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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 specification to be argued. 

Zoom hearing information 

https://contracosta-courts-

ca.zoomgov.com/j/1602392251?pwd=WmE4bG5iK0J3WWtTOHpteVBjRlBMQT09 

 

 

    

1. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL22-01121 

CASE NAME:  GOLDMAN SACHS BANK USA  VS.  ROBYN EVANS 
HEARING ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION  
FILED BY:  GOLDMAN SACHS BANK USA 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Vacated.  Stipulation for Entry of Judgment filed 10/14/22. 

 
 

  

 

 
    

2. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL22-01110 
CASE NAME:  DISCOVER BANK  VS.  URDAY 
HEARING ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
FILED BY:  DISCOVER BANK 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Granted.  The moving papers state adequate grounds, and there is no opposition. 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

mailto:Dept9@contracosta.courts.ca.gov
https://contracosta-courts-ca.zoomgov.com/j/1602392251?pwd=WmE4bG5iK0J3WWtTOHpteVBjRlBMQT09
https://contracosta-courts-ca.zoomgov.com/j/1602392251?pwd=WmE4bG5iK0J3WWtTOHpteVBjRlBMQT09
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3. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-00534 
CASE NAME:  ALLEVITY, INC.  VS.  BRICKYARD LANDING OWNER'S ASSOCIATION 
HEARING ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT  
FILED BY:  ALLEVITY, INC. 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
 The Court rules as follows on the motion for summary judgment brought by plaintiff Allevity, 

Inc.  The motion is opposed by defendant Brickyard Landing Owner’s Association. 

 Plaintiff’s motion is granted.  Plaintiff shall prepare a proposed money judgment in its favor, 

separate from any formal order on the motion, and shall submit that proposed judgment to 

defendant’s counsel for approval as to form.  Plaintiff’s request for judicial notice is granted. 

 The trial and issue conference dates are vacated. 

 The basis for this ruling is as follows. 

A. Background. 

 Plaintiff Allevity, Inc. seeks summary judgment on its claim that defendant Brickyard Landing 

Owner’s Association, Inc. breached its contract by failing to indemnify Allevity for the costs of 

defending an employment-related lawsuit.  Allevity provides human resources services to various 

businesses, and entered into a contract with Brickyard that provides that Allevity will provide 

employee benefits, compensation and payroll administration, workers’ compensation, and 

employment taxes. 

In 2018, Brickyard found itself in immediate need of an on-site facilities manager to replace 

one who left on short notice.  They hired Ken Madfes, a former employee who had retired (according 

to Brickyard).  Brickyard and Madfes agreed that he would return part-time, as an independent 

contractor.  After Brickyard terminated the relationship with Madfes, Madfes sued both Brickyard and 

Allevity.  The matter was dismissed, but not before Allevity expended $14,847.98 defending the 

matter.  Allevity sought indemnification under the contract, which Brickyard declined to provide, on 

the ground that the relationship between Brickyard and Allevity did not fall within the terms of the 

indemnity clause of the contract. 

As to the elements of a breach of contract action, there is no dispute that there was a 

contract, or that Allevity complied with the contract.  There does not appear to be a dispute as to the 

damages incurred by Allevity.  The issue in dispute is whether the indemnity clause applied here. 

Allevity, throughout the time in question, contended that Brickyard was required to hire 

Madfes in accordance with the provisions of the Subscription Agreement.  Allevity asserts that 

Madfes was not retired, but took a leave of absence due to an injury, and returned to work in 2017.  

Thus, when he returned to work, he needed to be reinstated as an employee.  Brickyard disagreed 
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but relented; Allevity was allowed to administer Madfes’s employment with Brickyard as Allevity 

would with any other Brickyard employee. 

B. The Contractual Language. 

The contract’s indemnity clause is found in section 7(h), which provides as follows: 

Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold SRI harmless from and against any 

claims, liability, suits, damages, and actions brought against SRI arising from or 

relating to: 

• Client’s acts or omissions or violations or noncompliance with the law, 
regulation or judicial or administrative interpretation. 
 

• Client’s past, present, or future employees and agents. 
 

