 9, 13).   Likewise, at Ms. Laurel’s 

third-party witness deposition, Mr. Gruenberg represented the witness and 

repeatedly instructed Ms. Laurel not to answer questions probing what MBC 

confidential information she has shared with Plaintiff and her attorneys in this 

Action.  (NOL Ex. 8 – to be supplemented upon receipt of final transcript).  

Therefore, if this Court finds that it needs further evidence of Plaintiff’s and 

Gruenberg Law’s inappropriate means of obtaining MBC’s confidential 

information for use in this Action, it should defer ruling on this Motion until 

Plaintiff responds to the MBC’s discovery requests and Ms. Laurel produces 

withheld responsive documents and answers deposition questions that she 

refused to answer at the instruction of Gruenberg Law.2 

 CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, Gruenberg Law should be disqualified 

from further representing Plaintiff in this matter, and Plaintiff should be 

ordered to return all copies of MBC confidential information; destroy all 

electronic versions of MBC’s confidential information and notes made thereon; 

instruct anyone to whom she has provided MBC’s confidential information to 

return all copies to her, and to destroy all electronic versions thereof; cease and 

desist contacting current MBC’s employees and inducing them to breach their 

contractual and fiduciary duties to MBC and cease and desist contacting former 

MBC employees and inducing them to breach their contractual duties to MBC 

and maintain the confidentiality of MBC’s trade secret and proprietary 

information. 

 
2 An Informal Discovery Conference is set for December 21, 2021 to discuss Defendants 

intention to bring a motion to compel Ms. Laurel to answer the highly-relevant questions. 
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Alternatively, if the Court determines that more evidence is needed to 

grant this Motion, MBC respectfully requests that the Court defer ruling until 

after Plaintiff fully answers interrogatories regarding the nature and scope of 

her communications with MBC former and current employees and Ms. Laurel 

produces responsive documents to the Deposition Subpoena and answers all the 

questions she was inappropriately instructed to not answer and on counsel’s 

instruction refused to answer. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

DATED:  December 9, 2021 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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I, Marisa Janine-Page, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney admitted to the State Bar of California and a 

partner with the law firm of Caldarelli Hejmanowski Page & Leer LLP 

(“CHPL”), attorneys for Defendants McKinnon Broadcasting Company.  I make 

this declaration in support of Defendant’s Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s 

Counsel.  I have personal knowledge of the information contained in this 

declaration, except to those matters stated on information and belief and as to 

them I have made a reasonable inquiry and reviewed document and believe 

those statements to be true.  If called as a witness, I could and would testify 

competently to the information herein. 

2. I took Plaintiff’s deposition in this case on November 30, 2021 and 

December 1, 2021.  During her deposition, Plaintiff testified that she believes 

she should have been paid more than any other on-air talent with whom she 

worked during the relevant time period.   True and correct copies of excerpts of 

the videotaped deposition transcripts are attached to the Notice of Lodgment in 

support of Defendant’s Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel (“NOL”) at 

Exhibit 10. 

3. MBC served Plaintiff with special interrogatories regarding her 

communications with former and current employees on July 16, 2019 and 

October 19, 2021. Plaintiff has refused to provide substantive responses to these 

interrogatories.  A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s response to Special 

Interrogatories  is attached as Exhibit 4 to the NOL  

4. True and correct copies of representative examples of Plaintiff’s 

social media posts and other public statements regarding this lawsuit are 

attached as Exhibit 5 to the NOL. 

5. McKinnon Broadcasting Company’s choices of what stories it will or 

will not run are its confidential trade secret and proprietary information that is 

expressly protected from public disclosure through its Policy Manual an 
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employee contracts.  However in the course of defending several MBC employee 

depositions in this matter, Plaintiff’s counsel repeatedly asked about stories 

that were not selected or aired, including one proposed on a national topic of the 

US Women’s soccer team lawsuit, which was never publicly disclosed and such 

information could have only been obtained from a select few of MBC employees. 

6. On December 2, 2021, Josh Gruenberg took the deposition of MBC 

Director of Human Resources Sally Luck.  During the deposition, Mr. 

Gruenberg attempted to harass and intimidate Ms. Luck by asking non-

relevant questions concerning closely-guarded and highly confidential 

information regarding MBC’s very recent interactions with a local social justice 

organization that he could have only obtained via a leak from a select few of 

MBC employees.  Mr. Gruenberg again attempted to use the same MBC 

confidential information the following day, December 3, 2021 in the deposition 

of MBC’s News Director Steve Cohen. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury and the laws of the State of California 

that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on this 9th day of December 

2021, at San Diego, California 

 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
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I, Sally Luck, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Director of Human Resource for McKinnon Broadcasting 

Company (“MBC”), the defendant in this Action.  I have served as the Director 

of Human Resources for over 19 years. I am the custodian of all personnel 

records for McKinnon Broadcasting Company.  I have personal knowledge of 

the information contained in this declaration, and if called as a witness I could 

and would testify competently to the information herein. 

2. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff Sandra Maas’ final employment 

contract with McKinnon Broadcasting, effective June 14, 2018, is attached as 

Exhibit 1 to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits in support of the Motion to 

Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel.  

3. A true and correct redacted copy of Lisa Murphy’s employment 

contract with McKinnon Broadcasting, effective April 2, 2014 is attached as 

Exhibit 2 to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits in support of the Motion to 

Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel.  Ms. Murphy was the Assistant News Director 

and in a leadership role privy to and entrusted with “talent” employees’ 

confidential employment information.   

4. Each and every one of McKinnon Broadcasting Company’s “talent” 

employees’ employment agreements contain the same confidentiality provisions 

that are contained in Plaintiff’s 2018 contract on page 4, ¶ 8. 

5. A true and correct copy of excerpts of the McKinnon Broadcasting 

Company’s Policy Manual is attached as Exhibit 3 to the Notice of Lodgment of 

Exhibits in support of the Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s Counsel.  Each 

employee is required to read and agree to comply with the obligations stated in 

the Policy Manual as a condition of employment at the time of their on-

boarding.  The Policy Manual contains confidentiality provisions that prohibit 

employees from disclosing the Company’s trade secrets and other proprietary 
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information (as those terms are broadly defined in the Policy Manual), and 

those confidentiality obligations have been in effect since at least 2018. 

6. I have personal knowledge that Michael McKinnon, the General 

Manager of McKinnon Broadcasting Company received an anonymous FedEx 

package that contained Gmail communications involving Anna Laurel, who was 

at the time an employee of MBC.  Much to my shock, the package tipped off Mr. 

McKinnon to Ms. Laurel sharing MBC confidential information with Sandra 

Maas and her attorneys at Gruenberg Law. 

7. Thereafter, I arrived at work one morning to discover a sealed 

manilla envelope with my first name in cut-out letters anonymously slipped 

under my MBC office door.  When I opened the envelope, I found additional 

Gmail communications involving Anna Laurel.  Several of these 

communications were with Gruenberg Law, Sandra Maas’ attorney.  

8. Shortly thereafter, I received a second sealed manilla envelope with 

just the letter “S” anonymously slipped under my MBC office door that 

contained additional Gmail communications between Anna Laurel and 

Gruenberg Law. 

9. I am the custodian of all these anonymously received documents. 

10. When I brought these anonymously provided documents to Ms. 

Janine-Page’s attention, she stopped me from sharing any content of the 

communications with her. 

11. I feel it would be extremely unfair and an injustice of the law if 

Gruenberg Law were allowed to use any MBC confidential information obtained 

from Ms. Laurel and current and former employees in violation of their 

contractual and legal obligations. 

 



1 12. I declare under penalty of perjury and the laws of the State of 

2 California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on this 9th day of 

3 December 2021, at San Diego, California 
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I, Stephen Sadler, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Chief Financial Officer of McKinnon Broadcasting 

Company (“MBC”), the defendant in this Action.  I have personal knowledge of 

the information contained in this declaration, and if called as a witness I could 

and would testify competently to the information herein. 

2. Michael McKinnon, the General Manager of MBC, brought to my 

attention that he received an anonymous package containing copies of emails 

from Anna Laurel’s Gmail account. 

3. McKinnon Broadcasting Company provides laptops that the 

newsroom anchors share on the KUSI set.  I confirmed that Ms. Laurel’s Gmail 

account was open on one of the MBC laptops.  As I’ve done in other similar 

circumstances, I took possession of the computer and have kept it locked up in 

my office to maintain it as evidence. 

4.  I declare under penalty of perjury and the laws of the State of 

California that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on this 9th day of 

December 2021, at San Diego, California 

 

________________________________ 
Stephen Sadler 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 350E89C5-2B04-4512-A719-E38F2FB26123
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available to employees, including hand

sanitizer, products to clean their own

spaces and antibacterial soap
• Employees who expressed concerns are

silenced
• More than 1 O were fired this week, and the

unspoken warning is - if you do not show

up to work you will be fired too. They

canceled all April vacations, not allowing

people to self isolate if they are concerned
• A couple of employees have exhibited

symptoms, but are still reporting to work
• They are still sending reporters out in the

field to interview people, potentially

contaminating the public
• Because resources are stretched thin, they

are requiring people work more than 8

hours in these unsanitary conditions.

Those who have complained have been

ignored by management and HR is

and am 

abhorre s e avior an f public 
regard by a news organization. The CDC has 

warned cases are going to spike over the next 

couple of weeks, and San Diego deservess0.eiter 
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9/4/2020 

Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq. 
Gruenberg Law 
2155 First Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 
619.230.1234 telephone 
619.230.1074 facsimile 
www.gruenberglaw.com 

Gmail - Re: KUSI WC Information 

Confidentialltv. Notice: This message and its attachments are sent from a law firm and may contain Information that Is confidential and protected by privilege 

from disclosure. If you are not the Intended recipient, you are prohibited from printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. Please delete the message and 

attachments without printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. and notify the sender immediately. 

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that any U.S._ federal tax advice contained in 

this communication (including any attachments) Is not intended or written to be used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purposes of (i) 

avoiding penalties under the lnlemal Revenue Code, or (II) promoting, marketing or recommending lo another party any matter or transaction described 

herein. 
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Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting Company (“MBC”) submits true and correct 

copies of the following exhibits in support of its Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s 

Counsel:  

Exhibit 1 Employment Agreement between Sandra Maas and 
McKinnon Broadcasting Company, effective June 14, 2018 

Exhibit 2 Employment Agreement between Lisa Murphy and 
McKinnon Broadcasting, effective April 2, 2014.  

Exhibit 3 McKinnon Broadcasting Company’s Policy Manual excerpts 

Exhibit 4 Plaintiff’s response to Special Interrogatory 21 

Exhibit 5 Representative examples of Plaintiff’s social media posts and 
other public statements regarding this lawsuit 

Exhibit 6 Email from Daphne Delvaux of Gruenberg Law to Marisa 
Janine-Page dated November 2, 2021, re: Maas v. 
McKinnon/KUSI 

Exhibit 7 Excerpts of the Deposition Transcript of Jay Brown, taken 
July 1, 2021 

Exhibit 8 Excerpts of the rough transcript of Anna Laurel from 
December 8, 2021 (excerpts from final transcript to be 
provided upon completion of transcript) 

Exhibit 9 Letter from Marisa Janine-Page to Joshua Gruenberg and 
Daphne Delvaux of Gruenberg Law, dated December 4, 2021 

Exhibit 10 Excerpts of the Deposition Transcript of Sandra Maas, taken 
November 30, 2021 

Exhibit 11 Email from Anna Laurel to Sandra Maas dated April 13, 
2020, re: Does this look ok? (with attachment) 

Exhibit 12 FTVLive column dated April 14, 2020 titled “Scared in San 
Diego,” URL https://www.ftvlive.com/sqsp-test/2020/4/14/ 
scared-in-san-diego 

Exhibit 13 Email from Marisa Janine-Page to Josh Pang dated 
December 4, 2021, re: Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting 
Company 
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Exhibit 14 Text messages between Ashlie Rodriguez and Sandra Maas 
dated July 6, 2019 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

DATED:  December 9, 2021 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Caitlin E. Macker 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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05/29/2018

Sandra,

I appreciate the meeting we had today to discuss a future employment
contract.

3575 Vimm63S Aiunuc Sin nsiia CA 92163 • P.O Ben 71BOS1 Sen D.EBU, CAS2171

SANDRAMAAS

Mlscellan€ous: Station wiU reimburse you up to $350 per month as
for hair and make-up expenise. e

I h^pe this meets with your approval.

e McKinnon

@ McKINNON BaOADCA.STING

Exhibit 108
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11-30-21
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Policy Manual 

This book is the Property of McKinnon Broadcasting Company and must he returned Upon Termination. 
This book is for Employee Reference Only and Should Not be Copied. 

® McKinnon Broadcasting Compan) 

457 5 Vie,, ridge A, enue, San Diego, CA 921 23 • 858-57 1-5151 

MBC 000812 



CONFIDENTIAL 

notification. Employees will not be permitted to solicit membership in any organizations during working time. 
Violations of this rule can result in disciplinary action, including termination. 

5.37 Sponsorship 

Employees wishing the Company to sponsor their teams, groups and/or organizations or otherwise wishing to 
solicit advertising or donations for such groups must submit such requests in writing to the General Manager. All 
requests for sponsorship, donations, or advertising will be submitted to the Company's Board of Directors for 
consideration as a new item in the following year's budget. 

5.38 Theft 

Theft of property, whether from the Company or from a fellow Employee or customer, will not 
be tolerated. Workers must have a Department Head's permission before removing any Company 
material, tools, or other items, including damaged goods or scrap materials, from the premises. Any 
Employee who violates this policy will be subject to immediate termination. Any theft shall immediately 
be reported to the Director of Human Resources. 

5.39 Visitors and Vendors 

No visitors, vendors or solicitations are allowed on the premises without permission from management. This 
applies to former Employees as well as to strangers. It is the responsibility of each Employee to refer unauthorized 
visitors, vendors or solicitors to the Department Head. 

Visitors to the Company must identify themselves and state their business. No visitor is allowed to wander 
about the premises unescorted. No visitor is allowed to break Company rules affecting safety and any Employee seeing 
this happen should immediately inform his or her supervisor. Groups of visitors, such as school children and 
community groups or individuals who wish to take a guided tour of the Company are welcomed. Arrangements for this 
must be made well in advance and must be approved by the General Manager. 

Visits by personal friends, spouses, or family members of Employee are discouraged. The Employee's 
Department Head must authorize such visits, and, if such approval is given, the visit will occur during normal business 
hours, Monday through Friday. Such visits will also be limited in duration. 

All visitors are required to complete the Visitor Log maintained by the front office receptionist. Such log 
will indicate the date and time of visit, the name of visitor, the name of Employee being visited, and the time of 
departure. 

5.40 Weapons 

Possession of guns or other dangerous weapons on the Company's premises is prohibited and 
is grounds for disciplinary action, up to and including immediate termination. Use of such a weapon or 
any other dangerous instrument in a fight or disagreement with another Employee, customer, or 
member of the public subjects that Employee to immediate termination. Similarly, threatening anyone 
with a dangerous weapon also may be treated as grounds for immediate termination. 

