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SUI{ 1ONS - ( SUM-100

(CITACION JUDICIAL) FOR COURT USE ONLY
NOTICE TO DEFENDANT: (SOLOPARA USO OF L4 CORTE)
(AVISO AL DEMANDADO):

Additional Parties Attachment form is attached.

YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF:

(LO ESTA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE):

JASON STEWART, an _individual and as a successor in
interest:; JASON éJAY) STEWART, an individual; HQLLY

CAREY, an individual; SUZANNE STRONG, and individual:
and DAVID STEWART, an individual,

You have 30 CALENDAR DAYS after this summons and legal papers are served on you to file a written response at this court and have a
copy served on the plaintiff. A letter or phone call will not protect you. Your written response must be in proper legal form if you want the
court to hear your case. Thers may be a court form that you can use for your response. You can find thess court forms and more
information at the California Courts Online Seif-He!p Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), your county law library, or the courthouse
nearest you. Hf you cannoct pay the filing fee, ask the court clerk for a fee waiver form. 1If you do not file your response on time, you may
toss the case by default, and your wages, money, and property may be taken without further wamning from the court.

There are other legal requirements. You may want to call an attomey right away. If you do not know an attorney, you may want to call an
attorney referral service, If you cannot afford an attormney, you may be eligible for tree legal services from a nonprofit legal services
program. You can locate these nonprofit groups at the California Legal Services Web site (www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), the California
Courts Online Self-Help Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), or by contacting your jocal court or county bar association,

Tiens 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIO después ds que Is entreguen ssta citaclén y papeles legales para presentar una respuesta por escrito
en esta corte y hacer que se entregue una copia al demandante. Una carta o una lfamada telefénica no o protegen. Su respuesta por
escrito tiene que estar en formato legal correcto si desea que procesen su caso en [a corte, Es posible que haya un formulario que usted
pueda usar para su respuesta. Puede encontrar estos formularias de Ia corte y mis Informacién en el Centro de Ayuds de las Cortes de
Californla {www.courtinfo.ca.gov/seifhelp/espancl)), en Ia biblloteca de leyes de su condado o en la corte que le quede mis cerca, Sino
puede pagar la cuota de presentacion, pida al secretario de la corte que Je dé un formulario de exencién de pago de cuotas, Sina presenta
su respuesta a tiempo, puede perder el caso por Incumplimlento y la corte le podra quitar su sueldo, dinerc y bienes sin mis advertencia,

Hay otros requlisitos legales. Es recomendable que llame a un abogado Inmediatamente. SIno conoce a un abogado, puede llamar a un
serviclo de remisién a abogados. 5! no puede pagar a un abogado, es posibie que cumpla con los requisitos para obtener servicios
legales gratuitos de un programa de serviclos legales sin fines de lucro. Puede encontrar estes grupos sin fines de lucro en el sitio web de| .
California Legal Services, (www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), en el Centro de Ayuda de Jas Cortes de California,
{www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selthelp/espanocl) o penléndose en contacto con la corte o el colegio de abogados locales.

The name and address of the court is: CASE NUMBER:
(E! nombre y direccién de Ia corte es): L™ Caso}: |
Superior Court of California . = =

400 McAllister Street

San Francisco 94102

Unlimited Jurisdiction

The name, address, and telephone number of plaintiff's attomey, or plaintiff without an attorney, is:

(El nombre, la direccitn y el nimero de teléfono del abogado del demandante, o del demandante que na tieng abogado, es):

Christopher B. Dolan (SBN 165358) ) 415-421-2800
‘ﬂlgaDolal}: Law Firm )
Market Street . A
San Francisco, CA 94102 GORDUN"ARK:;‘ 6 "
DATE: C AAAR Clerk, by &« { et » . Deputy
(Fecha) NAY 2 8 2008 : (Secretario) \M‘&p\mn} s TR WAARMLY (Adjunto)

{For proof of service of this summons, use Proof of Service of Summons (form POS-010).)

{Para prueba de entrega de esta citation use el formulario Proof of Service of Summons, (POS-010)).

NOTICE TO THE PERSON SERVED: You are served .
1. [__] as an individual defendant.

2, (] as the person sued under the fictitious name of (specify): -

b} 3. [ on behalf of (specify):

y

under: i~ ] CCP 416.10 (corporation) —} CCP 416.60 (minor)
i "™ CCP 416.20 (defunct corporation) ("] cCP 416.70 (conservates)
i__|] CCP 416.40 (association or partnership) [__| CCP 416.90 (authorized person)
1 other (specify):
4, ! 77 by personal delivery on (date): Page 1 o1
F%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&?' _ Code of Civil Procedure §§ 412.20, 465
SUM100 (o, Jonoe 1. 2004 SUMMONS Sdcgll s
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SHORT TITLE: Stewart, et al. v. Stanford University CASE NUMBER:
|[Hospital & Clinics, et al.

