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ALL APPEARANCES WILL BE BY ZOOM 
 
For matters where an appearance is required, the parties should appear by Zoom unless told to 
appear by another method. For all other matters, if argument is requested appearances will be 
by Zoom.  
 
Please email Dept9@contracosta.courts.ca.gov and opposing counsel by 4:00 p.m. if oral 
argument is requested, and include a specification of the specific issues to be argued. 
 
Zoom hearing information 

https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1605833975?pwd=KzlPczZuakdhdGhRQTRhc1NRSGFIdz

09 

 
   

    

1. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC18-00156 
CASE NAME:  FERNANDEZ  VS.  COUNELIS 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARAY JUDAGMENT 
FILED BY DEFENDANT GEORGE J. COUNELIS, M.S. 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
 Defendant George J. Counelis, M.D.’s Motion for summary judgment is granted. 

Background Facts 

    Plaintiff Genaro Fernandez, Jr. presented to Defendant George J. Counelis, M.D. 
on July 21, 2015, complaining of bilateral hand tingling issues with fine motor skill problems.  
(SSUMF No. 1.) 

 According to Defendant, the MRI showed Plaintiff had a developmentally narrow 
spinal canal, multilevel stenosis, worse at C5-C6, with spinal cord compression. Plaintiff also 
had mild left carpel tunnel syndrome. (SSUMF No. 2.)  Dr. Counelis recommended a C3-6 
decompressive laminectomy with fixation/fusion at C3-6.) 

 On October 15, 2015, Defendant George J. Counelis, M.D. performed surgery on 
Plaintiff’s spine.  Plaintiff underwent C3-C6 Laminectomies, Posterior Segmental Fixation, 
C3-6 Posterolateral fusion, and C3-6 Autograft/Allograft surgery.  The surgical record and 
post-surgical MRIs and x-rays indicated that the surgery was successful in decompressing 
the spine. (SSUMF No. 8.) 

 Five to six months after surgery, Plaintiff began to experience extreme pain and 
numbness.  Plaintiff returned to Dr. Counelis.  A MRI performed on June 3, 2016 found that 
Plaintiff’s C-7 had deteriorated (kyphosis of C6-7 disc), although it was healthy prior to 
surgery.  Plaintiff alleges Dr. Counelis claimed he had no idea why that occurred.   

 In November 2016, Plaintiff consulted with Dr. Vikram Talwar.  Dr. Talwar ordered a 
CT scan of Plaintiff’s neck.  The CT scan showed a C3 through C-6 fusion.  It also showed 
“on the right side the C6 screw in the lateral mass goes into the very top part of the C6-C7 
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joint, probably locking it into the flexion.”  (Complaint, ¶15.)  Plaintiff alleges the MRI viewed 
by Dr. Counelis clearly showed the screw in the joint space, but Dr. Counelis concealed this 
information from Plaintiff.  Dr. Counelis maintain that none of the radiological images he 
viewed while treating Plaintiff showed the lateral mass screw had entered the C6-C7 joint.  
(SSUMF No. 18.) 

 Dr. Talwar found that Plaintiff would need another surgery to fuse the C6-C7 level and 
that the lateral mass screw placed in the C6-C7 joint needed to be removed. (SSUMF No. 
17.) Plaintiff ended up undergoing three more surgeries.  He spent months in neck braces 
and on bed rest.  He experienced migraines and still had numbness.  Plaintiff has been 
unable to engage in his employment as an iron worker and now receives Social Security 
disability benefits.   

  Plaintiff filed this medical malpractice action alleging Defendant failed to exercise 
the proper degree of knowledge and skill to treat and diagnose Plaintiff causing Plaintiff 
to suffer major physical injuries. Plaintiff’s lawful wife, Ninoska Fernandez, filed a loss of 
consortium claim. 

 

Motion 

 Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 437c, Defendant George J. Counelis, M.D. 
moves for summary judgment on the ground the care and treatment provided fell with the 
standard there are no triable issues of material fact.   