5.41 Trade Secrets and Confidential Information 

The Company considers certain types of information about its procedures, processes, Employees, and 
customers as confidential data whose disclosure to competitors or other members of the public could significantly harm 
the Company's interest. 

Employees are forbidden during the term of their employment and after termination of their employment to 
utilize, convert, or disclose any trade secrets or other confidential information or data learned in the course of employ
ment to any person or entity other than an individual employed by the Company who is authorized to have that 
information or to utilize such trade secrets and confidential information for their own personal benefit. 

All applicants, before being hired, will be informed of the Company's confidentiality policy and restrictions. 
As a condition of employment, all new hires must sign a non-disclosure agreement in which they promise to maintain 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

the confidentiality of the Company's trade secrets and other proprietary information and to use such confidential 
information only in the course of employment. 

Employees who violate the Company's confidentiality rules will be subject to discipline, up to and including 
immediate termination. The Company also reserves the right to seek legal redress and remedies for breaches of its 
confidentiality policy by former Employees. 

The Director of Human Resources also will be responsible for ensuring that departing Employees are 
informed, preferably at an exit interview, of the Company's confidentiality policy and expectation of the Employee's 
pre-hire pledge to abide by these rules after termination of employment. 

5.42 Travel and Entertainment 

All travel and entertainment expenses should be approved in advance. 

a. Per Diem. If travel outside of the local area involves less than a full 24-hour period, Employee per 
diem will be prorated at 60% of one full day's allowance. The per diem allowance will cover meals, taxi fares, tips, 
local phone calls and other incidentals. Per diem allowance will be advanced prior to departure and must be requested 
by the Employee's Department Head three days prior to the date of departure. The per diem allowance is not taxable to 
the Employee, but it is recommended that the Employee document expenses in the event of an examination by the 
Internal Revenue Service. It is the responsibility of each individual Employee to maintain such a record. 
Documentation required by the IRS would include the nature and purpose or benefit to be derived from the trip and the 
dale and place where expenses were incurred. 

b. Travel Expense. All air travel will be coach/economy class. All rooms are to be single rate. 
Rental cars will be approved in advance and will be at economy compact class. The Employee should contact the 
Business Manager prior to completing travel arrangements so that Company charge cards can be issued, where 
available. Any charge cards issued to the Employee must be returned to the Business Manager when the Employee 
returns from the trip. The Employee must also deliver all related rental agreements, charge card receipts, and all other 
receipts to the Business Manager. Maintence, auto insurance, towing and repairs are the obligation of the vehicle 
owner. 

Air travel is to be handled through the Company with a local travel agency. The travel agency will 
bill the Company for all approved air travel charges. Advance funds to cover hotel accommodations may be requested 
with the per diem advance for the amount of room and tax charges only. Any amount advanced in excess of actual hotel 
room and tax charges is to be refunded to the Company with the hotel statement upon the Employee's return. 

If personal vehicles are used, the Employee will be reimbursed at the rate posted per mile for actual 
business-related travel, according to beginning and ending odometer readings requested on the travel forms. 

c. Entertainment. Entertainment is considered "directly related" to our business if such business is the principal 
purpose of the event and if we had more than a general expectation of deriving income or news coverage for such 
entertainment. If the entertainment directly preceded or followed a bona fide business discussion, it would be 
considered as directly related to the transaction of the business. Entertainment would require: 

Identity of person(s), date and duration of the discussions, which preceded or followed 
the entertainment. 

Benefit to be derived from the entertainment. 

If unusual expenses are incurred during travel or business entertainment, the Employee will be reimbursed 
upon return if adequate receipts substantiate these expenses. 
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Joshua D. Gruenberg, Esq. SB #163281 
Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq. SB #292345 

Joshua Pang, Esq. SB #296371 
GRUENBERG LAW 

2155 FIRST AVENUE 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101-3542 

TELEPHONE (619) 230-1234 

TELECOPIER (619) 230-1074 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
6 SANDRA MAAS 

7 

8 

9 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION 

10 SANDRA MAAS, an individual, ) Case No.: 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 
) 

11 

12 
V. 

Plaintiff, ) PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSES TO 
) SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 
) 
) 

l3 MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO. KUSI-TV ~ 
14 51, a California Corporation, and DOES 1 ) 

through 25, Inclusive, ) 
15 ) 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 

__________________ ) 

PROPOUNDING PARTY: DEFENDANT, MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO. 

RESPONDING PARTY: 

SET NUMBER: 

PLAINTIFF, SANDRA MAAS 

ONE 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These responses are made solely for the purpose of, and in relation to, this action. Each 

answer is given subject to all appropriate objections (including but not limited to objections 
24 

concerning competency, relevancy, materiality, propriety and admissibility) which would require 
25 

the exclusion of any statement contained herein if the Interrogatory were asked of, or any 
26 

statement contained herein were made by, a witness present and testifying in Court. All such 
27 

objections and grounds therefore are reserved and may be interposed at the time of trial. 
28 
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1 The party on whose behalf the answers are given has not yet completed investigation of the 

2 facts relating to this action, has not yet completed discovery in this action, and has not yet 

3 completed preparation for trial. Consequently, the following answers are given without prejudice 

4 to the answering party's right to produce, at the time of trial, subsequently discovered evidence 

5 relating to the proof of facts subsequently discovered to be material. 

6 Except for facts explicitly admitted herein, no admission of any nature whatsoever is to be 

7 implied or inferred. The fact that any Interrogatory herein has been answered should not be taken 

8 as an admission, or a concession of the existence, of any facts set forth or assumed by such 

9 Interrogatory, or that such answer constitutes evidence of any fact thus set forth or assumed. All 

10 answers must be construed as given on the basis of present recollection. Any Interrogatory 

11 deemed as continuing is objected to as oppressive, over burdensome, improper and not in 

12 compliance with Code of Civil Procedure § 2030.010 et seq., and will not be regarded as 

13 continuing in nature. 

14 RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1: 

16 IDENTIFY each former or current employee of MCKINNON with whom YOU have 

17 discussed any matter alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT. 

18 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY N0.1: 

19 Objection. Compound and disjunctive interrogatory. Necessitates the preparation or the 

20 making of a compilation, abstract, audit, or summary of or from documents in violation of 

21 California Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230. Seeks information equally available to 

22 propounding party. Unduly burdensome and oppressive. Vague and ambiguous as to "any matter 

23 alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT" as Plaintiff alleged facts relating to three decades of broadcasts 

24 and events, and this interrogatory necessitates the inclusion of every employee with whom 

25 Plaintiff discussed each and every award, every emcee event, and every panel she moderated, as 

26 well as every employee and crewmember with whom she discussed "Inside San Diego." Plaintiff 

27 interpreted "any matters alleged in her Complaint" to only include the most recent events leading 

28 to the causes of actions. Subject to these objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

2 
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1 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

2 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

3 Production of Documents, Set One. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

5 Excluding YOUR counsel of record and any person identified in response to Special 

6 Interrogatory No. 1, IDENTIFY every person with whom YOU have discussed any matter alleged 

7 in YOUR COMPLAINT. This interrogatory is intended to be broad and seeks information about 

8 any communication with any government official, member of the media or press, or other 

9 individual regarding the matters alleged in the COMPLAINT. 

10 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

11 Objection. Compound and disjunctive interrogatory. Necessitates the preparation or the 

12 making of a compilation, abstract, audit, or summary of or from documents in violation of 

13 California Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230. Seeks information equally available to 

14 propounding party. Unduly burdensome and oppressive. Vague and ambiguous as to "any matter 

15 alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT" as Plaintiff alleged facts relating to three decades of broadcasts 

16 and events, and this interrogatory necessitates the inclusion of every person with whom Plaintiff 

1 7 discussed each and every award, every emcee event, and every panel she moderated, as well as 

18 every employee and crewmember with whom she discussed "Inside San Diego." Plaintiff 

19 interpreted "any matters alleged in her Complaint" to only include the most recent events leading 

20 to the causes of actions. Subject to these objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

21 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

22 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

23 Production of Documents, Set One. 

24 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

25 IDENTIFY each former or current employee of MCKINNON with whom YOU have been 

26 in contact since YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 2019. 

27 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

28 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

3 
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1 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

2 Production of Documents, Set One. 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4: 

4 For each PERSON identified in YOUR response to Special Interrogatory No. 3, state with 

5 as much specificity as YOU are able each communication YOU had with that PERSON, including 

6 but not limited to the date( s) on which such communication were had. 

7 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4: 

8 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

9 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

10 Production of Documents, Set One. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

12 IDENTIFY each former or current employee of MCKINNON with whom YOU have 

13 raised any concerns about YOUR employment with MCKINNON, including but not limited to 

14 any compensation concerns. 

15 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

16 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

17 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

18 Production of Documents, Set One. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

20 For each PERSON identified in YOUR response to Special Interrogatory No. 5, state with 

21 as much specificity as YOU are able each communication YOU had with that PERSON, including 

. 22 but not limited to the date(s) on which such communication were had. 

23 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

24 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

25 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

26 Production of Documents, Set One. Responsive to this interrogatory would also be the contract 

27 negotiations in 2018 as well as the wrongful termination meeting. Plaintiff refers Propounding 

28 Party to paragraphs 26 through 51 of her lawsuit. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7: 

2 Excluding those communications identified in response to Special Interrogatories No. 5 

3 and 6, IDENTIFY each former or current employee of MCKINNON to whom YOU complained 

4 of any alleged unlawful conduct during YOUR employment with MCKINNON. 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7: 

6 Plaintiff objects that the interrogatory is unintelligible, as Special Interrogatory No. 5 is 

7 broader than Special Interrogatory No. 7 and necessarily encompasses No. 7. Accordingly, this 

8 interrogatory is logically incomprehensible. Plaintiff incorporates her responses to Special 

9 Interrogatories Nos. 5 and 6 in response to this Interrogatory. 

10 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8: 

11 For each PERSON identified in YOUR response to Special Interrogatory No. 7, state with 

12 as much specificity as YOU are able each complaint YOU made to that PERSON, including but 

13 not limited to the date(s) on which such complaint(s) were made. 

14 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8: 

15 Plaintiff refers Propounding Party to her document production as it contains the 

16 communications requested. Responsive to this interrogatory would also be the contract 

17 negotiations in 2018 as well as the wrongful termination meeting. Plaintiff refers Propounding 

18 Party to paragraphs 26 through 51 of her lawsuit. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9: 

20 IDENTIFY each physician, psychiatrist, psychologist, counselor, or healthcare provider of 

21 any kind with whom YOU consulted regarding YOUR health (emotional or physical) or well-

22 being during the 18 months before YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 

23 2019. 

24 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9: 

25 Plaintiff objects on the basis that it violates her privacy. Plaintiff did not seek medical care 

26 for her mental or emotional distress caused by Defendants. As such, her medical information will 

27 not lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff objects to the interrogatory because it is 

28 invasive and will not respond based on these objections. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 10: 

2 IDENTIFY each physician, psychiatrist, psychologist, counselor, or healthcare provider of 

3 any kind that YOU visited because of any injury YOU claim resulted from any of the conduct 

4 alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT. 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY N0.10: 

6 None. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 11: 

8 IDENTIFY each individual whom YOU believe witnessed, observed, or otherwise has 

9 personal knowledge about any event alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT. 

10 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 11: 

11 Plaintiff objections that the interrogatory is unable to be answered as it is so overbroad and 

12 burdensome and that it calls for speculation. For example, it would necessitate a search for every 

13 person who watched the news when Plaintiff was an anchor at KUSI. This is an impossible task. 

14 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 12: 

15 For each PERSON identified in YOUR response to Special Interrogatory No. 11, state with 

16 as much specificity as YOU are able the event(s) YOU believe that PERSON witnessed, observed, 

17 or otherwise has knowledge of, including but not limited to the date(s) on which such event(s) 

18 occurred. 

19 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY N0.12: 

20 NIA 

21 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

22 IDENTIFY each PERSON that YOU believe has knowledge of facts supporting YOUR 

23 contention in YOUR COMPLAINT that YOU suffered, suffer, and/or will continue to suffer any 

24 physical, mental, or emotional injuries as a result of YOUR employment with MCKINNON. 

25 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

26 Plaintiffs husband, Jim Burgess; Mike McKinnon; Sally Luck; Steve Cohen; Anna Cloer; 

27 Logan Byrnes; Allen Denton; Lisa Burger; Rose Guanzon; Ashlie Rodriguez; Lisa Remillard; 

28 Laura Buxton; Andrea Naverson; Brandi Williams; Kim O'Donnell; Lisette Rocco Summers; 
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1 Francine Marseille; Melanie Kartalija; Kimberlie Brummett. 

2 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14: 

3 IDENTIFY each individual or business that YOU have contacted in an attempt to gain 

4 employment since YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 2019. 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14: 

6 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

7 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

8 Production of Documents, Set One. 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15: 

10 IDENTIFY each individual or business that YOU contacted in an attempt to gain 

11 employment in the 18 months since YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 

12 2019. 

13 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY N0.15: 

14 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

15 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

16 Production of Documents, Set One. 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16: 

18 IDENTIFY each individual or business for whom YOU have provided services of any kind 

19 in exchange for remuneration after YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 

20 2019. This includes any remuneration, salary, or payment for any self-employment or individual 

21 ventures. 

22 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16: 

23 None. 

24 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY N0.17: 

25 IDENTIFY by month all sources of income, including disability payment, unemployment 

26 insurance, or any other type of income whatsoever (including the amount received from each 

27 source), whether declared or undeclared, that YOU have received from any source since June 13, 

28 2019 through the present, excluding any income received from MCKINNON. 
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1 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY N0.17: 

2 No income from any employers. Plaintiff received unemployment benefits but California 

3 trial courts routinely hold that unemployment insurance benefits constitute a collateral source and 

4 may not be deducted from damages in a wrongful termination action. Billetter v. Powell (1949) 

5 94 Cal.App. 2d 858; Anheuser-Busch, Inc. v. Starley (1946) 28 Cal.2d 347, 349; Monroe v. 

6 Oakland Unified School Dist. (1981) 114 Cal.App.3d 804, 810-812; Mize-Kurzman v. Marin 

7 Community College Dist. (2012) 202 Cal. App. 832. Accordingly, the amount of unemployment 

8 insurance benefits Plaintiff received is inadmissible and undiscoverable pursuant to the collateral 

9 source rule, and therefore irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

10 admissible evidence. As such, Plaintiff will not produce the amounts of benefits received. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18: 

12 State the total amount of economic damages YOU contend YOU have suffered as a result 

13 ofMCKINNON's conduct that is alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT. 