• Any and all warranties and representations of Client made in this agreement. 
 

• Any and all claims by Employees resulting from any actions or conduct of 
Client acting without the written authorization of SRI. 

 

As used in this subsection, the term employees, include the Personnel.  Damages 

include attorney’s fees incurred by SRI and the obligation to indemnify for those 

fees shall in no way be read to impinge on SRI’s right to select counsel. 

The Court’s reading of the contract is that the terms “Employees” and “Personnel” are synonymous: 

i.e., they refer to an identical set of persons.  Thus, paragraph 2 of the agreement provides in 

pertinent part as follows: 

SRI and Client shall be co-employers of the personnel, (“Personnel” or “Employees”) 

provided by SRI to Client. 

Neither party has suggested a distinction between the two terms. 

 Defendant argues that there is a triable issue of fact simply because the parties disagree as to 

whether the contract’s indemnity agreement applies to Mr. Madfes’s employment, and therefore 

that defendant should be allowed to present extrinsic evidence at trial as an aid in interpreting the 

contract.  (Opposition Memorandum, p. 10.)  This argument lacks merit. 

 For defendant to rely on extrinsic evidence, defendant would have to do three things: (1) 

demonstrate that the indemnity provision is ambiguous in a material respect; (2) offer an 

interpretation of the ambiguous provision that the contract is reasonably susceptible to, and; (3) offer 

evidence showing that the parties’ intent was in accord with defendant’s interpretation at the time 

the contract was formed.  (See generally, Consolidated World Investments, Inc. v. Lido Preferred Ltd. 
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(1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 373, 379 [parol evidence inadmissible].)  Defendant has not done any of these 

three things, and the Court sees no need to resort to extrinsic evidence.  (See City of Chino v. Jackson 

(2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 377, 385 [“[w]e find no ambiguity in the indemnity agreement and we 

therefore conclude that extrinsic evidence is not and was not necessary to interpret it”].) 

 C. Analysis. 

  C-1. Violations of Law. 

 The first circumstance triggering a duty to defend and indemnify is as follows: 

Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold SRI harmless from and against any 

claims, liability, suits, damages, and actions brought against SRI arising from or 

relating to: 

• Client’s acts or omissions or violations or noncompliance with the law, 
regulation or judicial or administrative interpretation 

 

Defendant argues that it is not obligated to pay plaintiff’s attorney fees under this provision because 

it did not commit any violation of law.  (Opposition, pp. 6-7.) 

 The Court finds that this argument lacks merit, because it fails to recognize the distinction 

between the duty to defend and the duty to indemnify.  This distinction has been summarized as 

follows, in the analogous insurance context: 

It is by now a familiar principle that a liability insurer owes a broad duty to defend its 

insured against claims that create a potential for indemnity.  (Gray v. Zurich Insurance 

Co. (1966) 65 Cal.2d 263 [54 Cal.Rptr. 104, 419 P.2d 168] (Gray).)  As we said in Gray, 

"the carrier must defend a suit which potentially seeks damages within the coverage 

of the policy."  (Id. at p. 275, italics in original.)  Implicit in this rule is the principle that 

the duty to defend is broader than the duty to indemnify; an insurer may owe a duty 

to defend its insured in an action in which no damages ultimately are awarded.  (Id. at 

p. 278; Signal Cos. v. Harbor Ins. Co. (1980) 27 Cal.3d 359, 367 [165 Cal.Rptr. 799, 612 

P.2d 889, 19 A.L.R.4th 75]; Saylin v. California Ins. Guarantee Assn. (1986) 179 

Cal.App.3d 256, 263 [224 Cal.Rptr. 493].)  [Emphasis added.] 

The determination whether the insurer owes a duty to defend usually is made in the 

first instance by comparing the allegations of the complaint with the terms of the 

policy.  Facts extrinsic to the complaint also give rise to a duty to defend when they 

reveal a possibility that the claim may be covered by the policy.  (Gray, supra, 65 

Cal.2d at p. 276.) 