SUM-200(A

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE

-% This form may be used as an attachment to any summons if space does not permit the listing of all parties on the summons.

-» if this attachment Is used, insert the following statement in the plaintiff or defendant box on the summons; "Additional Parties
Attachment form is attached.*

List additional parties (Check only one box. Use a separate page for each type of party.):

2 Plaintif [ %] Defendant [ ] Cross-Complainant L_J Cross-Defendant

STANFORD UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL & CLINICS, a business entity form unknown; STANFORD
UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER, a business entity form unknown; STUART GOODMAN,
M.D., an individual; ERIC STUFFMAN, M.D., an individual; MATTHEW WEDEMEYER,
M.D., an individual; DANIEL RICHARD HAMMAN, M.D., an individual; ROBERT MAYLE,
M.D., an individual; DIPANAN BANERJEE, M.D., an individual; JONERIC HOLTY,
M.D., an individual; SHELLY ERFORD, M.D. an individual; IAN CARROLL M.D., an
individual; ROBERT MINDELZUN, M.D., an individual; JESSE BOLTON, M.D., an
individual; MARIA NERISSA M. PRIETO, M.D., an individual; ROAN GULAPA, an
individual; JEFFREY MANESE, an individual; LUIS MUNOZ, an individual; YVCONNE
ACOSTA, an individual; EULANDA REYNO, an individual; EDGARDO TAMAYO, an
individual; MIA DAVID, an individual; LALINE PANES, an individual; SUZIE
TISDALE, an individual; MARA FELICIANC, an individual; LINDA GAGLIANI, an

individual; MEDHANIE KIFLEYESUS AWALOM, an individual:; and DOES 1 through 50,
inclusive,

Pags 1 o 1

Pagetof t

Form Adcored o Mandsiory Use ADDITIONAL PARTIES ATTACHMENT o S0,
SUM-200(A} [Rev. January 1, 2007} Attachment to Summons (& ﬁ




c C CM-01
ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY {Name! # Bar number, and address) FOR COURT USE ONLY
—Christopher B. Dolan (SBN 165358)
The Dolan Law Firm

1438 Market Street

b.in)
San Francisco, CA 94102 . Esujblzd {4 ﬁ
TELEPHONE NO.: 415-421-2800 FAXNO:: mwr m.oé A |

ATTORNEY FOR vamet_ Jas0OND Stewart, et al.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF San Francisco
sTreeTaporess: 400 McAllister Street T HAY 28 mnﬂ

Clerk

MAILING ADDRESS: -
eryanozrcone: San Francisco 94102 GO ONPARK- |
prancinave:Unlimited Jurisdiction BY: ¢ R

CASENAME: Stewart, et al. v. Stanford University Deputy Cle
Hospital & Clinics, et al. A
CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET Complex Case Designation CASE NUMBER:
(% ] Unlimited  |__|Limited (] Counter [ | Joinder NAA . _
(Amount (Amount Filed with first appearance by defendant [b~ U8 =47 35 7.9 )
exceeds $25,000) $25,000 or less) (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.402) DEPT:

terns 1-6 below must be completed (see instructions on page 2).

. Check one hox below for the case type that best describes this case:

Auto Tort Contract Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation
[—_J Auto (22) [:] Breach of contract/warranty (06) {Cal. Rules of Court, rufes 3.400-3.403)
Uninsured motorist {46) |:| Rule 3.740 collections (09) % Antitrust/Trade regutation (03)

Other PYPD/WD (Perscnal Injury/Property Other collections (09 Construction defect (10)

Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort % Insyrance mvera;e ()1 8) [:l Mass tort (40)

(L] Asbestos (04) | Other contract (37) [ securities htigation (28)

(] Product labiiity (24) Reat Property ] Environmental/Toxic tort (30)

|:x__] Medicat malpractice (45) |:| Eminent domaininverse |:| Insurance coverage claims arising from the

("] Other PIPD/WD (23) condemnation (14) sbove listed provisionally complex case

Non-PI/PD/WD (Other) Tort {__] wrongfut eviction (33) types (41)

[ Business tort/unfair business practice (07) [ Other real property (26) Enforcement of Judgment