14 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18: 

15 Plaintiff objects on the basis that the request calls for attorney work-product and attorney-

16 client privileged communications and seeks an expert opinion. The request is also premature as 

17 Plaintiff is yet to receive the pay information of her male peers. Based on these objections, 

18 Plaintiff will not respond. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19: 

20 Explain in detail how YOU calculated the damages figure provided in response to Special 

21 Interrogatory No. 18. 

22 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19: 

23 Plaintiff objects on the basis that the request calls for attorney work-product and attorney-

24 client privileged communications and seeks an expert opinion. The request is also premature as 

25 Plaintiff is yet to receive the pay information of her male peers.Based on these objections, Plaintiff 

26 will not respond. 

27 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 20: 

28 Describe with specificity any and all non-economic damages which YOU contend to have 
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1 suffered as a result ofMCKINNON's conduct that is alleged in YOUR COMPLAINT. 

2 RESP01'SE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 20: 

3 The demeaning, humiliating, despicable, threatening and unlawful treatment Plaintiff 

4 received at the hands of Defendant has shaken her to the core. Plaintiff suffers from extreme 

5 anxiety, panic attacks, nightmares and insomnia on a daily basis. Plaintiff has also lost a 

6 significant amount of weight. Plaintiff is emotionally distraught and feels demeaned. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 21: 

8 IDENTIFY YOUR "former manager [who] informed [YOU] that [YOUR] male co-anchor 

9 was being paid at least $90,000 more than [YOU] every year," as alleged in Paragraph 22 of 

10 YOUR COMPLAINT. 

11 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 21: 

12 Lisa Burger. 

13 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22: 

14 IDENTIFY YOUR male co-anchor who YOU allege "was being paid at least $90,000 

15 more than [YOU] every year," as alleged in paragraph 22 of YOUR COMPLAINT. 

16 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22: 

17 Allen Denton 

18 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23: 

19 IDENTIFY every "male on-air employee[]" who was "earning more than [YOU] did for a 

20 lesser job," as alleged in paragraph 25 of YOUR COMPLAINT. 

21 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23: 

22 

23 

24 

Carlos Amezcua 

Michael Turko 

Paul Rudy 

25 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24: 

26 IDENTIFY the other "female co-anchor [who] quit her job after a pay equity dispute," as 

27 alleged in paragraph 25 of YOUR COMPLAINT. 

28 
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1 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24: 

2 Lisa Remillard 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 25: 

4 IDENTIFY each of YOUR male counterparts who were earning approximately $70,000 

5 more than YOU annually as of May 29, 2018, as alleged in paragraph 31 of YOUR 

6 COMPLAINT. 

7 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 25: 

8 

9 

Allen Denton 

Paul Rudy 

10 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26: 

11 IDENTIFY the male co-anchor with whom YOU "discussed the contentious nature of 

12 [YOUR contract] negotiations" throughout 2018, as alleged in paragraph 33 of YOUR 

13 COMPLAINT. 

14 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26: 

15 Allen Denton 

16 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27: 

17 State the amount of the annual salary that was disclosed to YOU by YOUR male co-anchor 

18 on February 28, 2019, as alleged in paragraph 33 of YOUR COMPLAINT. 

19 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27: 

20 $250,000 

21 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28: 

22 IDENTIFY every male anchor who was given the opportunity to determine when he was 

23 to leave his job, as alleged in paragraph 44 of YOUR COMPLAINT. 

24 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28: 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Ross Becker 

Michael Turko 

Allen Denton 

Carlos Amezcua 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29: 

2 IDENTIFY every male anchor who received a "gracious and festive send-off," as alleged 

3 in paragraph 49 of YOUR COMPLAINT. 

4 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29: 

5 

6 

7 

Michael Turko 

Allen Denton 

Carlos Amezcua 

8 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30: 

9 IDENTIFY every current or former MCKINNON employee, if any, against whom YOU 

10 contend MCKINNON has taken an adverse employment action based on the employee's gender. 

11 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30: 

12 Plaintiff objects on the basis that the request calls for legal understanding of "adverse 

13 employment action". Subject to this objection, Plaintiff responds: 

14 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

15 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

16 Production of Documents, Set One. 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31: 

18 State the name of every current or former MCKINNON employee against whom YOU 

19 contend MCKINNON has taken an adverse employment action based on the employee's age. 

20 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31: 

21 Plaintiff objects on the basis that the request calls for legal understanding of "adverse 

22 employment action". Subject to this objection, Plaintiff responds: 

23 Plaintiff hereby refers propounding party to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.230 and 

24 directs it to the documents produced by Plaintiff in response to Defendant's Request for 

25 Production of Documents, Set One. 

26 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32: 

27 Identify any account(s) that YOU have had with any third-party e-mail or text message 

28 provider in the 18 months before YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 2019, 
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1 including but not limited to Gmail, Yahoo, Hotmail, Outlook.com, or WhatsApp, including 

2 whether the account is still active and the dates that YOU have used the account. 

3 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32: 

4 Plaintiff has a Yahoo account. Plaintiff has an iPhone which is her text message provider. 

5 She does not recall the dates she started using these accounts. 

6 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33: 

7 Identify each and every name used by YOU on any blogging or microblogging message 

8 board, or on any news or social media website, specifically including but not limited to Facebook, 

9 Linkedin, Instagram, and Twitter, for the 18 months before YOUR employment with 

10 MCKINNON ended on June 13, 2019. 

11 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33: 

12 Sandra Maas; Sandra Maas News; Sandra Maas KUSI 

13 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 34: 

14 Identify all hardware, including but not limited to any personal computer, desktop, laptop, 

15 tablet, cell phone, used by YOU for Internet browsing or communications for the 18 months 

16 before YOUR employment with MCKINNON ended on June 13, 2019 to today. 

17 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 34: 

18 Plaintiff's KUSI desktop computer; Plaintiff's cell phone; Plaintiff's iPad; Plaintiff's home 

19 desktop computer 

20 

21 DATED: July 31, 2019 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

GRUENBERG LAW 

\ 

JOSHUA D. GRUENBERG, 
DAPHNE A.M. DEL VAUX, ESQ. 
JOSH PANG, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
SANDRA MAAS 
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i hope her lawyer kicks their ass ... fairly 
common knowlege that the owner, McKinnon 
is way to the right ... but he'll be proved 
wrong on this account ... i predict they will 
settle and attempt to seal the terms .. . but 
this case needs to go national in a big way ... 
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Former KUSI Anchor Sandra 

Maas filed a lawsuit yesterday 

against her former station 

claiming gender discrimination. 

According to the lawsuit, Maas' 

male counterpart was paid 

more than $90,000 than she 

was.

Maas claims McKinnon 

Broadcasting failed to prevent 

discrimination and has taken 

legal action. 

In the suit, Maas claims her 

complaints to human resources 

and management went 

nowhere and her request for a 

raise to be on par with her male 

counterpart led to her being 

fired last month.

KUSI News' Steve Cohen, who 

is named in the lawsuit, said 

the station had not been served 

with any lawsuit and so had no 

comment at this time.

H/T KFMB 

https://www.cbs8.com/article/news/local/former-kusi-news-anchor-sues-station-for-10-million/509-e7f09829-e9c9-47cb-84f7-c7f3d73b0407
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PEOPLE, PERSONALITIES

Sandra Maas talks
with top female
leaders
Aer  years as an awarding-winning
television journalist and anchor,
community leader, and emcee, what is
Sandra Maas doing for an encore?

San Diego’s Best Attend Indulge Dine Explore Thrive People Seen Calendar
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Print Title "Trailblazing Women"
Published Monday, September , 
By Andrea Naversen

Aer  years as an awarding-winning television journalist and anchor,
community leader, and emcee, what is Sandra Maas doing for an
encore? She is hosting Trailblazing Women, a video series highlighting

https://ranchandcoast.com/author/andrea_naversen/
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“inspiring, visionary, and dynamic women” for the Women’s Museum of
California, where she now sits on the board of directors as vice president
of external affairs. Maas is also blazing trails of her own. 

Maas says she was fired in June  from KUSI-TV, where she anchored
and reported for  years, aer she lodged a complaint that her salary
was less than that of her male co-anchor. The pay disparity wasn’t just a
few dollars. She learned it added up to as much as $, a year for the
same job. On her final newscast, Maas thanked viewers “for sharing your
wisdom and personal stories with me” and le a clue as to her next
challenge: “Though I won’t be delivering the news anymore from this
anchor chair,” she said, “I do hope to be making news and making a
difference for women in the workplace.” Two weeks later, she filed a $
million lawsuit in San Diego County Superior Court against station owner
McKinnon Broadcasting Co., alleging failure to provide equal pay to
women, gender and/or age discrimination, failure to prevent
discrimination, and retaliation. The company is fighting the allegations.
The case was delayed when courtrooms were closed for months due to
the COVID- pandemic, but Maas and McKinnon Broadcasting will face
off in court next spring. 

Meanwhile, she has been using her considerable communication skills
and connections to profile women “who are making a difference in their
communities, fields of expertise, and in the lives of others.” They include
Erica Ollmann Saphire, PhD, a renowned virologist, immunologist, and
professor at the La Jolla Institute for Immunology who is leading a
worldwide team of scientists to find antibodies to treat the COVID- virus.
Saphire and her team received a $ million grant from the Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation. When asked what it’s like to have the weight of the
world on her shoulders in the race to find a treatment, Saphire admits,
“It’s a lot. But there are a lot of people who’ve lost their loved ones, there
are people struggling to get better. I’m healthy, my job is secure right
now, a pandemic virologist in a pandemic. We’ve just got to get this
work done.”

It’s such a gift to share the stories of brilliant,
dedicated, fearless women in our community

— Sandra Maas

In another interview, Maas spoke with Juanita Davis, a member of San
Diego’s Supremes tribute band The Corvelles as well as a model, actress,
and music therapist. Music is “a magical tool that everybody has,” Davis
told Maas. “A key to staying calm in turbulent times.”
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Marisa Janine-Page

From: Daphne Delvaux <daphne@gruenberglaw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 3:16 PM
To: Marisa Janine-Page
Cc: Bianca Villegas; jp@gruenberglaw.com; Josh Gruenberg
Subject: Re: Maas v. McKinnon/KUSI

Hi Marisa, 
 
I understand from current and former KUSI employees that the office didn't shut down and that Mr. Cohen continued to 
work at the office at the peak of the pandemic. Mr. Cohen was always in person at work. In fact, he emailed staff telling 
them they were mature enough to handle themselves at the office during the pandemic. If you bring a motion, this 
evidence will be in our opposition.  
 
This seems to be an attempt to get out of the hot seat. Request denied. We can keep all windows and doors open.  
 
Thanks, 
‐ Daphne  
 
 
 
On Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 3:02 PM Marisa Janine‐Page <mjp@chpllaw.com> wrote: 

Daphne, 

  

As you know, Mr. Cohen is in the age group of most vulnerable to COVID.  As such, 
he is insisting that his deposition be conducted virtually.  Please let me know if you 
are agreeable to that for his deposition only or if I’ll need to go get a protective 
order. 

  

Thanks, 

Marisa Janine-Page 

Certified Appellate Specialist 

CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

(direct) 858-764-8107 | mjp@chpllaw.com  

  



2

From: Bianca Villegas <bianca@gruenberglaw.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 8:00 AM 
To: Marisa Janine‐Page <mjp@chpllaw.com> 
Cc: Daphne Delvaux <daphne@gruenberglaw.com>; Josh Pang <jp@gruenberglaw.com>; Rebecca Oakley (Shared) 
<RMO@chpllaw.com> 
Subject: Re: Maas v. McKinnon/KUSI 

  

Hi all, 

  

I apologize, yesterday's notice contained an error. Please see attached corrected notice.  

 
 

Respectfully,  

  

Bianca Villegas 

Paralegal/Office Manager 

Gruenberg Law 

2155 First Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92101 

619.230.1234 telephone 

619.230.1074 facsimile 

bianca@gruenberglaw.com 

www.gruenberglaw.com 

  

Confidentiality Notice: This message and its attachments are sent from a law firm and may contain information that is 
confidential and protected by privilege from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from 
printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. Please delete the message and attachments without printing, copying, 
forwarding or saving them, and notify the sender immediately. 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that any 
U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be 
used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purposes of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal 
Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matter or transaction described 
herein. 
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On Mon, Nov 1, 2021 at 8:00 AM Bianca Villegas <bianca@gruenberglaw.com> wrote: 

Dear all, 

  

Please see attached amended notice of depositions.  

 
 

Respectfully,  

  

Bianca Villegas 

Paralegal/Office Manager 

Gruenberg Law 

2155 First Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92101 

619.230.1234 telephone 

619.230.1074 facsimile 

bianca@gruenberglaw.com 

www.gruenberglaw.com 

  

Confidentiality Notice: This message and its attachments are sent from a law firm and may contain information that is 
confidential and protected by privilege from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from 
printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. Please delete the message and attachments without printing, copying, 
forwarding or saving them, and notify the sender immediately. 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that any 
U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be 
used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purposes of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal 
Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matter or transaction described 
herein. 
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‐‐  
Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq. 
Gruenberg Law 
2155 First Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 
619.230.1234 telephone 
619.230.1074 facsimile 
www.gruenberglaw.com 
  
  
Confidentiality Notice: This message and its attachments are sent from a law firm and may contain information that is confidential and protected by privilege from disclosure. If 
you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. Please delete the message and attachments without printing, copying, 
forwarding or saving them, and notify the sender immediately. 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication 
(including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purposes of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal 
Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matter or transaction described herein. 
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 1            SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
  

 2             COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION
  

 3
   SANDRA MAAS, an individual,

 4
                       Plaintiff,

 5                                   Case No.:
             vs.

 6                                   37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL
   MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO.

 7   KUSI-TV 51, a California
   corporation; and DOES 1 through

 8   25,
  

 9                       Defendants.
   _______________________________________________________________

10
  

11
  

12                    VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF
  

13                            JAY BROWN
  

14                      SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA
  

15                          JULY 1, 2021
  

16
  

17
  

18
  

19
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24
    REPORTED BY:

25    A. DESIREE TIPPER, CSR NO. 13806
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 1            SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
  

 2             COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION
  

 3
  

 4   SANDRA MAAS, an individual,
  

 5                       Plaintiff,
                                   Case No.:

 6             vs.
                                   37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL

 7   MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO.
   KUSI-TV 51, a California

 8   corporation; and DOES 1 through
   25,

 9
                       Defendants.

10   _______________________________________________________________
  

11
  

12
  

13
  

14             Deposition of JAY BROWN, taken on behalf of
  

15    Plaintiff, at San Diego, California 92101, commencing at
  

16    9:10 a.m., Thursday, July 1, 2021, before A. Desiree
  

17    Tipper, CSR No. 13806.
  

18
  

19
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24
  

25
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 1    APPEARANCES
  

 2
  

 3    FOR PLAINTIFF:
  

 4        GRUENBERG LAW
        BY:  JOSHUA D. GRUENBERG, ESQ.

 5             JOSHUA PANG, ESQ.
        2155 First Avenue

 6        San Diego, California 92101
        619.230.1234

 7        josh@gruenberglaw.com
  

 8    FOR DEFENDANTS:
  

 9        CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER
        BY:  MARISA JANINE-PAGE, ESQ.

10        3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250
        San Diego, California 92121

11        858.764.8107
        mjp@chpllaw.com

12
  

13    ALSO PRESENT:
  

14        Rashad Hunter, Legal Videographer
  

15        Sally Luck
  

16        Sandra Maas
  

17
  

18
  

19
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24
  

25
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 1     SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA; THURSDAY, JULY 1, 2021; 9:10 A.M.
  