[Emphasis added.] 
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Once the defense duty attaches, the insurer is obligated to defend against all of the 

claims involved in the action, both covered and noncovered, until the insurer 

produces undeniable evidence supporting an allocation of a specific portion of the 

defense costs to a noncovered claim.  (Hogan v. Midland National Ins. Co. (1970) 3 

Cal.3d 553, 564 [91 Cal.Rptr. 153, 476 P.2d 825]; Republic Indemnity Co. v. Superior 

Court (1990) 224 Cal.App.3d 492, 498 [273 Cal.Rptr. 331]; California Union Ins. Co. v. 

Club Aquarius (1980) 113 Cal.App.3d 243, 248 [169 Cal.Rptr. 685].)  Horace Mann has 

not attempted to establish such an allocation.  Any doubt as to whether the facts give 

rise to a duty to defend is resolved in the insured's favor.  (CNA Casualty of California 

v. Seaboard Surety Co. (1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 598, 607 [222 Cal.Rptr. 276].)  

[Emphasis added.] 

(Horace Mann Ins. Co. v. Barbara B. (1993) 4 Cal.4th 1076, 1081.) 

 The Court has taken judicial notice of the pleadings in the underlying action, Contra Costa 

Superior Court No. C19-00292, Madfes v. Brickyard.  In that action, Mr. Madfes brought claims for 

violation of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (“FEHA”) against both plaintiff Allevity and 

defendant Brickyard.  (See Complaint filed on 2-13-19.)  Allevity and Brickyard both filed answers 

without demurring or moving to strike any of the complaint’s allegations, tacitly conceding that 

Mr. Madfes had brought facially valid claims.  (See Answer filed on 3-28-19 [Allevity], and Answer 

filed on 5-3-19 [Brickyard].) 

 Defendant’s argument is that Mr. Madfes’s complaint was meritless because Mr. Madfes was 

not an employee at the time of the alleged misconduct – the hiring of a younger job applicant in April 

2018.  This argument fails to acknowledge the nature of the statute that Mr. Madfes was suing under: 

It is an unlawful employment practice, unless based upon a bona fide occupational 

qualification, or, except where based upon applicable security regulations established 

by the United States or the State of California: 

(a) For an employer, because of the … age … of any person, to refuse to hire or 

employ the person … [Emphasis added.] 

(Gov. Code, § 12940, subd. (a).)  Mr. Madfes’s standing to sue for being discriminated against in hiring 

obviously did not depend on whether, at the time he was denied the subject job in favor of a younger 

applicant, he was an employee, an independent contractor, or otherwise affiliated with defendant in 

any way: FEHA protects job applicants (not existing employees) from discrimination in hiring. 

 Defendant has not raised a triable issue of fact as to any issue concerning whether 

(1) Mr. Madfes’s allegations fell within the indemnity agreement’s violation of law provision (they do), 

or (2) Mr. Madfes’s allegations were so patently meritless that no duty to defend arose.  The fact that 

the underlying case ultimately settled, instead of being tried to a judgment, is not relevant to the duty 
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to defend. 

 The Court finds that plaintiff is entitled to indemnity, as a matter of law, under this ‘violation 

of law’ indemnity provision. 

  C-2. Present or Past Employee. 

 The second circumstance triggering a duty to defend and indemnify is as follows: 

Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold SRI harmless from and against any 

claims, liability, suits, damages, and actions brought against SRI arising from or 

relating to: 

• Client’s past, present, or future employees and agents. 
 

Defendant argues that it is not obligated to pay plaintiff’s attorney fees under this provision for two 

reasons: (1) Mr. Madfes was not a “present” employee because he was an independent contractor; 

(2) the “past” employee provision does not apply because the claims by Mr. Madfes did not arise 

from his past employment.  (Opposition, pp. 7-8.) 

Present Employee 

 The Court does not find defendant’s first argument persuasive, because the only evidence 

that Mr. Madfes was an independent contractor is an email saying that he was willing to work as an 

independent contractor.  Defendant has not offered evidence that the job duties Mr. Madfes in fact 

performed were consistent with being an independent contractor under the California Supreme 

Court’s Dynamex test: 

In sum, we conclude that unless the hiring entity establishes (A) that the worker is 

free from the control and direction of the hiring entity in connection with the 

performance of the work, both under the contract for the performance of the work 

and in fact, (B) that the worker performs work that is outside the usual course of the 

hiring entity's business, and (C) that the worker is customarily engaged in an 

independently established trade, occupation, or business, the worker should be 

considered an employee and the hiring business an employer under the suffer or 

permit to work standard in wage orders. The hiring entity's failure to prove any one of 

these three prerequisites will be sufficient in itself to establish that the worker is an 

included employee, rather than an excluded independent contractor, for purposes of 

the wage order. 