(] civit rights (08) Unlawful Detainer (3 Enforcement of judgment (20}

B Defamation (13} ' C] Commercial (31} Miscellanecus Clvil Complaint

[ Fraud {186) [ Residential (32) CIrco@n

[~ inteftectual property (19) ) orugs (38) [_] Other comptaint (nof specified above) (42)

{" ] Professional negligence (25) Judiclal Review Miscellaneous Clvil Petition

("] other non-PIPDIWD tort (35) [ Asset forfeiture (05) (] Partnership and corporate governance (21)
. Employment ' [} Petition re: arbitration award (11)  [__] Other petition (not specified above) (43)

L] Wrongful termination (36) "] wirit of mandate (02) :

[ Other employment (15) (] Other judicial review {39) _

. Thiscase [__Jis Lx]isnot complexunderrule3.400 ofthe Califomia Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the
factors requiring exceptional judicial management:

a. || Large number of separately represented parties  d. (] Large number of witnesses

b. [ Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel e. [ Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts
issues that will be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federat court

c. [ Substantial amount of documentary evidence f. [_] Substantial postiudgment judicial supervision

-

3. Remedies sought (check all that apply): a. { x_] monetary b, ] nonmonetary; declaratory or injunctive relief ¢. [xJ punitive
4. Number of causes of action (specify): six - see attachment
5. Thiscase [ JIs [xJisnot aclassaction suit.
6. If there are any known related cases, file and serve a notice of related case. (You may s CM-015.)
Date: May 28, 2008
- ; 1 S RIL
(TYPE OR PRINT NAME} (SIGNATURE OF PARTY OR ATTORNEY FOR PARTY)
NOTICE

» Plaintiff must file this cover sheet with the first paper filed in the action or proceeding (except small claims cases or cases filed
under the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and Institutions Code). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Failure to file may result
in sanctions.

« File this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by local court rute.

» Ifthis case is complex under rule 3.400 et seq. of the Califoia Rules of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on alt
other parties 1o the action or proceeding.

 Unless this is a collections case under rule 3.740 or a complex case, this cover sheet wilt be used for statistical purposes gnty.
[ LA

Form Adopted for Mandatory Use Cal, Rules of Court, rules 2.3, 3 220, 3.400-3 403, 3.740;
Judhoal Council of Calfornia CiviL CASE COVER SHEET solutions a Siandards of Juckoal Administration, std, 3.10
CM-010 [Rev. July 1, 2007)

3
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Christopher B. Dolan (SBN 165358)
Shawn R. Miller (SBN 238447)
THE DOLAN LAW FIRM

1438 Market Street

San Francisco, California 94102

Telephone:  (415) 421-2800 -
Facsimile:  (415) 421-2830
Attomeys for Plaintiffs

JASON STEWART, JASON (JAY) STEWART,
HOLLY CAREY, SUZANNE STRONG, and

DAVID STEWART

ma
" NAY2 8 zoagﬁs&uin"go‘gja#’é}ﬁ;@ﬁ

MY 28700

S lai

SUBE0%S toeumn **7 31 25 . g,

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CAW IA A

!.".

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 1
UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

JASON STEWART, an individual and as a
successor in interest; JASON (JAY)
STEWART, an individual; HOLLY CAREY,
an individual; SUZANNE STRONG, and
individual; and DAVID STEWART, an
individual,

PlaintifTs,

V.

STANFORD UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL &
CLINICS, a business entity form unknown;
STANFORD UNIVERSITY MEDICAL
CENTER, a business entity form unknown;
STUART GOODMAN, M.D., an individual;
ERIC STUFFMAN, M.D., an individual;
MATTHEW WEDEMEYER, M.D,, an
individual; DANIEL RICHARD
HAMMAN, M.D., an individual; ROBERT
MAYLE, M.D., an individual; DIPANAN
BANERIJEE, M.D., an individual; JONERIC
HOLTY, M.D., an individual; SHELLY
ERFORD, M.D. an individual; IAN
CARROLL M.D., an individual, ROBERT
MINDELZUN, M.D,, an individual; JESSE
BOLTON, M.D., an individual; MARIA
NERISSA M. PRIETO, M.D., an individual;
ROAN GULAPA, an individual; JEFFREY

Case No.