  

Standard of Review 

 “The motion for summary judgment shall be granted if all the papers submitted show 
that there is no triable issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a 
judgment as a matter of law.” Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 437c(c).  The party moving for summary 
judgment carries both the burden of persuasion and the burden of production of evidence.  
(Evid. Code §500; Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal. 4th 826, 850.)  A defendant 
moving for summary judgment “bears the burden of persuasion that ‘one or more elements of 
the ‘cause of action’ in question ‘cannot be established,’ or that ‘there is a complete defense’ 
thereto.” (Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal.4th 826, 850.)     

“A defendant meets its burden by presenting affirmative evidence that negates an 
essential element of plaintiff's claim.” (Guz v. Bechtel National, Inc. (2000) 24 Cal.4th 317, 
334.) Alternatively, a defendant meets its burden by submitting evidence ‘that the plaintiff 
does not possess, and cannot reasonably obtain, needed evidence’ supporting an essential 
element of its claim.” (Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25 Cal.4th 826, 855.)   

 “If the defendant fails to meet this initial burden [of production], it is unnecessary to 
examine the plaintiff's opposing evidence; the motion must be denied.” (Zoran Corp. v. 
Chen (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 799, 805.) 

 “‘California courts have incorporated the expert evidence requirement into their 
standard for summary judgment in medical malpractice cases. When a defendant moves for 



SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
MARTINEZ, CA 

DEPARTMENT 09 
HEARING DATE:  07/11/2022 

 

3 

 

summary judgment and supports his motion with expert declarations that his conduct fell 
within the community standard of care, he is entitled to summary judgment unless the plaintiff 
comes forward with conflicting expert evidence.’ [Citations.]”  (Munro v. Regents of Univ. of 
Cal. (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 977, 984-985.)   

 

Analysis of the Merits 

 Plaintiffs allege Defendant failed to exercise the proper degree of knowledge and skill 
and so negligently, carelessly, recklessly, wantonly, and unlawfully treated Genaro Fernandez 
and failed to adequately and properly diagnose, causing Plaintiff to suffer major physical 
injuries.   
 
 “[I]n any medical malpractice action, the plaintiff must establish: '(1) the duty of the 
professional to use such skill, prudence, and diligence as other members of his profession 
commonly possess and exercise; (2) a breach of that duty; (3) a proximate causal connection 
between the negligent conduct and the resulting injury; and (4) actual loss or damage 
resulting from the professional's negligence.'”  (Hanson v. Grode (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 601, 
606.)  
 
  “The standard of care in a medical malpractice case requires that physicians exercise 
in diagnosis and treatment that reasonable degree of skill, knowledge and care ordinarily 
possessed and exercised by members of the medical profession under similar 
circumstances.”  (Munro v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 977, 983-984.)  
“‘The standard of skill, knowledge and care prevailing in a medical community is ordinarily a 
matter within the knowledge of experts.' [Citation.] [Citation.] Whether the standard of care in 
the community has been breached presents the basic issue in a malpractice action and can 
only be proved by [expert] opinion testimony unless the medical question is within the 
common knowledge of laypersons.” (Jambazian v. Borden (1994) 25 Cal.App.4th 836, 844.)   

 Dr. Counelis argues he is entitled to judgment as a matter of law because the care 
and treatment provided to Mr. Fernandez complied with the standard of care.  (SSUMF No. 
22.)   “‘Expert evidence in a malpractice suit is conclusive as to the proof of the prevailing 
standard of skill and learning in the locality and of the propriety of particular conduct by the 
practitioner in particular instances because such standard and skill is not a matter of general 
knowledge and can only be supplied by expert testimony. [Citations.]’ The Supreme Court 
reiterated this well-established rule in Landeros v. Flood (1976) 17 Cal.3d 399, 410.”  (Willard 
v. Hagemeister (1981) 121 Cal.App.3d 406, 412.)    