 2
  

 3             THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Good morning, everyone.  Here
  

 4    begins the videotaped deposition of Jay Brown, testifying
  

 5    in the matter of Maas vs. McKinnon Broadcasting Company.
  

 6             This is Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL.
  

 7             Today's date is July 1st, 2021.  The time on the
  

 8    record is 9:10 a.m.
  

 9             My name is Rashad Hunter, the videographer.  Our
  

10    court reporter today is Desiree Tipper.
  

11             Counsel, will you please introduce yourselves
  

12    for the record, and the witness will be sworn.
  

13             MS. JANINE-PAGE:  Marissa Janine-Page on behalf
  

14    of the defendant, McKinnon Broadcasting Company, and its
  

15    representative today is Sally Luck who is here present.
  

16             MR. GRUENBERG:  Josh Gruenberg and Josh Pang
  

17    with Sandra Maas, the plaintiff.
  

18
  

19                           JAY BROWN,
  

20                having first been duly sworn, was
  

21               examined and testified as follows:
  

22
  

23
  

24
  

25                          EXAMINATION
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 1             I then go back to my question about newscasts,
  

 2    and you can see that for newscasts, she was never late.
  

 3    The record will reflect what your testimony is in this
  

 4    case.
  

 5             My question is, do you have an ax to grind
  

 6    against Ms. Maas?
  

 7             MS. JANINE-PAGE:  Harassing.
  

 8             THE WITNESS:  No.
  

 9    BY MR. GRUENBERG:
  

10        Q    Okay.  Do you think she ever tried to harm your
  

11    interests?
  

12        A    Not to my recollection.
  

13        Q    Did she ever complain about you?
  

14        A    Not to my knowledge.
  

15        Q    All right.  Did you have a chance to meet with
  

16    Ms. Janine-Page prior to this deposition?
  

17        A    I most certainly did.
  

18        Q    How many times did you meet with her?
  

19        A    I met with her twice.
  

20        Q    When was the first time?
  

21        A    A week and a half ago.
  

22        Q    Where did you meet with her?
  

23        A    The newsroom at KUSI, the conference room.
  

24        Q    All right.  How long was that meeting?
  

25        A    30 minutes maybe.

BCM
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 1        Q    Okay.  And did you have an understanding that
  

 2    that was to prepare you for your deposition?
  

 3        A    That was just to go over some stuff about what I
  

 4    would be encountering, yes.
  

 5        Q    Okay.  And did you have any other in-person
  

 6    meetings with her or virtual?
  

 7        A    I had another meeting with her, yes.
  

 8        Q    When was that?
  

 9        A    That was yesterday.
  

10        Q    Where was that?
  

11        A    That was in her office.
  

12        Q    How long was that meeting?
  

13        A    A couple hours.
  

14        Q    Actually, it was about three or four, correct?
  

15        A    I don't know.
  

16        Q    What's your best estimate?
  

17        A    I was there a couple hours, sir.  I don't --
  

18        Q    What time did you get there?
  

19        A    I got there at 10:30 is what time we were
  

20    supposed to meet, and I did not look at my watch when I
  

21    left.
  

22        Q    Well, it was afternoon.  What's your best
  

23    estimate?
  

24        A    You know -- you know better than I do then.
  

25        Q    I actually do.  What time did you leave?

BCM
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 1        A    I don't -- I don't know what time I left.  I got
  

 2    in my car, and I went to work.
  

 3        Q    What is your best estimate?
  

 4             MS. JANINE-PAGE:  Harassing.  Asked and
  

 5    answered.
  

 6             THE WITNESS:  I don't know.
  

 7    BY MR. GRUENBERG:
  

 8        Q    You have no idea what time you left Ms. Page's
  

 9    office yesterday?
  

10        A    No.  I didn't -- I'm not -- I'm not looking at
  

11    my clock and I'm not --
  

12             MS. JANINE-PAGE:  That's okay.  You don't have
  

13    to engage.
  

14    BY MR. GRUENBERG:
  

15        Q    Could it have been 5:00, sir?
  

16        A    It was not 5:00.
  

17        Q    So you know that much?
  

18        A    Well, sun going down in the west would tell me
  

19    that it would be 5:00.
  

20        Q    It's July, sir.  What time is your understanding
  

21    as to when the sun sets these days?
  

22             MS. JANINE-PAGE:  We're not going to engage like
  

23    this.
  

24             MR. GRUENBERG:  You want to seriously
  

25    say that --

BCM
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 1  REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

 2

 3    I, A. Desiree Tipper, a Certified Shorthand

 4   Reporter No. 13806 in the State of California, do hereby

 5   certify:

 6    That the foregoing proceedings were taken

 7   before me at the time and place herein set forth; that

 8   any witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to

 9   testifying, were placed under oath; that a verbatim

10   record of the proceedings was made by me using machine

11   shorthand which was thereafter transcribed under my

12   direction; further, that the foregoing is an accurate

13   transcription thereof.

14    I further certify that I am neither

15   financially interested in the action nor a relative or

16   employee of any attorney of any of the parties.

17    IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto

18   subscribed my name this 3rd day of August, 2021.

19

20

21

22
 ________________________________________

23 A. Desiree Tipper
CSR No. 13806

24

25
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

A. No. 

Q. And you have no pending lawsuits against 

McKinnon Broadcasting Company; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Did you use a computer when you were at 

McKinnon Broadcasting Company? 

A. 

Q. 

I did. 

How many computers did you use when you 

9 worked at McKinnon Broadcasting Company? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

A. 

Q. 

There could have been three, maybe more. 

Did you ever use a shared computer or 

electronic device at McKinnon Broadcasting Company? 

A. There were laptops set up on the sets 

where everyone sat. Everyone used them. 

Q. Did you ever use one of those laptops to 

communicate using your Gmail? 

A. On the set, you can't -- the computers, 

the laptops that are on the set for all the 

anchors, you cannot use -- access work email from 

20 those. So everyone used their personal email. 

21 Q. I appreciate that. 

22 My question to you is, did you ever use 

23 the KUSI laptop to communicate using your personal 

24 

25 

Gmail? 

A. Certainly. We all did. We use smoke 

17 
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1 signals if we have to to communicate with each 

2 

3 

other. 

Q. Did you ever send emails to Mr. Gruenberg 

4 or anyone at the Gruenberg Law Group from any KUSI 

5 computer? 

6 A. I don't know if I did or not. 

7 MR. GRUENBERG: I will tell you now, 

8 Counsel, if you have those, it is 100 percent 

9 inappropriate for you to look at them, use them, 

10 read them, highlight them. They should be 

11 immediately turned over. Immediately, like now. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

BY MS. PAGE: 

Q. When did you retain the Gruenberg Law 

Group? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I am not exactly sure when that was. 

What is your best estimate? 

Maybe once I left KUSI. 

When did you leave KUSI? 

In August 2020. 

MR. GRUENBERG: Counsel, are you going to 

21 turn those documents over? 

22 BY MS. PAGE: 

23 Q. Isn't it true that you were employed in 

24 August of 2020 by McKinnon Broadcasting Company? 

25 A. Um-hmm. My last day there was the 27th. 

18 
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EXHIBIT 9 



 

MARISA JANINE-PAGE 

Direct: (858) 764-8107 

 

 

December 4, 2021 

 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Joshua Gruenberg 

Daphne Delvaux 

josh@gruenberglaw.com 

daphne@gruenberglaw.com 

 

Re: Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting Company 

 SDSC Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 

 

Counsel: 

 

Our office recently discovered information indicating that your firm is inducing current and 

former employees of McKinnon Broadcasting Company  (“MBC”) to breach their duty of 

loyalty to their employer and/or contractual duties to maintain MBC’s confidential information 

(as defined in, and precluded by, their employment agreements and confidentiality agreements).   

In doing so, your firm has improperly obtained MBC confidential information and has used, and 

will continue to use, such information to MBC disadvantage and prejudice in this action. 

Therefore, MBC demands that you do the following to immediately mitigate further harm: 

1. Identify each communication your firm has had with a former or current MBC employee 

who was employed by MBC at the time of the communication by providing: (a) the 

name of the former or current employee with whom your firm communicated; (b) the 

name(s) of the person(s) in your firm who participated in the communication(s); and (c) 

the information obtained from the communication(s); 

2. Identify each communication your client, Sandra Maas, had with a former or current 

MBC employee who was employed by MBC at the time of the communication and Ms. 

Maas then provided you the details of the communication by providing: : (a) the name of 

the former or current employee with whom your firm communicated; (b) the name(s) of 

the person(s) in your firm who participated in the communication(s); and (c) the 

information obtained from the communication(s); 

3. Identify any third party to whom you provided or revealed improperly obtained 

confidential information; 

mailto:josh@gruenberglaw.com
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4. Return to MBC all copies of its confidential information which your firm improperly 

obtained and over which your firm has custody or control; 

5. Destroy all electronic versions of MBC’s confidential information which your firm 

improperly obtained and over which your firm has custody or control; 

6. Instruct anyone to whom you have provided improperly obtained confidential 

information to return all copies to you, and to destroy all electronic versions thereof; 

7. Cease and desist contacting current MBC employees; and 

8. Cease and desist inducing former McKinnon employees to breach their contractual duty 

to maintain MBC’s confidential information. 

In light of the seriousness of your actions and the approaching trial date, we seek to work 

cooperatively with you to resolve this issue promptly. Consequently, we must receive the 

following before Noon on Tuesday, December 7, 2021: 

• the information requested in items 1-2; 

• your certification that you have complied with items 3-5; and  

• your certification that you will comply with items 6-7.  

Absent a written agreement, MBC will have no choice but to seek immediate Court 

intervention—including, but not limited to, an order requiring your firm to submit to discovery 

(including depositions) on this issue, and/or an order disqualifying your firm from continuing to 

represent Ms. Maas in this action.  (See, e.g., McDermott Will & Emery LLP v. Superior Court 

(2017), 10 Cal. App. 5th 1083; Gregori v. Bank of America (1989), 207 Cal. App. 3d 291.) 

 

Cordially, 

 

Marisa Janine-Page 
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·1· · · · ·SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA; TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 30, 2021

·2· · · · · · · · · · · ·9:06 A.M. - 5:00 P.M.

·3

·4· · · · · ·THE VIDEOGRAPHER:· Good morning.· We are now on

·5· · · the record.· Today's date is November 30, 2021.· The

·6· · · time is 9:06 a.m.· This is the video deposition of

·7· · · Sandra Maas being taken in the matter of Sandra Maas

·8· · · versus McKinnon Broadcasting Company, et al.· This case

·9· · · is in the Superior Court of the State of California for

10· · · the County of San Diego.· The case number is

11· · · 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL.· This deposition is taking

12· · · place at 3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250,

13· · · San Diego, California 92121.

14· · · · · · · · My name is René Sanchez of Aptus Court

15· · · Reporting.

16· · · · · · · · Will counsel please introduce yourselves and

17· · · state whom you represent.

18· · · · · ·MS. JANINE-PAGE:· Marisa Janine-Page on behalf of

19· · · the defendant McKinnon Broadcasting Company.

20· · · · · ·MR. GRUENBERG:· Josh Gruenberg for the plaintiff.

21· · · · · ·MS. DELVAUX:· Vaphne Delvaux for the plaintiff.

22· · · · · ·THE VIDEOGRAPHER:· Thank you, Counsel.· The court

23· · · reporter today is Sheri Somers and will now swear in

24· · · the witness.

25



·1· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ^ WITNAME,

·2· · · having been administered an oath, was examined and

·3· · · testified as follows:

·4

·5· · · · · · · · · · · · · · EXAMINATION

·6· · · BY MS. JANINE-PAGE:

·7· · · · · ·Q.· ·Good morning, Ms. Maas.· Can you please state

·8· · · your full name and spell your last name for the record.

·9· · · · · ·A.· ·Sandra Lynn Maas, M-a-a-s.

10· · · · · ·Q.· ·And do you have any other names that you go

11· · · by?

12· · · · · ·A.· ·My married last name is Burgess,

13· · · B-u-r-g-e-s-s.

14· · · · · ·Q.· ·And I'm assuming you prefer to be called

15· · · Ms. Maas in this deposition today?

16· · · · · ·A.· ·Correct.

17· · · · · ·Q.· ·Okay.· And is it Ms. or Mrs.?

18· · · · · ·A.· ·Ms.

19· · · · · ·Q.· ·So you just took an oath.· Do you understand

20· · · that that oath is as if you were testifying in a court

21· · · of law?

22· · · · · ·A.· ·I do.

23· · · · · ·Q.· ·Okay.· And under that oath, you agree to tell

24· · · the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,

25· · · do you recall that?



·1· · · · · ·Q.· ·Did you have any agent or attorney represent

·2· · · you in those negotiations?

·3· · · · · ·A.· ·I did not.

·4· · · · · ·Q.· ·Did you consult with any attorney or agent

·5· · · with regards to your negotiations on this contract?

·6· · · · · ·A.· ·I did not.

·7· · · · · ·Q.· ·What was your understanding was the length of

·8· · · the term of this June 2018 employment agreement at the

·9· · · time that you signed it?

10· · · · · ·A.· ·It was a one-year contract.

11· · · · · ·Q.· ·To expire in June 2019, was that your

12· · · understanding?

13· · · · · ·A.· ·June 13, 2019, yes.

14· · · · · ·Q.· ·And you agreed to that at the time that you

15· · · signed this agreement?

16· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

17· · · · · ·Q.· ·Do you recall how it came about that this

18· · · would be a one-year contract only?

19· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.· Mike, Jr. had offered me a three-year

20· · · contract with one-year outs and five-year raises, and I

21· · · was fighting for more pay and equal pay, and I did not

22· · · want to box myself in to a three-year deal knowing that

23· · · my co-anchor, who was doing the same job, was getting

24· · · paid so much more.· I didn't think that was fair.· And

25· · · I told him I wanted a one-year contract so we could
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·1· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

·2· · · · · ·Q.· ·In June of 2018, what shows were you

·3· · · providing your performance talent services to McKinnon

·4· · · Broadcasting Company?

·5· · · · · ·A.· ·The 5:00, the 6:00, the 10:00, and I believe

·6· · · the 11:00.

·7· · · · · ·Q.· ·Who was your co-anchor for the 5:00?

·8· · · · · ·A.· ·Allen Denton.

·9· · · · · ·Q.· ·Who was your co-anchor for the 6:00?

10· · · · · ·A.· ·Allen.

11· · · · · ·Q.· ·For the 10:00?

12· · · · · ·A.· ·Allen.