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES FOR:
1. WRONGFUL DEATH -
SURVIVAL ACTION;

2. WRONGFUL DEATH;

3. FRAUD;

4. FRAUD AND DECEIT -
CONCEALMENT;

5. FRAUD AND DECEIT -
CONSTRUCTIVE FRAUD;

6. NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF
EMOTIONAL DISTRESS.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES; DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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MANESE, an individual; LUIS MUNOZ, an
individual; YVONNE ACOSTA, an
individual; EULANDA REYNO, an
individual; EDGARDO TAMAYO, an
individual; MIA DAVID, an individual;
LALINE PANES, an individual; SUZIE
TISDALE, an individual; MARA
FELICIANO, an individual; LINDA
GAGLIANI, an individual; MEDHANIE
KIFLEYESUS AWALOM, an individual;
and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive,

Defendants.

Now comes JASON STEWART, JASON (JAY) STEWART, HOLLY CAREY, SUZANNE
STRONG, and DAVID STEWART (hereinafter “Plaintiffs”), Plaintiffs in this action, and files this
Complaint and further alleges as follows:

PARTIES

1. Decedent DIANE STEWART (hereinafter “DIANE STEWART"™ or “Decedent”) was
an adult, natural person, residing in San Benito County, California. At the time of relevant incidents
complained of herein, Defendants knew her to be recovering from a serious surgery and, as such,
suscc.:ptible to complications arising from the surgery, subsequent infections, side effects of
anaesthesia, and/or other post-operative complications requiring medical care.

2. Plaintiff JASON STEWART (hereinafter “Plaintiff JASON STEWART™) is an adult,
natural person, residing in San Benito County, California, and is the surviving spouse and an heir of
Decedent and is the successor in interest of Decedent.

3. Plaintiff JASON (JAY) STEWART (hereinafter “Plaintiff JAY STEWART™)is an
adult, natural person, residing in the State of Utah and is a surviving descendent and heir of
Decedent.

4. Plaintiff HOLLY CAREY (hereinafter “Plaintiff CAREY™) is an adult, natural

person, residing in San Francisco County, California and is a surviving descendent and heir of

Decedent.

22

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES; DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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5. Plaintiff SUZANNE STRONG (hereinafter “Plaintiff STRONG™) is an adult, natural
person, residing in Se;n Benito County, California and is a surviving descendent and heir of
Decedent.

6. Plaintiff DAVID STEWART (hereinafter “Plaintiff DAVID STEWART") is an adult,
natural person, residing in San Diego County, California and is a surviving descendent and heir of
Decedent.

7. Defendant STUART GOODMAN, M.D.(hereinafter “Defendant GOODMAN?"” or
“GOODMAN?™) is a natural person residing in California. Defendant GOODMAN was, at all times
herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring
that she was provided medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of care.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant GOODMAN was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at
STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

8. Defendant ERIC STUFFMAN, M.D.(hereinafter “Defendant STUFFMAN" or
“STUFFMAN™) is a natural persoh residing in California. Defendant STUFFMAN was, at all times
herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring
that she was provided medical care ina lawful manner consistent with the standard of care.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant STUFFMAN was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at
STANFORD's Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

9. Defendant MATTHEW WEDEMEYER, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant
WEDEMEYER” or “WEDEMEYER?) is a natural person residing in California. Defendant
WEDEMEYER was, at all times herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to
Decedent and responsible for insuring that she was provided medical careina Tawful manner

consistent with the standard of care. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at

3-
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all times herein mentioned, Defendant WEDEMEYER was employed by Defendant STANFORD as
a licensed physician at STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a
business relationship with Defendant STANFORD.

10.  Defendant DANIEL RICHARD HAMMAN, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant
HAMMAN" or “HAMMAN®™) is a natural person residing in California. Defendant HAMMAN was,
at all times herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible
for insuring that she was pmﬁded medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of
care. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant HAMMAN was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at
STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

11.  Defendant ROBERT MAYLE, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant MAYLE” or MAYLE")
is a natural person residing in California. Defendant MAYLE was, at all times herein mentioned, a
licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring that she was provided
medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of care. Plaintiffs are informed and
believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned, Defendant MAYLE was employed
by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford,
California, and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD.

12.  Defendant DIPANAN BANERJEE, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant BANERIJEE” or
“BANERJEE") is a natural person residing in California. Defendant BANERJEE was, at all times
herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring
that she was provided medical care in alawful manner consistent with the standard of care,
Plaintiffs'are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant BANERJEE was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at
STANFORD's Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

13.  Defendant JONERIC HOLTY, M.D.(hereinafter “Defendant HOLTY” or “HOLTY™)

4=

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES; DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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C C
is a natural person residing in California. Defendant HOLTY was, at all times herein mentioned, a
licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring that she was provided
medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of care. Plaintiffs are informed and
believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned, Defendant HOLTY was employed
by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at STANFORD'’s Medical Center in Stanford,
California, and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD.