 Here, Defendant submits the expert declaration of Bruce M. McCormack, M.D. 
(Attached as Exhibit D to the Schultz Declaration.)  Dr. McCormack is certified by the 
American Board of Neurological Surgery.  In the past ten years, he has had substantial 
professional experience in the area of Neurosurgery, including spinal surgery.  Currently, he 
is the Director of the Neurospine Institute in San Francisco.  Dr. McCormack reviewed the 
medical records and radiological studies of Plaintiff, including the records from Dr. Talwar at 
the California Spine Center.  It is his opinion that Dr. Counelis complied with the standard of 
care in all respects with regards to the care and treatment provided to Plaintiff.  (McCormack 
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Decl., ¶ 5.) 

 Dr. McCormack opines that the surgery performed by Dr. Counelis was indicated and 
Dr. Counelis appropriately recommended a C3-6 decompressive laminectomy with 
fixation/fusion at C3-6.  (McCormack Decl., ¶ 5.)  Dr. McCormack states Dr. Counelis used 
the appropriate procedure to address Plaintiff’s complaint.  Based on his review of the 
operative report and Dr. Counelis’ Declaration, the operation was performed correctly and 
with any apparent complication.  (McCormack Decl., ¶ 6.)   

 As to the lateral mass screw placed in the C6-C7 joint, Dr. McCormack states that he 
reviewed the radiological images taken post operatively, and none the images showed that 
any hardware placed by Dr. Counelis was misplaced, or placed in a position that would 
indicate a breach of the standard of care.  (McCormack Decl., ¶ 7.)  McCormack further 
opined that the screw, more likely than not, did not cause any injury to Plaintiff.  According to 
McCormack only a small portion of the screw extended into the joint area and the kyphosis 
experienced by Plaintiff was caused by the natural process of additional pressure on the C6-
C7 disc following the fusion.  (McCormack Decl., ¶ 13.) In his opinion there was no need to 
remove the screw.   

 Furthermore, Dr. McCormack declared the placement of the screw through the lateral 
mass, with the tip entering the joint space is not indicative of a breach of standard of care.  
Dr. McCormack opines that a “properly trained, reasonably careful and well-skilled surgeon, 
exercising the appropriate technique and application of his skill and technique can encounter 
this same result.”  (McCormack Decl., ¶ 14.) 

 As to the kyphosis of the C6-7 disc (abnormal curvature of the cervical or thoracic 
spine), Dr. McCormack opines the deformity was more likely than not caused by the 
increased pressure placed on the C6-7 disc, following the fusion of C3-C6.  This is termed 
adjacent segment disease.  “It is not an indication of a breach of the standard of care, nor 
was it more likely than not caused by misplacement of any hardware placed by Dr. Counelis.”  
(McCormack Decl., ¶ 11.)   

  “‘When a defendant moves for summary judgment and supports his motion with expert 
declarations that his conduct fell within the community standard of care, he is entitled to 
summary judgment unless the plaintiff comes forward with conflicting expert evidence.’ 
[Citation.]”  (Munro v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 977, 985.)   Plaintiff has 
failed to come forward with conflicting expert testimony to raise a triable issue of fact as to the 
standard of care.  Plaintiff cannot establish the elements is his medical malpractice cause of 
action.  Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law on the medical malpractice claim. 

 As the loss of consortium claim, “A cause of action for loss of consortium is, by its 
nature, dependent on the existence of a cause of action for tortious injury to a spouse.” (Hahn 
v. Mirda, supra, at p. 746.)” (Vanhooser v. Superior Court (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 921, 927.)   
“While triggered by the spouse's injury, a loss of consortium claim is separate and distinct, 
and not merely derivative or collateral to the spouse's cause of action.”  (Gapusan v. 
Jay (1998) 66 Cal.App.4th 734, 742.)  Here, Plaintiff cannot establish the triggering cause of 
action against moving defendant.  Therefore, the loss of consortium claim fails as well. 
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2. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC20-00110 
CASE NAME:  KARP  VS.  BAER 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
A party does not generally possess a right for re-litigation of issues where the party has 
already had a full, fair hearing on the merits of a case which has been adversely decided 
against him.   
 