13· · · · · ·Q.· ·And for the 11:00?

14· · · · · ·A.· ·Allen.

15· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your mind, should you have been paid less,

16· · · more, or equal to Allen Denton in 2000 -- June 2018?

17· · · · · ·A.· ·In my mind, I should have been paid more than

18· · · Allen Denton.

19· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why?

20· · · · · ·A.· ·Because I was doing the same shows and I had

21· · · a Healthy Living franchise.· If you had asked me this

22· · · question three years ago, I would have answered I

23· · · should have been paid equal.· But now I realize I

24· · · should have been paid more.

25· · · · · ·Q.· ·Are there any other reasons why you believe
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·1· · · you should have been paid more than Allen Denton in

·2· · · June of 2018?

·3· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

·4· · · · · ·Q.· ·What?

·5· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, we both had 35-plus years in

·6· · · broadcasting, Allen was a little older than me and may

·7· · · have had a few more years on me, but I had been in the

·8· · · market for 20 years before him.· I had a 20-year head

·9· · · start on developing relationships with the viewers in

10· · · San Diego and digging my roots in this community.

11· · · Allen came from San Jose.· And when he moved here, he

12· · · had a home in Nashville where he spent most of his

13· · · time.· That's where his home was.

14· · · · · · · · So I had been doing a lot more community

15· · · service because people in San Diego knew me as a face

16· · · that they trusted to MC their events and raise money

17· · · for their charities, and Allen wasn't asked to do

18· · · nearly as much as me because he wasn't familiar to the

19· · · viewers of San Diego.

20· · · · · · · · So our experience was the same.· My

21· · · commitment to San Diego was more.· Our job was the

22· · · same, we anchored the same newscasts.· In terms of

23· · · skill, my executive producer, Joe Riddle, said that I

24· · · was the better anchor and that they had actually

25· · · investigated maybe something was wrong with his eyes



·1· · · because of his on-air performance.

·2· · · · · · · · So in comparing all of that, my skill set, my

·3· · · community involvement, my performance, my experience in

·4· · · San Diego, all of those things, there's no reason I

·5· · · should have been paid less than Allen Denton.· In fact

·6· · · because of my Healthy Living franchise and my added

·7· · · work, I should have been paid more.

·8· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons?

·9· · · · · ·A.· ·I think in hiring an anchor person, you want

10· · · trustworthiness, you want familiarity, you want

11· · · community involvement, you want a calm, trusting

12· · · demeanor.· You have to be able to read well, the

13· · · Teleprompter.· You have to be somewhat likable.

14· · · Viewers aren't going to watch you unless they bond with

15· · · you.· I had a lot of history in the San Diego market.

16· · · Viewers watched me raise two babies.· My pregnancies

17· · · were widely publicized on Channel 8.· I had network

18· · · experience.

19· · · · · · · · Allen came from a bigger market, but I worked

20· · · for CBS News Path.· My medical stories were broadcast

21· · · all over the world.· I would get calls from

22· · · New Zealand.· I covered some really important stories.

23· · · I covered the Pope arriving in California.· Mother

24· · · Teresa, I covered her experimental heart surgery back

25· · · in the '90's when she was -- she fell ill in Mexico and



·1· · · Dr. Paul Teirstein did this experimental procedure on

·2· · · her heart at Scripps Green.

·3· · · · · · · · I am so lucky to have bonded in San Diego and

·4· · · shared some of these historic moments.· When the tank

·5· · · went driving across the 165 freeway.· I have that

·6· · · history of covering those stories.· I wasn't just

·7· · · sitting in a chair reading the news.· I'm a journalist,

·8· · · a seasoned journalist, and the only difference between

·9· · · Allen Denton and me is gender.· The only reason I

10· · · wasn't paid what Allen Denton was paid is because I am

11· · · a woman.

12· · · · · ·Q.· ·Are there any other reasons why you think

13· · · that you should have been paid more than Allen Denton

14· · · in June of 2018?

15· · · · · ·A.· ·I think that pretty much sums it up.

16· · · · · ·Q.· ·So is that a no, there are no other reasons?

17· · · · · ·A.· ·Not that I can think of at the moment.

18· · · · · ·Q.· ·When Allen Denton retired in February of

19· · · 2019, who were your co -- strike that.

20· · · · · · · · When Allen Denton retired in February of

21· · · 2019, what shows were you anchoring or hosting at that

22· · · time for McKinnon Broadcasting?

23· · · · · ·A.· ·I was anchoring the 5:00 and the 6:00 p.m.

24· · · with Anna Laurel.· They had removed Allen in

25· · · September of 2018 from those broadcasts, and I was



·1· · · anchoring with Allen at 10:00 and 11:00.· Anna had gone

·2· · · on maternity leave eventually.· So yes.

·3· · · · · ·Q.· ·In February of 2019, in your mind, who should

·4· · · have been paid more -- I'm sorry.

·5· · · · · · · · Between you and Anna Laurel, in your mind,

·6· · · should you have been paid more, equal to, or less than

·7· · · Anna Laurel?

·8· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, I had been in the San Diego market for

·9· · · 30 years longer than Anna Laurel and I was anchoring

10· · · more shows than Anna Laurel was, who is a very talented

11· · · broadcast journalist, as is Allen Denton.· I enjoyed

12· · · working with them immensely.· But in comparing my

13· · · experience in this market with a proven track record of

14· · · good ratings at every television station I worked at, I

15· · · should have been the higher paid broadcast journalist.

16· · · · · ·Q.· ·Between February and June of 2019, did you

17· · · ever anchor with any other anchor at KUSI besides Anna

18· · · Laurel?

19· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

20· · · · · ·Q.· ·Who?

21· · · · · ·A.· ·When Allen retired at the end of

22· · · February 20 --

23· · · · · ·Q.· ·19.

24· · · · · ·A.· ·2019 he retired.· So what was your question?

25· · · I'm sorry.
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·1· · · · · ·Q.· ·Between February 2019 and June 2019 --

·2· · · · · ·A.· ·Okay.· So Allen retired --

·3· · · · · ·Q.· ·So we have a clear record, let me just repeat

·4· · · the whole question.

·5· · · · · ·A.· ·Okay.

·6· · · · · ·Q.· ·Between February 2019 and June 2019, did you

·7· · · co-anchor with any other anchors at KUSI?

·8· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

·9· · · · · ·Q.· ·Who?

10· · · · · ·A.· ·I co-anchored with Logan Byrnes.· He

11· · · replaced -- he was a temporary replacement, I was told

12· · · at the time, for Allen Denton, and I anchored with him

13· · · at 4:00, 5:00, 6:00, and 10:00.· Anna had come back

14· · · from -- I guess I did the 11:00, too.· She didn't come

15· · · back from maternity leave until June of -- May or June

16· · · of 2019.· So I was doing all the shows with Logan.

17· · · That's my recollection.

18· · · · · ·Q.· ·Did you co-anchor with any other anchors at

19· · · KUSI between February 2019 and June 2019 besides Logan

20· · · Byrnes?

21· · · · · ·A.· ·No, not that I recall.· Just Logan and I.

22· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your mind, should you have been paid more,

23· · · equal to, or less than Logan Byrnes in February 2019 to

24· · · June 2019?

25· · · · · ·A.· ·Again, with my experience and all the things
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·1· · · that I explained before, I think I should have been

·2· · · paid more than Logan Byrnes.

·3· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why specifically did you think you should

·4· · · have been paid more than Logan Byrnes?

·5· · · · · ·A.· ·Because of my market experience, my skill

·6· · · set.· Steve Cohen had told me that he was a placeholder

·7· · · for Allen.· They were trying to find someone else.· He

·8· · · was temporary Steve told me.· He didn't have the

·9· · · gravitas that Allen had.· He's not an anchor that had a

10· · · lot of experience or had a presence.

11· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons?

12· · · · · ·A.· ·He was new to the market.· Viewers didn't

13· · · know him and he hadn't proven himself as a seasoned

14· · · anchor in San Diego that people could trust and like.

15· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons?

16· · · · · ·A.· ·Not that I can think of.

17· · · · · ·Q.· ·Did you ever co-anchor with Ginger Jeffries?

18· · · · · ·A.· ·I think I co-anchored with her.· She filled

19· · · in for somebody one time, a day or two.· I recall

20· · · sitting next to her on a show.

21· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your -- do you know when you co-anchored

22· · · with her when she filled in?

23· · · · · ·A.· ·I do not.· Probably in the spring of 2019

24· · · sometime.

25· · · · · ·Q.· ·Do you know what her assignments were in
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·1· · · 2019?

·2· · · · · ·A.· ·I do not.· She might have been a reporter of

·3· · · some sort, weather maybe.

·4· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your mind, should you have been paid more,

·5· · · equal to, or less than Paul Rudy in 2018 and 2019?

·6· · · · · ·A.· ·In my opinion?

·7· · · · · ·Q.· ·Yes.

·8· · · · · ·A.· ·In my opinion, I should have been paid more

·9· · · than Paul Rudy.

10· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why?

11· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, because my -- I am a news anchor that

12· · · was on the air for up to 20 hours a week.· Paul Rudy is

13· · · a sports caster that was on the air maybe 45 minutes a

14· · · day.· So that would be one-fourth of the time or less.

15· · · He was involved in his Prep Pig Skin report, which was

16· · · very successful, but it was a team effort.· KUSI hired

17· · · dozens of interns and other people to make that happen.

18· · · And it was a -- he fronted that franchise for sure, and

19· · · it has his signature over it, but he had -- it was a

20· · · huge project, a team of people.· He didn't -- he can't

21· · · take credit for all of that.· It wasn't a one-man band

22· · · sort of thing, but a great program in San Diego,

23· · · nonetheless.

24· · · · · · · · But I think that the importance of my job.  I

25· · · think my job as a news anchor fronting 20 hours of news
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·1· · · a week, plus a public affairs shows on weekend,

·2· · · surpassed a sports caster job, yes, I do.· And I did

·3· · · have more experience in the San Diego market than Paul

·4· · · did.

·5· · · · · ·Q.· ·Are there any other reasons why you believe

·6· · · that you should have been paid more than Paul Rudy in

·7· · · the 2018, 2019 time period?

·8· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, I think my experience and my skill set

·9· · · and my longevity in the market surpassed his and my

10· · · hours on the air.

11· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons why you believe that you

12· · · should have been paid more than Paul Rudy in the 2018,

13· · · 2019 time period?

14· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, I mean have you watched Paul Rudy?· He

15· · · has a little bit of trouble on the air as well.· I was

16· · · a better performer than Paul Rudy on the air.

17· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons?

18· · · · · ·A.· ·That's all I can think of at the moment.

19· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your mind, should you have been paid more,

20· · · equal to, or less than Michael Turko in 2017, 2018 time

21· · · period?

22· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

23· · · · · ·Q.· ·Yes which?

24· · · · · ·A.· ·Yes, I think that I should have been paid

25· · · more than Michael Turko.
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·1· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why?

·2· · · · · ·A.· ·Michael Turko was excellent at what he did

·3· · · and had a great following.· He was a reporter of his

·4· · · own franchise, The Turko files.· Again, his reports

·5· · · were broadcast a couple of times a week, and they were

·6· · · in depth.· He did a great job going out in the

·7· · · community and fighting for the little guy, fighting

·8· · · against bullies.· Always a David-and-Goliath story and

·9· · · had a great following, and I think that was very

10· · · valuable to the station.· But again, I think that my

11· · · value was equal, however, my time on the air was much

12· · · more than his, and I think that I was more valuable.

13· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons why you think you should

14· · · have been paid more than Michael Turko?

15· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, my co-anchor was paid more than Michael

16· · · Turko, and I should have been paid like my co-anchor.

17· · · · · ·Q.· ·And when you refer to your co-anchor, you're

18· · · referring to Allen Denton?

19· · · · · ·A.· ·Allen Denton.

20· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons why you think that you

21· · · should have been paid more than Michael Turko?

22· · · · · ·A.· ·That's all I can think of at the moment.· And

23· · · just -- not to sound just like I'm so full of myself,

24· · · but when I called Allen Denton the morning that I was

25· · · leaving my last day at KUSI, and I told him that --



·1· · · that I was likely going to file a gender discrimination

·2· · · lawsuit and here's why, he told me, "Sandra, you

·3· · · deserve every penny.· There's no reason why you should

·4· · · have been paid more than I was because of your

·5· · · longevity in the market."· He specifically referred to

·6· · · that.

·7· · · · · · · · So it's hard for me to sit in front of you

·8· · · and tell you just how great and valuable I am.· It's

·9· · · not something I'm used to doing.· Clearly I signed

10· · · these contracts that undervalued me.· But I really have

11· · · learned that I was very valuable to that television

12· · · station.· I gave it my all.· I was at the top of my

13· · · game really.· I could read the news in my sleep.· I was

14· · · always looking for a new challenge to do something

15· · · extra, to do something better.· The only reason they

16· · · fired me was because of my gender and because I fought

17· · · for equal pay.

18· · · · · ·Q.· ·Move to strike after "moment."· No question

19· · · pending.

20· · · · · ·MR. GRUENBERG:· That's not going to happen.

21· · · BY MS. JANINE-PAGE:

22· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your mind, do you -- strike that.

23· · · · · · · · In your mind, should you have been paid more,

24· · · equal to, or less than Carlos Amezcua?

25· · · · · ·A.· ·Amezcua.· I don't know exactly what his
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·1· · · salary was.· I do know that it was higher than mine and

·2· · · he had two different contracts, which in my

·3· · · negotiations I did ask for -- Lisa told me about

·4· · · that -- I did ask for a managerial position to get an

·5· · · extra bump that wasn't received well.· Sorry.· I just

·6· · · thought of that.

·7· · · · · · · · But in -- yes, Carlos Amezcua, his

·8· · · schedule -- now anybody would want his schedule.· He

·9· · · only worked about five hours a day.· He didn't have a

10· · · Healthy Living franchise or any franchise and -- but he

11· · · was a great guy.· He came from Los Angeles where he had

12· · · a successful show.· But he didn't work like I worked.

13· · · And people knew him in San Diego.· He had worked at

14· · · Channel 8 years before.· But he didn't make a bump in

15· · · the ratings at that morning show.· And no, I think that

16· · · I should have been paid, I'd say, equal or surpassing

17· · · Carlos.

18· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why do you think you should have been paid

19· · · equal to or more than Carlos Amezcua?

20· · · · · ·A.· ·Because I was on the evening shows.  I

21· · · anchored more newscasts, more hours of news, I had my

22· · · own -- the same reason for all the others.· I was a

23· · · known commodity in the market.· I've been here

24· · · consecutively since 1990, I was engaged in the

25· · · community, I was promoting KUSI, I was working every
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·1· · · bit as hard as Carlos Amezcua.

·2· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons why you believe you should

·3· · · have been paid equal to or more than Carlos Amezcua?

·4· · · · · ·A.· ·No.