14.  Defendant SHELLY ERFORD, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant ERFORD” or
ERFORD”) is a natural person residing in California. Defendant ERFORD was, at all times herein
mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring that she
was provided medical care in a Jawful manner consistent with the standard of care. Plaintiffs are
informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned, Defendant ERFORD
was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at STANFORD’s Medical Center
in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD.

15. Defendant IAN CARROLL M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant lan CARROLL” or
CARROLL”) is a natural person residing in California. Defendant CARROLL was, at all times
herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring
that she was provided medical care in a Jawful manner consistent with the standard of care.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant CARROLL was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at
STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

16. Defendant ROBERT MINDELZUN, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant MINDELZUN” or
“MINDELZUN") is a natural person residing in California. Defendant MINDELZUN was, at all
times herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for
insuring that she was provided medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of care.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,

Defendant MINDELZUN was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at

=5
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STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

17.  Defendant JESSE BOLTON, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant BOLTON” or
“BOLTON"™) is a natural person residing in Califomnia. Defendant BOLTON was, at all times herein
ment?oned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring that she
was provided medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of care. Plaintiffs are
informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned, Defendant BOLTON
was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at STANFORD’s Medical Center
in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD.

18.  Defendant MARIA NERISSA M. PRIETO, M.D. (hereinafter “Defendant PRIETO”
or “PRIETO") is a natural person residing in New Jersey. Defendant PRIETO was, at all times
herein mentioned, a licensed physician providing services to Decedent and responsible for insuring
that she was provided medical care in a lawful manner consistent with the standard of care.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant PRIETO was employed by Defendant STANFORD as a licensed physician at
STANFORD’s Medical Center in Stanford, California, and/or engaged in a business relationship
with Defendant STANFORD.

19.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant ROAN
GULAPA, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant GULAPA” or "GULAPA") is a natural person
residing in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times
herein mentioned, Defendant GULAPA was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant
GULAPA was not and is ﬁot licensed to practice medicine, but PlaintifTs are informed and believe,
and thereupon allege, he was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged in
a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment and/or
services at Defendant STANFORD.

20.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant JEFFREY
MANESE, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant MANESE" or "MANESE") is a natural person

-6~
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residing in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times

herein mentioned, Defendant MANESE was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant

MANESE was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe,

and thereupon allege, he was at the time a nurse, physical therapist and/or medical assistant

employed and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time
Decedent received treatment and/or services at Defendant STANFORD.

21.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant LUIS
MUNO?Z, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant MUNOZ" or *MUNOZ") is a natural person residing
in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein
mentioned, Defendant MUNOZ was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant MUNOZ was
not and is not licensed to practice medicine, i)ut Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon
allege, he was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged in a business
relationshi.p with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment and/or services at
Defendant STANFORD,

23 Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant YVONNE
ACOSTA, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant ACOSTA" or "ACOSTA") is a natural person
residing in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times
herein mentioned, Defendant ACOSTA was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant
ACOSTA was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe,
and thereupon allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged
in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment
and/or services at Defendant STANFORD.

23, Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant EULANDA
REYNO, (hercinafter sometimes "Defendant REYNO" or "REYNO") is a natural person residing in
California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein
mentioned, Defendant REYNO was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant REYNO was

not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon

-7-
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allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged in a business
relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment and/or services at
Defendant STANFORD.

24.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant EDGARDO
TAMAYO, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant TAMAYO" or *"TAMAYO") is a natural person
residing in California. P_laintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times
herein mentioned, Defendant TAMAYO was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant .
TAMAYO was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe,
l and thereupon allege, he was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged in
a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment and/or
services at Defenciant STANFORD.

25.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant MIA DAVID,
(hereinafter sometimes "Defendant DAVID" or "DAVID") is a natural person residing in California.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein mentioned,
Defendant DAVID was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant DAVID was not and is not
licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, she was
at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged in a business relationship with
Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment and/or services at Defendant
STANFORD. - -

26.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant LALINE
PANES, (hercinafter sometimes "Defendant PANES" or "PANES") is a natural person residing in
California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein
mentioned, Defendant PANES was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant PANES was
not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon
allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged in a business
relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment and/or services at
Defendant STANFORD.
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97.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant SUZIE
TISDALE, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant TISDALE" or "TISDALE") is a natural person
residing in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times
herein mentioned, Defendant TISDALE was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant
TISDALE was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe,
and thereupon allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged
in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment
and/or services at Defendant STANFORD.