Even if Defendant Karp were permitted to re-litigate the prior court decision in this case, he 
would be permitted to do so only if he could allege new facts or law that would warrant this 
court’s reconsideration of the judge’s prior order as required by Code of Civil Procedure 
section 1008(b). (Even Zohar Construction and Remodeling Inc. v. Bellaire Townhouses, 
LLC, (2015) 61 Cal. 4th 830, 837-41).  None of the allegations extensively outlined and 
advanced in Defendant’s Objections to Amended Statement of Decision demonstrate that 
new facts or law are present, which were not available at the time of the court trial on May 17, 
2022. (See Shiffer v. CBS Corp (2015) 240 Cal. App. 4th 246, 252 (new evidence or law); 
New York Times v. Superior Court (2005) 135 Cal. App. 4th 206, 212 (new evidence must be 
such that it was not discoverable with reasonable diligence)).   
 
For these reasons, Defendant’s motion for reconsideration is denied. 

 
 

  

 
    

3. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC21-01136 
CASE NAME:  HARTFORD FIRE  VS.  SHUCK 
HEARING ON APPLICATION OF DAN J. GENDREAU TO APPEAR PRO HAC VICE 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The application of Dan J. Gendreau to appear as counsel pro hac vice for defendant ADT 
Commercial LLC is granted. 
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4. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC21-02636 
CASE NAME:  DULK  VS.  HUBBARD 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY DEFENDANT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Hearing required.  The parties should be prepared to discuss whether this case should be 
transferred to the Probate Department. 

 
 

  

 
    

5. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL19-00281 
CASE NAME:  DISCOVER  VS.  IRVING 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENTER JUDGMENT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff filed a motion to enter judgment, seeking to enforce a stipulated settlement.  
The parties previously stipulated to a settlement of this case in the total sum of $6,845.32 
and they agreed that the court would retain jurisdiction to enforce its terms. (Aria Decl., 
Exh. A, passim).  
 
While defendant eventually made payment in the amount of $2,288.00 no further payments 
were made as required by the terms of the settlement agreement. (Aria Decl. p. 2, lines 21-
22). According to its terms, upon default the defendant would be responsible for the entire 
balance owed, less any payments made to date, along with costs. (Aria Decl., Exh. A). 
No evidence is provided, however, to support the awarding of costs.  
 
The balance now due is the principal sum of $4,557.32 (i.e., the settlement amount minus the 
prior payment). 
  
All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 have 
been met.   
 
Consequently, the court vacates the dismissal and the court will execute and enter judgment 
for $4,557.32 for plaintiff. 
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6. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL19-07499 
CASE NAME:  DISCOVER  VS.  MCCALL 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENTER JUDGMENT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff filed a motion to enter judgment, seeking to enforce a stipulated settlement.  
The parties previously stipulated to a settlement of this case, but provided that in the event of 
a default in payments the amount prayed for in the complaint would become due. In sum, 
as a result of a default in defendant making payments the total sum of $12,812.63 would 
become due, and they agreed that the court would retain jurisdiction to enforce its terms. 
(Aria Decl., Exh. A, passim).  
 
While defendant eventually made payment in the amount of $6,250 no further payments were 
made as required by the terms of the settlement agreement. (Aria Decl. p. 2, lines 17-22). 
According to its terms, upon default the defendant would be responsible for the entire balance 
owed, less any payments made to date, along with costs. (Aria Decl., Exh. A). No evidence is 
provided, however, to support the awarding of costs.  
 
The balance now due is the principal sum of $6,562.63 (i.e., the settlement amount minus the 
prior payment). 
  
All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 have 
been met.   
 
Consequently, the court vacates the dismissal and the court will execute and enter judgment 
for $6,562.63 for plaintiff. 