·5· · · · · ·Q.· ·During the time that you co-anchored with

·6· · · David Davis, in your mind, did you believe that you

·7· · · should have been paid less than, equal to, or more than

·8· · · David Davis?

·9· · · · · ·A.· ·David Davis was new to the market.· He came,

10· · · from I want to say, Nashville or Utah, brand new.· And

11· · · I should have been paid -- I was in the market -- I

12· · · should have been paid like David Davis or more, equally

13· · · or more than David Davis.

14· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why?

15· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, for all the same reasons that I told

16· · · you before.· I had a built-in audience of followers

17· · · from KFMB TV and XETV and radio I'd worked at in

18· · · San Diego.· People knew me and I was out and about in

19· · · the community.

20· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons that you believe that you

21· · · should have been paid equal to or more than David Davis

22· · · during the time period that you co-anchored together?

23· · · · · ·A.· ·During the same period, I didn't have a

24· · · Healthy Living franchise at the time, but we both had

25· · · similar market experience, even though I had been in
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·1· · · San Diego a longer time.· But I think that -- yeah, I

·2· · · think that we should have been paid equally during that

·3· · · time.

·4· · · · · ·Q.· ·Any other reasons?

·5· · · · · ·A.· ·No.

·6· · · · · ·Q.· ·In your mind, should you have been paid more

·7· · · than, equal to, or less than Dan Plant?

·8· · · · · ·A.· ·I love Dan Plant.· He is a character.  I

·9· · · should have been paid more than Dan Plant.

10· · · · · ·Q.· ·Why?

11· · · · · ·A.· ·Dan Plant is a -- he's not an anchorman.· He

12· · · is a pontificator, opinionated.· He's always in

13· · · trouble.· Couldn't get to work on time.· Has been

14· · · fired, I think, twice from KUSI and rehired.· He's

15· · · just -- he's an interesting journalist to watch, but he

16· · · does not have the credibility, the gravitas.· He's a

17· · · colorful sidekick and I don't believe he's anchoring

18· · · anymore.· So absolutely I should have been paid more

19· · · than Dan Plant.

20· · · · · ·Q.· ·Are you anchoring anymore?

21· · · · · ·A.· ·I am not.

22· · · · · ·Q.· ·Are there any other reasons why you believed

23· · · that you should have been paid more than Dan Plant?

24· · · · · ·A.· ·Well, because he doesn't exude confidence,

25· · · credibility, or professionalism in what he does, and
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·1· · · · · · · I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand

·2· · · Reporter of the State of California, do hereby certify:

·3· · · · · · · That the foregoing proceedings were taken

·4· · · before me at the time and place herein set forth; that

·5· · · any witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to

·6· · · testifying, were duly sworn; that a record of the

·7· · · proceedings was made by me using machine shorthand,

·8· · · which was thereafter transcribed under my direction;

·9· · · that the foregoing transcript is a true record of the

10· · · testimony given.

11· · · · · · · Further, that if the foregoing pertains to the

12· · · original transcript of a deposition in a federal case,

13· · · before completion of the proceedings, review of the

14· · · transcript [ X ] was [· ] was not requested.

15

16· · · · · · · I further certify I am neither financially

17· · · interested in the action nor a relative or employee of

18· · · any attorney or party to this action.

19· · · · · · · IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have this date

20· · · subscribed my name.

21

22· · · Dated: December 7, 2021

23
· · · · _____________________________________
24· · · Sheri L. Somers
· · · · CLR, CSR No. 9734
25
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'The TV Blogger who broke the news....' - Gawker

T H E  N E W S  AB OU T  T V  N E W S

LATEST NEWS / THE VLOG / TV PEOPLE IN CARS / ABOUT US / GEAR /

EMAIL US / MANIFESTO

ARCHIVE /

SCARED IN

SAN DIEGO
April 14, 2020 /  Scott Jones

A number of 

staffers at 

KUSI in San 

Diego have 

reached out 

to FTVLive to say that the 

station owners are not treating 

the coronavirus seriously. 

BECOME AN FTVLIVE PATRON? 
CLICK HERE TO JOIN THIS ELITE 

GROUP!!!

×
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KUSI is owned by the hard 

conservative McKinnon family 

and staffers tell FTVLive that, 

“They think Covid-19 is a liberal 

conspiracy.” 

Many are worried at how little 

the station is doing to keep 

employees safe from the virus. 

One former employee has sent 

an email to the San Diego 

health dept director voicing 

their concerns. 

Here is a portion on that email, 

obtained by FTVLive: 
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Marisa Janine-Page

From: Josh Pang <jp@gruenberglaw.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 7:00 PM
To: Marisa Janine-Page
Cc: Josh Gruenberg; Daphne Delvaux; Bianca Villegas; Bethany Maxwell
Subject: Re: Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting Company

Hi Marisa, 
 
This was disappointing to read. Your letter is incredibly vague, so we have no idea what you're referencing. It looks like a 
template of a letter that could be blindly sent out in any case. Moreover, even reading this letter to the light most 
favorable to you, I'm still not sure what your alleged violation is.  
 
I understand your client might be nervous about trial ‐‐ including what witnesses might say, and going against our law 
firm. But notwithstanding the empty accusations, the proper avenue for your requests is discovery. Indeed, this appears 
to be a transparent attempt to conduct last minute discovery after your client blew the deadline imposed by the CCP 
before our December 31, 2021 discovery cutoff. You also had the ability to ask Ms. Maas herself when you took her 2‐
day deposition just last week.  
 
If anyone truly has a duty of loyalty to your client, you (still) should be able to contact them directly. Due to the financial 
pressure employers have over their own employees (and even former employees still in the field), we are the ones 
almost always in the position of having no access to critical witnesses outside a noticed or subpoenaed deposition. You 
get to bypass these formal methods by picking up the phone, or having McKinnon talk to / pressure them in person at 
the workplace. 
 
If you follow through with your threat "seek immediate Court intervention", you'll be wasting everyone's time, energy, 
and effort. In that case, we'll be asking Judge Frazier to grant sanctions for the waste of time. 
 
JP 
 
 
‐‐ 

Joshua Pang, Associate 
Gruenberg Law 
2155 First Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 
T: 619.230.1234 
F: 619.230.1074 
jp@gruenberglaw.com 
www.gruenberglaw.com 

 
The contents of this e-mail are confidential and may contain attorney-client privileged information 
and/or work product. If you have received this e-mail in error, please respond to the sender 
immediately to so indicate, delete this e-mail from your computer, and destroy any copies of this e-
mail. Thank you. 
 
 
On Sat, Dec 4, 2021 at 6:00 PM Marisa Janine‐Page <mjp@chpllaw.com> wrote: 
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Please see attached communication with a response deadline of 12:00 noon, 
Tuesday, December 7, 2021. 

  

  

Marisa Janine-Page 

Certified Appellate Specialist 

CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250 

San Diego, CA  92121 

(direct) 858-764-8107 

mjp@chpllaw.com  

 Please consider the environment before printing this e‐mail. 

NOTE: This e‐mail is from a law firm, Caldarelli Hejmanowski Page & Leer LLP (“CHPL”), and is intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If you believe you received this e‐mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately, delete the e‐mail from your computer and do not copy or disclose it to anyone else. If you are not an existing client of CHPL do not construe anything in this e‐mail to make you a client 
unless it contains a specific statement to that effect and do not disclose anything to CHPL in reply that you expect it to hold in confidence. If you properly received this e‐mail as a client, co‐counsel or retained expert of 
CHPL, you should maintain its contents in confidence in order to preserve the attorney‐client or work product privilege that may be available to protect confidentiality. 
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PLT000086

06/27/2019 14:10 PM 

06/27/2019 14:12 PM 

Don't be sorry!! go get them!! They've treated to many 
people wrong for too long 

07/06/201919:16 PM 

just thought you should know Steve is not allowing 
Sports to run anything on the women's soccer league 
being underpaid compared to the men, which is getting 
National coverage. 

07/06/2019 19:17 PM 

Maddie shot entire story on it and they killed it 

The station is disgraceful. praying for your success. 
everyone is!! 

07/06/2019 21 :22 PM 

07/06/2019 21:27 PM 

. - .. . 
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Marisa Janine-Page (SBN 199316) 
Caitlin E. Macker (SBN 312559) 
CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 
3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250 
San Diego, California 92121 
Tel:  (858) 720-8080 
Email:  mjp@chpllaw.com; cch@chpllaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
 

 

 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO - CIVIL DIVISION 
 

SANDRA MAAS, an individual, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

MCKINNON BROADCASTING 

CO. KUSI-TV 51, a California 

Corporation; and DOES 1 through 

25, Inclusive, 

 

Defendant. 

 

Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 

 
DEFENDANT MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY’S 
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TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting 

Company (“MBC”) will appear on May 27, 2022 at 8:30 a.m. in Department C-

65 of the above referenced court, located at 330 West Broadway, San Diego, 

California 92101 to request of this Court an order disqualifying Gruenberg Law 

from representing Plaintiff in this action on the grounds that the law firm is 

using and will continue to use MBC confidential information improperly 

obtained to MBC’s detriment and disadvantage in this Action. In addition, MBC 

seeks an order requiring Plaintiff to undertake certain actions to remedy her 

conduct and mitigate further harm. In the alternative, if the Court determines 

that more evidence is needed to grant this Motion, MBC requests that the Court 

defer ruling until after Plaintiff provides her long-overdue interrogatory 

responses regarding the nature and scope of her communications with MBC’s 

current and former employees, third-party witness Anna Laurel, who purports 

to be represented by Gruenberg Law in this action produced responsive 

documents to the deposition subpoena and answers dozens of questions 

inquiring into her participation in sharing MBC confidential information with 

Plaintiff and Gruenberg Law while an MBC employee in violation of her legal 

and contractual obligations to MBC, which questions the witness refused to 

answer under instruction of Mr. Gruenberg. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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The Motion is based on this notice, the memorandum of points and 

authorities, the declaration of Marisa Janine-Page, the declaration of Sally 

Luck, the declaration of Stephen Sadler, the notice of lodgment and exhibits 

thereto, the papers and pleadings on file with the Court, all matters on which 

the Court may take judicial notice, and on such other and further evidence, both 

oral and documentary, as may be submitted at the hearing. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

DATED:  December 9, 2021 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Caitlin E. Macker 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO - CIVIL DIVISION 
 
SANDRA MAAS, an individual, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
MCKINNON BROADCASTING 
CO. KUSI-TV 51, a California 
Corporation; and DOES 1 through 
25, Inclusive, 
 

Defendant. 
 

Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 
 
DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF 
LODGMENT OF EXHIBITS IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 
DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S 
COUNSEL  
 
[Reservation No. 2460275] 
 
[IMAGED FILE] 
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Defendant McKinnon Broadcasting Company (“MBC”) submits true and correct 

copies of the following exhibits in support of its Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff’s 

Counsel:  

Exhibit 1 Employment Agreement between Sandra Maas and 
McKinnon Broadcasting Company, effective June 14, 2018 

Exhibit 2 Employment Agreement between Lisa Murphy and 
McKinnon Broadcasting, effective April 2, 2014.  

Exhibit 3 McKinnon Broadcasting Company’s Policy Manual excerpts 

Exhibit 4 Plaintiff’s response to Special Interrogatory 21 

Exhibit 5 Representative examples of Plaintiff’s social media posts and 
other public statements regarding this lawsuit 

Exhibit 6 Email from Daphne Delvaux of Gruenberg Law to Marisa 
Janine-Page dated November 2, 2021, re: Maas v. 
McKinnon/KUSI 

Exhibit 7 Excerpts of the Deposition Transcript of Jay Brown, taken 
July 1, 2021 

Exhibit 8 Excerpts of the rough transcript of Anna Laurel from 
December 8, 2021 (excerpts from final transcript to be 
provided upon completion of transcript) 

Exhibit 9 Letter from Marisa Janine-Page to Joshua Gruenberg and 
Daphne Delvaux of Gruenberg Law, dated December 4, 2021 

Exhibit 10 Excerpts of the Deposition Transcript of Sandra Maas, taken 
November 30, 2021 

Exhibit 11 Email from Anna Laurel to Sandra Maas dated April 13, 
2020, re: Does this look ok? (with attachment) 

Exhibit 12 FTVLive column dated April 14, 2020 titled “Scared in San 
Diego,” URL https://www.ftvlive.com/sqsp-test/2020/4/14/ 
scared-in-san-diego 

Exhibit 13 Email from Marisa Janine-Page to Josh Pang dated 
December 4, 2021, re: Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting 
Company 
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Exhibit 14 Text messages between Ashlie Rodriguez and Sandra Maas 
dated July 6, 2019 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

DATED:  December 9, 2021 CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP 

________________________________ 
Marisa Janine-Page 
Caitlin E. Macker 
Attorneys for Defendant MCKINNON 
BROADCASTING COMPANY 
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through 25, Inclusive, 
 

Defendant. 
 

Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 
 
PROOF OF SERVICE 
 
[IMAGED FILE] 
 
 
Judge: Hon. Ronald F. Frazier 
Dept.: C-65 
 
Complaint Filed: June 25, 2019 
Trial Date:  January 28, 2022 

 

 I, Bethany Maxwell, am a citizen of the United States and employed in San Diego County, 

California.  I am over eighteen (18) years of age and not a party to this action.  My business address 

is 3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250, San Diego, California, 92121.  My email address is 

bcm@chpllaw.com. 

 On December 9, 2021, I served a copy of the within document(s) to the person(s) 

listed below: 

 DEFENDANT MCKINNON BROADCASTING COMPANY’S NOTICE OF 

MOTION AND MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 
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 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

 DECLARATION OF MARISA JANINE-PAGE IN SUPPORT OF 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

 DECLARATION OF SALLY LUCK IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S MOTION 

TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

 DECLARATION OF STEPHEN SADLER IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S 

MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

 DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF LODGMENT OF EXHIBITS IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION TO DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL 

 
 
 

  By E-mail or Electronic Transmission.  Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties 
to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission pursuant to CRC rule 2.251(b), I caused the 
documents to be sent to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed above.  I did not receive, within a 
reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication that the 
transmission was unsuccessful. 

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

Executed on December 9, 2021, at San Diego, California.  

       
       /s/ Bethany Maxwell   
      Bethany Maxwell 

 

Joshua D. Gruenberg, Esq. 
Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq. 
Joshua P. Pang, Esq. 
GRUENBERG LAW 
2155 First Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Email: josh@gruenberglaw.com 
Email: jp@gruenberglaw.com 
Email: daphne@gruenberglaw.com 
              bianca@gruenberglaw.com 

 Counsel for Plaintiff, SANDRA MAAS 
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Josh Pang <jp@gruenberglaw.com>

Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting Company 

Daphne Delvaux <daphne@gruenberglaw.com> Thu, Dec 30, 2021 at 12:07 PM
To: Marisa Janine-Page <mjp@chpllaw.com>
Cc: Caitlin Macker <CEM@chpllaw.com>, Kristen Pelletier <KMP@chpllaw.com>, "bianca@gruenberglaw.com"
<bianca@gruenberglaw.com>, "josh@gruenberglaw.com" <josh@gruenberglaw.com>, "jp@gruenberglaw.com"
<jp@gruenberglaw.com>

Hi Marisa, 

I’m working on the amended responses pursuant to the items discussed at the IDC. I’m still happy to meet and confer
over a phone call which I believe would be more productive, but per your suggestion I will amend based on the discussion
at the IDC. I intend to produce the responses tomorrow. Let’s push out the MTC deadline for one week. 