28.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant MARA
FELICIANO, (hereinafter sometimes; *Defendant FELICIANO" or "FELICIANQ") is a natural
person residing in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all
times herein mentioned, Defendant FELICIANO was employed by Defendant STANFORD.
Defendant FELICIANO was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed
and believe, and thereupon allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed
and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received
treatment and/or services at Defendant STANFORD.

29.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant LINDA
GAGLIANI, (hercinafter sometimes "Defendant GAGLIANI" or "GAGLIANI") is a natural person
residing in California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times
herein mentioned, Defendant GAGLIANI was employed by Defendant STANFORD. Defendant
GAGLIANI was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed and believe,
and thereupon allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed and/or engaged

in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received treatment

‘and/or services at Defendant STANFORD.

30.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that Defendant MEDHANIE
KIFLEYESUS AWALOM, (hereinafter sometimes "Defendant AWALOM” or "AWALOM")isa

natural person residing in Califoria, Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that,

-0.
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at all times herein mentioned, Defendant AWALOM was employed by Defendant STANFORD.
Defendant AWALOM was not and is not licensed to practice medicine, but Plaintiffs are informed
and believe, and thereupon allege, she was at the time a nurse and/or medical assistant employed
and/or engaged in a business relationship with Defendant STANFORD at the time Decedent received
treatment and/or services at Defendant STANFORD and DOES 1 through 10.

31.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein
mentioned, Defendants STANFORD UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL & CLINICS, STANFORD
UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER, and/or DOES 1 through 10 (herein collectively “Defendant
STANFORD” or “STANFORD™) are, and at all times herein mentioned were, business entities, form

unknown, doing business in California and were the employer of all other Defendants at all times

mentioned herein. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that there exists, and at

12 l all times herein mentioned existed, a unity of interests between Defendants STANFORD |
13 [ UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL & CLINICS, STANFORD MEDICAL CENTER AND CLINICS, and

DOES 1 through 10, such that any individuality and separateness between these certain Defendants
has ceased, and they are the alter ego’of each other and exerted control over each other. Defendant
STANFORD was, at all times herein mentioned, providing medical services, including the provision
of the services of physicians, nurses, medical assistants, and others to Plaintiff.

32, Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that at all times herein
mentioned each and every defendant was the agent, employee and partner of each and every other
defendant, and in doing the things herein alleged each defendant was acting within the scope of such
agency, employment, and partnership and was aided and abetted in the conduct which forms the
basis of the instant action.

33 Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of defendants sued herein as
DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, and therefore sue these defendants by such fictitious names, pursuant
to California Code of Civil Procedure §474. DOES 1 through 10 are believed to be other business
entities related to and/or connected to Defendant STANFORD involved in the provision of services

involving the treatment and/or care received by Decedent. Further, DOES 11 through 50, inclusive,

=10
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are believed to be employees and/or independent contractors of Defendant STANFORD involved in
the treatment and/or care, or lack thereof, provided to Decedent. DOES 11 through 20, inclusive, are
believed to be physicians and DOES 21 through 50, inclusive, are believed to be other employees
and/or independent contractors of Defendant STANFORD who provided health care services.
Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to allege their true names and capacities when ascertained.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that each of the fictitiously named
defendants aided and abetted and/or is otherwise tortiously responsible in some manner for the
occurrences herein alleged, and that Plaintiffs” damages as herein alleged were proximately caused
by such negligem;e and/or tortious conduct.

34.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that there exists, and at all
times herein mentioned existed, a unity of interests between certain of the Defendants such that any
individuality and separateness between these certain Defendants has ceased, and those certain
Defendants are the alter ego of the other certain Defendants and exerted control over each other.
Adherence to the fiction of the separate existence of these certain Defendants as an entity distinct

from other certain Defendants will pefmit an abuse of the corporate privilege and would sanction

fraud and/or promote injustice.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

35.  Subject matter is properly heard by this Court, as the amount in controversy as set
forth in this Complaint exceeds the statutory minimum.

36.  Venue is proper as Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all
times herein mentioned, one or more defendants has their principle place of business and/or resides
within the County of San Francisco. Further, the claims of Plaintiffs are over $25,000.00.