 
 

  

 
    

7. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL20-03046 
CASE NAME:  DEPARTMENT STORES  VS.  WATTS 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR  ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER TERMS OF STIPULATION 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff seeks to enforce a stipulated settlement.  The parties previously stipulated to a 
settlement of this case in the total sum of $5,082.92, and they agreed that the court would 
retain jurisdiction to enforce its terms. (Dipiero Decl. Exh. A, passim).  A notice of the 
conditional dismissal of the entire case was filed on April 6, 2021. The court retained 
jurisdiction to enforce the settlement pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6.  
 
While defendant eventually made payment in the amount of $1,740, she then failed to make 
further monthly payments as required by the terms of the settlement agreement. (Dipiero 
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Decl. p. 4, lines 7-12). Also according to its terms, upon default the defendant would be 
responsible for the entire balance owed, less any payments made to date.   
 
The balance now due is the principal sum of $3,342.92 (i.e., the settlement amount minus 
prior payments), and costs in the amount of $370.   
 
All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 have been 
met.   
 
Accordingly, the court will execute and enter judgment for $3,712.92. 

 
 

  

 
    

8. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-02614 
CASE NAME:  AMERICAN EXPRESS  VS.  ARMOUR 
HEARING ON SUMMARY JUDGMENT MOTION   
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The hearing on the motion for summary judgment is vacated due to June 13, 2022 order 
requiring the arbitration of this matter.   A status conference will take place on December 15, 
2022, at 8:30 a.m. in Department 9 as previously ordered. 

 
 

  

 
    

9. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-02833 
CASE NAME:  FARMERS INSURANCE EXCHANGE  VS.  RAMIRO AGUAYO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO SET ASIDE ENTRY OF DEFAULT & DEFAULT JUDGMENT 
FILED BY DEFENDANT RAMIRO L. AGUAYO 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Code of Civil Procedure section 473 is a remedial statute intended to be liberally applied to 
achieve the objective of determining actions on their merits.  (Zamora v. Clayborn Contracting 
Group, Inc. (2002) 28 Cal.4th 249, 256).  A motion to set aside a dismissal under section 
473(b) is committed to the sound discretion of the Court, and any doubts in applying the 
statute are to be resolved in favor of the party seeking relief.  (See Austin v. Los Angeles 
Unified School District (2016) 244 Cal.App.4th 918, 929).   
 
Section 473(b) includes both a mandatory and a discretionary provision.  The discretionary  
provision states in pertinent part that “The court may, upon any terms as may be just, relieve 
a party or his or her legal representative from a judgment, dismissal, order, or other 
proceeding taken against him or her through his or her mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or 
excusable neglect.” The California courts have consistently applied the discretionary relief 
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provision of section 473 to voluntary judgments or dismissals.  (Zamora v. Clayborn 
Contracting Group, Inc., 28 Cal.4th at 254).   
 
A party seeking relief under the discretionary provision must show it acted diligently in 
seeking relief from the dismissal and that the mistake or neglect was excusable, a phrase that 
the courts have interpreted to mean one that any reasonably prudent person might have 
made under the same or similar circumstances. (Id., at p. 258).  
 
Plaintiff opposes the motion. It argues that Plaintiff s error was not excusable neglect or 
inadvertence. The court views these facts differently, however, as reflected by events that 
occurred between November 2, 2021 and March 9, 2022. (Beck Decl. p. 13, lines 10-25). 
The Court also finds Defendant s counsel acted diligently to try to correct the error and set 
aside the default, and Defendant is also entitled to have the default set aside under the 
discretionary provision of 473(b). 
 
The motion to set aside is granted.  Defendant shall file its Answer immediately.  A case  
management conference is scheduled for September 30, 2022. 

 
 

  

 
    

10. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSN21-1276 
CASE NAME:  HERMANSON  VS.  AGPAWA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE PETITION FOR APPOINTMENT OF ARBITRATOR 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The motion is denied. The request for attorney fees is denied.  
 