Kindly
Daphne 

On Thu, Dec 30, 2021 at 8:16 AM Marisa Janine-Page <mjp@chpllaw.com> wrote: 

Daphne,
 
Today is the last business day before our motion to compel would be due.  Will you
please let me know if you will extend the time for defendants to move to compel to
January 18?
 
Thank you,
Marisa Janine-Page

Certified Appellate Specialist
CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP

(direct) 858-764-8107 | mjp@chpllaw.com

 

From: Marisa Janine-Page  
Sent: Tuesday, December 28, 2021 7:02 PM 
To: Daphne Delvaux <daphne@gruenberglaw.com>; Kristen Pelletier <KMP@chpllaw.com> 
Cc: bianca@gruenberglaw.com; josh@gruenberglaw.com; jp@gruenberglaw.com; Caitlin Macker
<CEM@chpllaw.com> 
Subject: RE: Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting Company

 

Daphne,
 

mailto:mjp@chpllaw.com
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mailto:KMP@chpllaw.com
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The specific issues were discussed with the Judge at the IDC and Josh
represented to the Court that Plaintiff would amend her responses accordingly.  I’m
certain they can share with you the details.
 
Please confirm that you will serve the amended responses by this Friday or agree
to push the time for Defendants to move to compel to January 18.
 
Thank you,
Marisa Janine-Page

Certified Appellate Specialist
CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP

(direct) 858-764-8107 | mjp@chpllaw.com

 

From: Daphne Delvaux <daphne@gruenberglaw.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 1:00 PM 
To: Kristen Pelletier <KMP@chpllaw.com> 
Cc: Marisa Janine-Page <mjp@chpllaw.com>; bianca@gruenberglaw.com; josh@gruenberglaw.com;
jp@gruenberglaw.com 
Subject: Re: Maas v. McKinnon Broadcasting Company

 

Hi Marisa,

 

You can address any and all written discovery meet and confer communications to me. Our responses have always
been complete and overinclusive. We’ve produced hundreds of documents and elaborated answers.

 

From your letter it is not clear to me what it is that you’re seeking as you’ve grouped the numbers together. Let’s set up
a time to talk through them one by one. 

 

Please let me know when you’re available.

 

Kindly,

- Daphne 

 

On Mon, Dec 20, 2021 at 12:23 PM Kristen Pelletier <KMP@chpllaw.com> wrote:

Dear Counsel:

 

Please see attached.
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Best,

 

Kristen Pelletier

Litigation Assistant

CALDARELLI HEJMANOWSKI PAGE & LEER LLP

 

3398 Carmel Mountain Road

San Diego, CA  92121

(858) 764-8100 | kmp@chpllaw.com

 

--

Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq.

Gruenberg Law

2155 First Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101 
619.230.1234 telephone 
619.230.1074 facsimile

www.gruenberglaw.com

 

 

Confidentiality Notice: This message and its attachments are sent from a law firm and may contain information that is confidential and protected by
privilege from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. Please delete the
message and attachments without printing, copying, forwarding or saving them, and notify the sender immediately. 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that any U.S. federal tax advice contained
in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purposes
of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matter or transaction
described herein.

--  
Daphne A.M. Delvaux, Esq.
Gruenberg Law 
2155 First Avenue
San Diego, CA 92101 
619.230.1234 telephone 
619.230.1074 facsimile
www.gruenberglaw.com
 
 
Confidentiality Notice: This message and its attachments are sent from a law firm and may contain information that is confidential and protected by privilege
from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from printing, copying, forwarding or saving them. Please delete the message and
attachments without printing, copying, forwarding or saving them, and notify the sender immediately. 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in
this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purposes of (i)
avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matter or transaction described
herein.
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

 
I, the undersigned, declare that I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to this action; I am employed in the County of 

San Diego, State of California, within which County the subject mailing occurred; my business address is 2155 First Avenue, San 
Diego, CA 92101. 

 
On February 10, 2022, I served the following document(s):   

 
1. PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY. 
2. DECLARATION OF JOSH PANG, ESQ. IN SUPPORT THEREOF. 

 
[] Service By Mail:  I am familiar with attorney JOSHUA D. GRUENBERG’S practice for collection and processing 

correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service the same day in the ordinary course of business. By placing a 
true copy of each document in a separate envelope addressed to each addressee. By placing each for deposit in the United 
States Postal Service, this same day, following ordinary business practices. 

 
[X] By Electronic Transmission:  Parties have agreed to accept service by email transmission. 
 
[] Service By Personal Service:  I am familiar with the practice of this firm for personally serving a defendant.  Pursuant to this 

practice, I served the following Defendant at the following address:  
 
 Marisa Janine-Page, Esq. 
 CALDARELLI, HEJMANOWSKI, PAGE AND LEER 
 3398 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 250 
 San Diego CA 92121 
 
 Attorney for Defendants, 
 MCKINNON BROADCASTING COMPANY 

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

February 10, 2022, at San Diego, California. 
 
 
 

___________________________________ 
           Bianca Villegas  
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Josh D. Gruenberg, SB #163281 
Daphne A.M. Delvaux SB #292345 

Joshua P. Pang SB #296371 
GRUENBERG LAW 

2155 FIRST AVENUE 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 

TELEPHONE: (619) 230-1234 
TELECOPIER: (619) 230-1074 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
SANDRA MAAS 

 
 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION 

  Case No.:  37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 
 
DECLARATION OF JOSHUA P. PANG, 
ESQ. IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF 
SANDRA MAAS’S OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO 
DISQUALIFY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL  
 
 
 
Judge:         Hon. Ronald F. Frazier 
Dept.:          C-65 
Date:         February 25, 2022 
Time:         8:30 a.m. 

SANDRA MAAS, an individual,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO. KUSI-TV 
51, a California corporation; and DOES 1 
through 25.  
 
  Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 I, JOSHUA P. PANG, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice law before all of the Courts of the State of 

California with Gruenberg Law. I am familiar with the facts and law in this case and have 

personal first-hand knowledge of the facts stated herein. As to those matters stated upon 

information and belief, I believe them to be true. If called as a witness, I could and would 

competently testify to the following. 

2. Defendant MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO. KUSI-TV 51’s (“KUSI” or 

“Defendant”) transparent strategy is to attempt to mitigate the damage it caused with the Anna 

Laurel email hack, by throwing out similar accusations at Plaintiff. Within one hour on a Saturday 

night, KUSI’s counsel (Ms. Marisa Janine-Page, Esq.) curiously emailed two separate letters to 
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me and co-counsel Josh Gruenberg and Daphne Delvaux of Gruenberg Law (at 6:00pm and 

7:03pm on Saturday, December 4, 2021). The first letter consisted of vague allegations (that later 

evolved into the instant Motion), while the second letter revealed Ms. Laurel’s hacked emails. 

Attached to this declaration as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the first letter sent by Ms. 

Janine-Page, along with our subsequent correspondence. Attached to this declaration as Exhibit 2 

is a true and correct copy of the second letter sent by Ms. Janine-Page, along with our subsequent 

correspondence.  

3. Despite the Laurel email hack purportedly ending a year prior, in 2020, receipt of these 

two letters was the first time any of these issues were raised – formally or informally – by KUSI 

or its counsel.  

4. KUSI’s Motion alleges Plaintiff’s counsel improperly obtained salary information in 

Plaintiff’s Complaint. (Def’s P&A at 6:1-2.) This, however, has nothing to do with Plaintiff’s 

counsel. KUSI’s beef appears to be with former Assistant News Director, Lisa Murphy aka Lisa 

Burger, for disclosing purportedly confidential salary information directly to Plaintiff Sandra 

Maas in December 2017 two years before Maas obtained Gruenberg Law as counsel. (See Def’s 

P&A at 4:6-9.) In any event, the Complaint also alleges the purportedly aggrieved employee 

(Allen Denton) disclosed his own salary to Plaintiff. (FAC ¶ 33.) Moreover, discovery in this 

action has confirmed the salary information of Mr. Denton via his Employment Agreement. To 

conserve resources, I have not included this document as evidence. I will, however, bring this 

documentation to our February 25, 2022 hearing in the event the Court wishes to see the 

document. 

5. KUSI’s Motion also alleges Mr. Gruenberg questioned employees in deposition about 

KUSI’s decision to cut a news story about U.S. Women’s National Soccer fight for pay equity. 

(Def’s P&A at 6:3-5.) First, however, KUSI offers no evidence, and Defendant’s allegation lacks 

foundation. As its only “evidence”, Defendant’s amended motion cites to ¶5 of Ms. Janine-Page’s 

declaration – but in turn Ms. Janine-Page’s declaration makes no mention of this issue. 

Accordingly, the Court should disregard this allegation. Second, this was not “confidential 

information.” Pay equity as at the core of this case. One of KUSI’s employees, Maddison Sinclair 
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admitted in deposition she composed a story to be aired, regarding the U.S. Women’s National 

Soccer team’s public fight for pay equity – but her story was subsequently “pulled” by KUSI’s 

News Director, Steve Cohen. (Exh. 3, Sinclair Depo. 44:11-45:23.) Attached as Exhibit 3 is a 

selected portion of Maddison Sinclair’s deposition, taken on December 23, 2021. Further, KUSI 

has (correctly) identified Mr. Cohen as Plaintiff’s direct supervisor throughout her employment. 

6.  KUSI’s Motion further alleges that, during a recent deposition, Plaintiff’s counsel 

(Mr. Gruenberg) revealed “that he somehow had obtained closely-guarded, highly 

confidential information regarding MBC’s very recent interactions with a local social 

justice organization.” (Def’s P&A at 6:6-9.) First, however, as above, this allegation lacks 

evidence and foundation. As its only “evidence”, Defendant’s amended motion cites to ¶6 

of Ms. Janine-Page’s declaration – but in turn Ms. Janine-Page’s declaration makes no 

mention of this issue. Accordingly, the Court should disregard this allegation. Second, this 

information was neither “closely guarded” nor “highly confidential information.” Rather, 

this was a national news story. In November 2021, KUSI aired a segment that KUSI 

News Director Steve Cohen soon thereafter publicly admitted was racially 

insensitive. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of News Website Printouts 

regarding the infamous “Baby Daddies” segment from the San Diego Union Tribune and 

NAACP San Diego Chapter. In it, Steve Cohen (KUSI’s News Director) gives a public 

statement: “KUSI believes that it is our goal to always present content that does not 

demean or appear insensitive to any minority, racial or ethnic group. This past Monday, a 

feature segment aired that did not meet that standard.” Moreover, Mr. Cohen’s 

communications with the “local social justice organization” – the San Diego chapter 

of the NAACP – was in various news outlets, including the San Diego Union Tribune 

and Los Angeles Times. 

7. KUSI’s Motion also alleges, “Plaintiff’s counsel made a point of demonstrating 

that someone was reporting to him exactly how long Jay Brown, an MBC employee, met 

with MBC’s counsel to prepare for his deposition…” (Def’s Mot. at 6:10-16.) First, 

however, Defendant blatantly mischaracterizes the evidence. The evidence cited by 
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Defendant (Def’s NOL Ex. 7) shows Mr. Brown was being evasive and untruthful about 

time he spent with his lawyer preparing for deposition. (“Q: How long was that meeting 

[with counsel]? A: A couple hours. Q: Actually, it was about three or four, correct? A: I 

don’t know.” (Def’s NOL Ex. 7).) Defendant unwittingly seems to argue that Mr. 

Gruenberg guessed correctly – which reflects poorly on KUSI’s own witness, not Mr. 

Gruenberg. Moreover, it (again) would not have been “confidential information.” Even if 

Mr. Gruenberg did have this actual knowledge (he did not), the length of time a witness 

spends speaking with counsel to prepare for deposition is not confidential information. 

This is a common deposition question, as shown in Defendant’s exhibit. 

8. KUSI appears to acknowledge there is zero evidence to support its motion, and therefore 

asks the Court to “defer ruling” until KUSI receives various discovery. This request should be 

denied. As a preliminary matter, KUSI provides no authority permitting a Motion to Disqualify 

Counsel to remain undecided as a de facto “open-ended threat” to said counsel for various alleged 

discovery gripes throughout litigation. More directly, however, there is no outstanding discovery. 

These issues were discussed and resolved before the Court at the December 21, 2021 Informal 

Discovery Conference. Per the IDC compromise, my co-counsel, Ms. Delvaux, provided 

amended responses to Defendant’s Special Interrogatories, Set 3. Defendant’s motion to compel 

deadline was January 6, 2022 (i.e., per parties’ agreement, one week after December 30, 2021). 

Attached as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of Ms. Delvaux’s meet and confer 

correspondence with Ms. Janine-Page, granting KUSI a one-week extension past December 30, 

2021 (i.e., January 6, 2022). There is nothing for Defendant to compel – but, in any event, its 

deadline has already past, rendering this issue moot. Moreover, since receiving the amended 

responses, Ms. Janine-Page has not alerted us there are any perceived deficiencies. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration is executed in San Diego, California. 

 

DATED: February 1, 2022    ___________________________________ 
       JOSHUA P. PANG, ESQ.  
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Josh D. Gruenberg, SB #163281 

Daphne A.M. Delvaux SB #292345 
Joshua P. Pang SB #296371 

GRUENBERG LAW 
2155 FIRST AVENUE 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 
TELEPHONE: (619) 230-1234 
TELECOPIER: (619) 230-1074 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
SANDRA MAAS 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION 
 

  Case No. 37-2019-00032336-CU-OE-CTL 
 
PLAINTIFF SANDRA MAAS’S 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S 
MOTION TO DISQUALIFY 
PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL  
 
Judge:         Hon. Ronald F. Frazier 
Dept.:          C-65 
Date:         February 25, 2022 
Time:         8:30 a.m. 

SANDRA MAAS, an individual,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
MCKINNON BROADCASTING CO. KUSI-TV 
51, a California corporation; and DOES 1 
through 25.  
 
  Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

When read in isolation, Defendant’s Motion is utterly baffling and frivolous. In a 

transparent attempt to go on the “offense” to deflect from its own obvious discovery abuse (i.e., 

its stolen / hacked e-mails of adverse witness/employee, Anna Laurel)1, Defendant KUSI 

simultaneously offers its own motion – which really amounts to miscellaneous gripes about how 

factual discovery has unfolded for the news station. In so arguing, KUSI posits numerous false 

assumptions in a misguided attempt to cast Plaintiff’s counsel in a poor light. 