37.  Plaintiffs have complied with Code of Civil Procedure section 364 by providing
Defendants with notice in writing of the grievance giving rise to this civil action, attempting to settle
this action in good faith.

38,  Plaintiff JASON STEWART has complied with CCP §377.32 by attaching the

«11-
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required Declaration of Successor in Interest to the original Complaint in this action pursuant to cCp

§377.32.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

30.  Decedent went to Defendant STANFORD’s medical facilities located in Santa Clara
County on or about March 30, 2007, to have bilateral knee replacement surgery (hereinafter
“PROCEDURE"). This surgery was to improved Decedent’s quality of life by reducing the pain in
her knees and allowing her to be more mobile.

40.  Decedent put herself into the care of the Defendants, individually and collectively, to
perform the knee replacement procedure and/or examine, diagnosis, treat, and supervised the
activities provided by others in providing health care to decedent so as to assure the standard of care
in the community was met. |

41.  On or about the evening of March 31, 2007, Decedent began experiencing nausea,
lack of appetite, and vommng, among other symptoms, which were recorded by and to her health
care providers.

42.  On or about April 1, 2007, Decedent was exhibiting increasing symptoms of distress
as noted and/or recorded in her medical records, including but not limited to: Decedent described the
abdominal pain she was experiencing as being an 10 on a 1-10 scale (10 being severe pain);
deceder.xt’s urine output had dropped dramatically; she was having difficulty drinking fluids;
decedent’s blood oxygen levels were low; and decedent was experiencing drops in her blood
pressure and elevated heart rate.

43.  Onoraround noon on April 1, 2007, decedent’s family members made a request to
Defendants to have an abdominal x-ray or similar taken of decedent as they feared the pain
experienced by decedent was an indication of appendicitis or another serious condition. Plaintiffs
are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that Defendants denied the request for an x-ray
and/or o other diagnostic test was conducted pursuant to the request.

44.  On or around mid-aftemoon on April 1, 2007, decedent was spitting up fluids

«12-
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believed to be stomach bile. Also, Decedent informed one or more of the Defendants that her
abdominal pain was an 8 or higher and her knee pain was a 3. The health care provider replied that
he was not concermned with her abdominal pain. Defendant GULAPA assured Plaintiff HOLLY
CAREY that decedent was having a bad reaction to the anesthesia used for the surgery and that
everything was fine. Plaintiff SUZANNE STRONG asked Defendant GULAPA to contact a doctor
when decedent’s péin and discomfort continued to increase. Defendant GULAPA informed Plaintiff
SUZANNE STRONG that the team responsible for decedent’s care was aware of the abdominal
issues, that the pain was being caused by “ileus,” and that two doctors, Defendants STUFFMAN and
HAMMAN, had been contacted and they had taken a course of no action other than palliative
medicinal treatment. Plaintiffs at that point became concerned that negligence was occurring and
were aware as a result that their mother / wife was suffering further injury.

45.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that on or around late
afternoon on Ap_ril 1, 2007, Decedent informed Defendant GULAPA and/or other Defendant health
care providers that her abdominal pain was 2 10. Plaintiffs are further informed and believe, and
thereupon allege, that Defendants failed to evaluate Decedent at this time but instead directed qthers
employed by Defendant STANFORD, who were not doctors, to treat Decedent with pain medication
and failed to order any tests and/or studies to determine the cause, origin of pain, discomfort and
disability of Decedent. Defendant GULAPA and/or another health care provider told Decedent that
their job was to manage the pain and not to do anything else and directed Decedent to use the
Patient-Controlled Analgesia or “PCA” devise to administer pain medication.

46.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that on or around 11:40
p.m. of April 1, 2007, Decedent’s blood pressure had dropped to 92/ 46, placing her blood pressure
within a range requiring notification of a doctor, but that the Defendants caring for her failed to
notify a doctor and/or take other steps within the standard of care.

47.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that contrary to a physician
order of Mafch 30, 2007, to monitor the intake and output of fluids from Decedent every eight hours,

Defendants failed to do so and/or assure that others were following the order.

-13.
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48.  On or around the moming of April 2, 2007, Decedent was moved to Defendant
STANFORD’s Intensive Care Unit where she died shortly thereafter from an incarcerated small
intestine. The symptoms of wﬁich Decedent complained and/or her family asked to be examined,
diagnosed, and treated, were symptoms which Defendants knew and/or should have known to be
indicative of an incarcerated small intestine which has an extremely high risk of death if left
untreated.

49.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that on or about April 10,
2007, a late entry was added to Decedent’s medical records in a deliberate attempt to alter the
medical record and/or cover up the negligence / misfeasance.