Respondents seek to strike this petition because it was filed before Respondents had been 
properly served in this case and before Respondents appeared. Respondents have since 
filed two motions and an opposition to the petition for appointment of an arbitrator and thus 
have appeared in this matter. Respondents have not convinced the Court that the petition for 
appointment of an arbitrator should be stricken.  
 
Respondents’ request for judicial notice are granted. 
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11. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSN21-1276 
CASE NAME:  HERMANSON  VS.  AGPAWA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE PETITION FOR ASSIGNMENT OF A SUPERIOR COURT FILE NUMBER 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The motion is denied. The request for attorney fees is denied.  
 
The “petition for assignment of a superior court file number in a contractual arbitration matter” 
was filed on August 12, 2021. The Court is not aware of a statute authorizing such a petition. 
However, that petition is no longer operative. On February 3, 2022, Petitioners filed a “petition 
for appointment of arbitrator”, which is a petition authorized by Code of Civil Procedure 
section 1281.6. Petitioners filed a second “petition for appointment of arbitrator” on April 1, 
2022. Although the August 12 petition was improper it was replaced by the February 3 
petition and then the April 1 petition. As the “petition for assignment of a superior court file 
number in a contractual arbitration matter” is no longer the operative pleading, there is no 
need to strike it.  
 
The Court notes that Petitioners should not have been permitted to file two amended petitions 
without leave of court, but the main differences between the petitions is that April petition 
attaches a declaration from Petitioner Kevin Hermanson. There does not appear to be a 
motion to strike the April petition and the Court declines to do so on its own motion.  
 
Respondents’ request for judicial notice are granted. The Court notes, however, that the 
tentative ruling (RJN 1) was not adopted as to the discussion on this petition (MSN21-1276). 

 
 

  

 
    

12. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSN21-1276 
CASE NAME:  HERMANSON  VS.  AGPAWA 
 HEARING IN RE:  PETITION FOR APPOINTMENT OF ARBITRATOR 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Hearing required.  
 
Petitioners request that the Court appoint an arbitrator pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 
section 1281.6. Petitioners suggested five arbitrators: Hon. Ellen S. James (Ret.); Hon. 
Bonnie Sabraw (Ret.); Hon. James L. Stoelker (Ret.); Sarah F. Burke; and Joel P. Franciosa.  
 
In opposing this petition, Respondents did not propose any arbitrators and instead directed 
the Court to the motions to strike. In the declaration of Brand (supporting the motions to 
strike), Brand notes that Respondents were agreeable to the arbitrators suggested by Loftin 
in case MSC21-01551, but does not provide that list here. Brand also notes that Respondents 
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were agreeable to Malcolm Sher and also to whoever is appointed arbitrator in 
MSC21-01551.  
 
The Court has reviewed the July 1, 2022 minute order in case MSC21-01551 and notes that 
Judge Fannin appointed Hon. Ellen S. James (Ret.) as arbitrator in that matter. It appears 
then that both parties in this case are agreeable to arbitrate before Hon. Ellen S. James. 
Therefore, at the hearing on this matter the parties should discuss whether or not they can 
now agree to arbitrate before Hon. Ellen S. James or if they still need to follow the procedures 
in section 1218.6. Whether or not Respondents need to file a response to the petition can be 
discussed at the hearing.  

 
 

  
    

13. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-01568 
CASE NAME:  BANK OF AMERICA  VS.  RUSSO 
COURT TRIAL – SHORT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  A failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 
 

 

  
    

14. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-01859 
CASE NAME:  BANK OF AMERICA  VS.  DOZIER 
COURT TRIAL – SHORT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Off Calendar per counsel for Plaintiff.  Dismissal submitted to the court for filing. 
 

 

  

 

15. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-00435 
CASE NAME:  AMERICAN EXPRESS  VS.  LARSON 
 COURT TRIAL – SHORT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  A failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 

 
 

   

  

 

 