Defendant KUSI’s motion to disqualify suffers from two glaringly fatal flaws. First, 

Defendant has failed to make a fundamental showing that Plaintiff’s counsel has engaged in any 

improper conduct. In fact, KUSI actually shows the opposite of its motion’s intended purpose by 

highlighting counsel’s competence and diligence in reaching out to witnesses. If anything, 

KUSI’s displaced frustration may actually lie with its former and current employees for speaking 

out truthfully about their workplace. Importantly, however, California law prohibits employers 

from gagging their employees from talking about the employer’s working conditions. (See, 

e.g., Cal. Labor Code § 232.5 [“No employer may … (a) require, as a condition of employment, 

that an employee refrain from disclosing information about the employer’s working 

conditions.”]2.) 

Second, KUSI fails to provide authority that disqualification of counsel would be an 

adequate remedy.  

 KUSI seems to be aware enough to acknowledge there are no actual grounds to 

disqualify counsel, by asking the Court to “defer ruling” “if the Court determines that more 

                                                
1 KUSI’s transparent strategy is to attempt to mitigate the damage it caused with the Anna Laurel 
email hack, by throwing out similar accusations at Plaintiff. Within one hour on a Saturday 
night, KUSI’s counsel curiously emailed two separate letters to Plaintiff’s counsel (at 6:00pm 
and 7:03pm on Saturday, December 4, 2021). (Pang Decl. ¶ 2; Exs. 1, 2.) The first letter 
consisted of vague allegations (that later evolved into the instant Motion), while the second letter 
revealed Ms. Laurel’s hacked emails. Despite the Laurel email hack purportedly ending a year 
prior, in 2020, receipt of these two letters was the first time any of these issues were raised – 
formally or informally – by KUSI or its counsel. (Pang Decl. ¶ 3.) 
 
2 Notably, this Labor Code section (§ 232.5) comes immediately after § 232, which similarly 
prohibits employers from preventing an employee “from disclosing the amount of his or her 
wages.” (Cal. Labor Code § 232.) 
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evidence is needed” until various “withheld” discovery is produced. (Def’s Mot. P&A at 1:10-

19.) But there are no withheld documents, Plaintiff has amended her interrogatory responses per 

the parties’ 12/21/2021 IDC compromises, and, in any event, Defendant’s January 6, 2022 

motion to compel date has come and gone. (Pang Decl. ¶ 8.) 

Defendant’s motion should be authoritatively denied in its entirety. 

II. KUSI FAILS TO MAKE A FUNDAMENTAL SHOWING PLAINTIFF’S 
COUNSEL ENGAGED IN ANY IMPROPER CONDUCT   

KUSI’s Motion opens with its thesis: “Plaintiff has improperly obtained confidential 

information of [KUSI] and is using it to … [KUSI’s] detriment in this lawsuit.” (Def’s Mot. 

P&A at 1:2-4.) KUSI is incorrect, and, as will be shown below, expresses a number of logical 

flaws.  

When deciding a motion to disqualify counsel, a trial court’s “paramount concern must 

be to preserve public trust in the scrupulous administration of justice and the integrity of the bar. 

The important right to counsel of one's choice must yield to ethical considerations that affect the 

fundamental principles of our judicial process.” (People ex rel. Dept. of Corporations v. SpeeDee 

Oil, 20 Cal.4th 1135, 1145 (1999).) 

KUSI attempts to build its case by conflating the plaintiff’s purported actions (i.e., by the 

Plaintiff, Sandra Maas) with Plaintiff’s counsel’s purported actions (i.e., by Maas’s counsel, 

Gruenberg Law). (See Def’s Mot. P&A at 4-6.) Because this is a Motion to Disqualify Counsel, 

counsel’s actions will be the focus of this opposition. 

A. Plaintiff’s General Responses To KUSI’s Allegations Pertaining To 
“Misconduct” By Counsel. 

KUSI fails to establish Plaintiff’s counsel engaged in any misconduct at all. Its central 

beef is that Plaintiff’s counsel has reached out to and communicated with potential witnesses. 

But everyone in our legal field would agree that is counsel’s job. In actuality, as we are 1½ 

months from trial, KUSI is likely embarrassed and nervous its toxic workplace and management 

is being exposed by former and current employees. The following responses apply to each of 

Defendant’s “allegations.”  
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First, Defendant fundamentally errs by wrongly defining “confidential information.” 

KUSI’s definition of “confidential information” cannot be any broader and self-serving – and is 

effectively “any and all information.” As just one example, KUSI points to Ms. Janine-Page’s 

email communications with Ms. Delvaux pertaining to the location of Steven Cohen’s (KUSI’s 

News Director) deposition. (Def’s Mot. P&A at 6:17-24; Def’s NOL Ex. 6.) Cohen suddenly 

cited Covid as a reason for insisting his deposition be conducted virtually, as opposed to in-

person. Ms. Delvaux called out the flimsy excuse by offering that she “understand[s] from 

current and former KUSI employees that the office didn’t shut down and that Mr. Cohen 

continued to work at the office at the peak of the pandemic.” (Def’s NOL Ex. 6.) In its Motion, 

Defendant conveniently leaves out these factual details, and instead refers to the presence of Mr. 

Cohen at the KUSI office as “confidential happenings in the MBC secured offices.” (Def’s Mot. 

P&A at 6:17-24.) But there is no interpretation of “confidential information” that includes the 

presence of an individual (even Mr. Cohen) at an office with 140 employees. 

Second, Defendant errs by blindly asserting its “talent” employees have “duties of loyalty 

and confidentiality to the Company” (Def’s Mot. P&A 3:21-24) that pertain to its allegations 

against counsel. In reality, literally the opposite is true: California statutory and case law provide 

specific refutations to KUSI’s broad interpretation of its employees’ “duties.” Namely, under 

the California Labor Code, employers cannot require that an employee refrain from 

disclosing information about the employer’s working conditions, or require an employee to 

sign an agreement that restricts the employee from discussing their working conditions. 

(Cal. Labor Code § 232.5.) As the First District explained in 2020, Labor Code § 232.5 

manifests California’s public policy to “prohibit[ ] employer restrictions on, or punishment for, 

speech regarding conditions of employment” (Doe v. Google, Inc., 54 Cal.App.5th 948, 958 

(2020) [quoting Glassdoor, Inc. v. Superior Court, 9 Cal.App.5th 623 (2017)].) Simply put, 

KUSI cannot ban its former or current employees from talking to Plaintiff’s counsel about 

discrimination in the workplace. 

Third, besides not committing any wrongdoing, Plaintiff’s counsel was actually doing the 

opposite – counsel was being diligent and thorough in reaching out to potential witnesses. As the 
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Court is aware, trials are literally won or lost based on counsel’s diligence during the discovery 

phase. This case is fairly unusual. On the flip side, as attorneys solely representing employees 

(who usually are terminated), Gruenberg Law attorneys are generally often the ones frustrated by 

defendant-employer’s usual one-sided access to employee witnesses. (The reason for this one-

sided access is predictable, as defendant-employers can exert their inherent financial pressure 

over their employees.) Defendants (such as KUSI) often flaunt this access at trial, with old tricks 

such as naming more employee-witnesses than they actually plan to call.  

Plaintiff’s attorneys are doing their jobs. Indeed, failing to reach out to witnesses would 

likely be grounds for legal malpractice. 

B. Plaintiff’s Specific Responses To KUSI’s Allegations Pertaining To 
“Misconduct” By Counsel.  

Besides the general responses that apply to KUSI’s allegations, Plaintiff provides the 

following specific responses to each allegation. 

KUSI’s Allegations Plaintiff’s Specific Responses 
Improperly obtained salary 
information in Plaintiff’s 
Complaint. (Def’s P&A at 6:1-
2.) 

1. This has nothing to do with Plaintiff’s counsel. KUSI’s 
beef appears to be with former Assistant News Director, Lisa 
Murphy aka Lisa Burger, for disclosing purportedly 
confidential salary information directly to Plaintiff Sandra 
Maas in December 2017 two years before Maas obtained 
Gruenberg Law as counsel. (See Def’s P&A at 4:6-9.) 
 
2. In any event, the Complaint also alleges the purportedly 
aggrieved employee (Allen Denton) disclosed his own salary 
to Plaintiff. (FAC ¶ 33.) 
 
3. Discovery in this action has confirmed the salary 
information of Mr. Denton. (Pang Decl. ¶ 4.) 

Plaintiff’s counsel questioned 
employees in deposition about 
KUSI’s decision to cut a news 
story about U.S. Women’s 
National Soccer fight for pay 
equity. (Def’s P&A at 6:3-5.) 

1. No evidence / lacks foundation. As its only “evidence”, 
Defendant’s amended motion cites to ¶5 of Ms. Janine-Page’s 
declaration – but in turn Ms. Janine-Page’s declaration makes 
no mention of this issue. Accordingly, the Court should 
disregard this allegation. 
 
2. This was not “confidential information.” Pay equity as at 
the core of this case. One of KUSI’s employees, Maddison 
Sinclair admitted in deposition she composed a story to be 
aired, regarding the U.S. Women’s National Soccer team’s 
public fight for pay equity – but her story was subsequently 
“pulled” by KUSI’s News Director, Steve Cohen. (Exh. 3, 
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Sinclair Depo. 44:11-45:23.) Further, KUSI has (correctly) 
identified Mr. Cohen as Plaintiff’s direct supervisor 
throughout her employment. (Pang Decl. ¶5.) 

During a recent deposition, 
Plaintiff’s counsel revealed 
“that he somehow had obtained 
closely-guarded, highly 
confidential information 
regarding MBC’s very recent 
interactions with a local social 
justice organization.” (Def’s 
P&A at 6:6-9.) 

1. As above, this allegation lacks evidence and foundation. As 
its only “evidence”, Defendant’s amended motion cites to ¶6 
of Ms. Janine-Page’s declaration – but in turn Ms. Janine-
Page’s declaration makes no mention of this issue. 
Accordingly, the Court should disregard this allegation. 
 
2. This was neither “closely guarded” nor “highly confidential 
information.” Rather, this was a national news story. In 
November 2021, KUSI aired a segment that KUSI News 
Director Steve Cohen soon thereafter publicly admitted 
was racially insensitive.  (See, e.g., Ex. 4, News Website 
Printouts re “Baby Daddies” segment (“KUSI believes that it 
is our goal to always present content that does not demean or 
appear insensitive to any minority, racial or ethnic group. This 
past Monday, a feature segment aired that did not meet that 
standard.”) Moreover, Mr. Cohen’s communications with 
the “local social justice organization” – the San Diego 
chapter of the NAACP – was in various news outlets, 
including the San Diego Union Tribune and Los Angeles 
Times. (Id.; Pang Decl. ¶ 6.) 
 

“Plaintiff’s counsel made a 
point of demonstrating that 
someone was reporting to him 
exactly how long Jay Brown, an 
MBC employee, met with 
MBC’s counsel to prepare for 
his deposition…” (Def’s Mot. at 
6:10-16.) 

1. Defendant blatantly mischaracterizes the evidence. The 
evidence cited by Defendant (Def’s NOL Ex. 7) shows Mr. 
Brown was being evasive and untruthful about time he spent 
with his lawyer preparing for deposition. (“Q: How long was 
that meeting [with counsel]? A: A couple hours. Q: Actually, 
it was about three or four, correct? A: I don’t know.” (Def’s 
NOL Ex. 7).) 
 
Defendant unwittingly seems to argue that Mr. Gruenberg 
guessed correctly – which reflects poorly on KUSI’s own 
witness, not Mr. Gruenberg. 
 
2. Again, it would not have been “confidential information.” 
Even if Mr. Gruenberg did have this actual knowledge (he did 
not), the length of time a witness spends speaking with 
counsel to prepare for deposition is not confidential 
information. This is a common deposition question, as shown 
in Defendant’s exhibit. 
 

Ms. Delvaux’s email 
communications with Ms. 
Janine-Page re: Cohen’s 
“excuse” for demanding a 
virtual deposition (as opposed 

1. Again, not “confidential information”, as explained above. 
(See supra pp. 6:1-13.) 
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to in-person). (Def’s Mot. at 
6:17-24.) 
Anna Laurel’s communications 
with Gruenberg Law. (Def’s 
Mot. at 6:25-7:2.) 

This is at issue in Plaintiff’s Feb. 25, 2022 Motion for Order 
Remedying Defendant’s Litigation Abuse, For Return and 
Suppression of Stolen Documents. KUSI hacked Ms. Laurel’s 
personal, private email account and uncovered attorney-client 
communications. Defendant curiously highlights its own 
ethical and legal shortcomings by referencing Ms. Laurel’s 
hacked emails. 

III. NO AUTHORITY SUPPORTS KUSI’S REQUESTED “REMEDIES” 

As “remedies” for the “misconduct”, KUSI requests the Court (1) require “certain actions 

to remedy [Plaintiff’s] conduct and mitigate further harm” (Def’s Mot. at 7), and (2) disqualify 

Gruenberg Law as Ms. Maas’s counsel. But, as set forth above, Plaintiff’s counsel did not do 

anything wrong. Unlike Defendant (see Plaintiff’s Motion re: Anna Laurel’s hacked emails), 

Plaintiff is not in possession of any “improperly obtained confidential material.” Indeed, it is 

frustrating counsel must even have to “explain” themselves by preparing this Opposition. 

Moreover, KUSI’s string citation of generic case law regarding disqualification of 

counsel (Def’s Mot. P&A at 8) is completely inapplicable. KUSI does not even attempt to apply 

the generic case law, and instead just repeats its allegations. (Def’s Mot. P&A at 9). 

IV. NO AUTHORITY SUPPORTS KUSI’S REQUEST FOR AN OPEN-ENDED 
MOTION. 

KUSI appears to acknowledge there is zero evidence to support its motion, and therefore 

asks the Court to “defer ruling” until KUSI receives various discovery. This request should be 

denied. As a preliminary matter, KUSI provides no authority permitting a Motion to Disqualify 

Counsel to remain undecided as a de facto “open-ended threat” to said counsel for various 

alleged discovery gripes throughout litigation. More directly, however, there is no outstanding 

discovery. These issues were discussed and resolved before the Court at the December 21, 2021 

Informal Discovery Conference. Per the IDC compromise, Plaintiff provided amended responses 

to Defendant’s Special Interrogatories, Set 3. Defendant’s motion to compel deadline was 

January 6, 2022 (i.e., per parties’ agreement, one week after December 30, 2021). (Pang Decl. ¶ 

8; Ex. 5, Janine-Page/Delvaux 12/30/2021 Email String.) There is nothing for Defendant to 

compel – but, in any event, its deadline has already past, rendering this issue moot. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

 Based on the above, Plaintiff Sandra Maas requests Defendant KUSI’s Motion to 

Disqualify Counsel be denied in its entirety. 

 

DATED: February 10, 2022   GRUENBERG LAW 

 
      ____________                                                                                                       

JOSH D. GRUENBERG 
DAPHNE A.M. DELVAUX 
JOSHUA P. PANG 

                                              Attorneys for Plaintiff,    
      SANDRA MAAS 
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