50.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that on or about April 11,
2007, a late entry was added to Decedent’s medical records in a deliberate attempt to alter the
medical record and/or cover up the negligence / misfeasance.

51.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that on or before September
2007, portions of Decedent’s medical records had been deleted from the permanent record, including
but not limited to, records regarding the communications between family members, health care
providers, and/or physicians, which occurred between March 30 and April 3, 2007.

52.  On or about September 17, 2007, an employee of Defendant STANFORD reported to
the California Department of Public Hezlth that another employee of Defendant STANFORD had
admitted that she had not measured the urine output of Decedent for the eight hour shift from 3 p.m.
to 11 p.m. on April 1, 2007.

53.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thercupon allege, that the care provided by
Defendants to Decedent failed to satisfy the standard of care insofar as Defendants, among other
things, failed to investigate and/or diagnose the source of Decedent’s severe abdominal pain, the
cause of the drop in her urine output, her nausea and vomiting, her low blood pressure, etc. which
were all signs of an incarcerated small intestine.

s4.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon allege, that the conduct of

Defendants in failing to provide sufficient training and/or supervision of the treatment and/or care
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provided to Decedent.

55. Plain.tiffs are informed and believe, and thereupon ailege, that subsequent to the death
of Decedent, Defendants STANFORD and others concealed and/or attempted to conceal the events
and/or lack of care res'ﬁlting in Decedent’s death from Plaintiffs, by among other things attempting to
modify the medical record.

Y

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Wrongful Death - Survival Action
CCP § 377.20 et seq.
Plaintiff Jason Stewart, Successor in Interest, Against All Defendants

56.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 58, inclusive, as though fully
set forth herein.

57.  Plaintiffis informed and believe and thereupon allege that, at all times herein
mentioned, Defendants, and each of them, were holding themselves out as physicians, nurses, and/or
health care providers in the State of California and Defendants, and each of them, were engaged in
the provision of health care services to the Decedent.

58,  Defendants, and each of them, had a duty to provide the same degree of skill and care
usually exercised by practitioners in the community under similar circumstances.

59.  Defendants STANFORD and/or DOES 1 through 10 owed Decedent a duty to
carefully and reasonably act in the hiring, retention and supervision of all individual Defendants
and/or DOES 11 through 50 as it related to the provision of competent health care related services to
Decedent.

60. Decedent was under the care of Defendants for her medical condition and/or recovery
relevant to the PROCEDURE conducted on or about March 30, 2007. Subsequent to the
PROCEDURE, Decedent was seen by Defendants, in their various capacities, as a patient for the
purposes of ensuring her medical well being and/or health during her recovery from the
PROCEDURE.

61. Defendants, and each of them, breached their duty to Plaintiff while she was in their

care in that Defendants, and each of them, failed to use the knowledge, skill and care ordinarily
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exercised by members of their respective communities. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and
thereupon allege, that Defendants, and each of them, failed, among other things, to conform to the
standard of care required for the care of patients recavering from surgery, patients reporting severe
abdominal pain, and/or patients suffering the symptoms experienced by Decedent as described
herein. Defendants were also negligent in their hiring, retention and/or supervision of Defendant
DOCTORS and/or other health care providers.

62.  Asaproximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, Decedent
suffered damages recoverable pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 377.34.

63.  As a further proximate result of the negligence of defendants, and each of them,
Decedent suffered, prior to her death, special damages, including but not limited to, expending
money and incurring obligations for medical services, drugs, and sundries, reasonably required from

the prolonged recovery period herein alleged. Decedent has been economically damaged thereby in

an amount to be proved at trial.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
Wrongful Death
CCP § 377.60 et seq.
Plaintiffs Jason Stewart, Jay Stewart, Holly Carey, Suzanne Strong, and David Stewart
Against All Defendants

64.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 66, inclusive, as though fully
set forth herein.

65. On or about March 30, 2007, Defendants, and each of them, undertook the care,
treatment and examinations of the Decedent.

66.  Subsequent to the surgery performed on Decedent, Defendants, and each of them, so
negligently, carelessly, recklessly, wantonly, and unlawfully treated, provided medical care,
monitoring, examination, diagnosis and other medical se;x'vices so as to directly and proximately
cause death to the decedent.

67. At all times herein mentioned, Plaintiff JASON STEWART was the spouse of
Decedent, and Plaintiffs, JAY STEWART, HOLLY CAREY, SUZANNE STRONG, and DAVID
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