(Dynamex Operations W. v. Superior Court (2018) 4 Cal.5th 903, 964.)  Indeed, it appears to be 

undisputed that Mr. Madfes simply resumed the same employment duties he had performed before 

as a full-time employee, but on a part-time basis. 
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Past Employee 

 Defendant expressly acknowledges that plaintiff and defendant were the co-employers of 

Mr. Madfes through January 2015: 

15. Mr. Madfes was a co-employee with Allevity through January 2015 … 

(Defendant’s Additional Material Fact No. 15.)  Nevertheless, defendant argues that the “past” 

employee exception does not apply because the underlying litigation did not arise from Mr. Madfes’s 

past employment; rather, it arose from his new employment with defendant as an independent 

contractor. 

 The Court finds this second argument unpersuasive, because it reads the indemnity provision 

too narrowly.  The prefatory “arising from or relating to” language  indicates an intent that the 

indemnity provisions are to be broadly interpreted.  (Cf. Smith Kandal Real Estate v. Continental 

Casualty Co. (1998) 67 Cal.App.4th 406, 419 [broad interpretation of “arising out of” language in 

insurance policy].)  In the case at bar, defendant only hired Mr. Madfes on a temporary basis because 

of his past employment, and so it would be a strain to say that the underlying litigation did not “have 

its origin in” or “flow from” Mr. Madfes’s past employment.  (Ibid. [internal punctuation omitted].) 

 The Court finds that plaintiff is entitled to indemnity, as a matter of law, under this “past” or 

“present” employee indemnity provision. 

  C-3. Warranties. 

 The third circumstance triggering a duty to defend and indemnify is as follows: 

Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold SRI harmless from and against any 

claims, liability, suits, damages, and actions brought against SRI arising from or 

relating to: 

• Any and all warranties and representations of Client made in this agreement. 
 

Plaintiff does not seek indemnification under this provision. 

  C-4. Lack of Written Authorization. 

 The fourth and final circumstance triggering a duty to defend and indemnify is as follows: 

Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold SRI harmless from and against any 

claims, liability, suits, damages, and actions brought against SRI arising from or 

relating to: 

• Any and all claims by Employees resulting from any actions or conduct of 
Client acting without the written authorization of SRI. 
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Defendant argues that it is not obligated to pay plaintiff’s attorney fees under this provision because 

plaintiff ended its contract with defendant before defendant terminated Mr. Madfes’s employment, 

and therefore defendant was not required to seek plaintiff’s approval.  (Opposition, p. 8.) 

 The Court finds this argument unpersuasive, because the indemnity language does not 

contain the limitation that defendant seek to read into it: there is no requirement that defendant 

have been obligated to seek written authorization as a condition of indemnity.  And as was noted 

above, indemnity clauses are interpreted broadly in favor of the indemnified party. 

 Here, there is no dispute that defendant’s decision to hire another candidate and then 

terminate Mr. Madfes’s temporary employment was a decision made without plaintiff’s written 

approval.  There is a nexus with plaintiff, because Mr. Madfes is a former co-employee, and was 

placed back on plaintiff’s payroll system in March 2018.  The timing of Mr. Madfes’s termination is 

simply not relevant to the question of whether this indemnity provision applies. 

 The Court finds that plaintiff is entitled to indemnity, as a matter of law, under this “written 

authorization” indemnity provision. 

 D. Conclusion. 

 Three of the four indemnity provisions require defendant to reimburse plaintiff’s defense 

costs, as a matter of law.  Accordingly, the Court grants summary judgment in plaintiff’s favor. 

 While Brickyard’s Response to Allevity’s Statement of Undisputed Material Facts did not 

admit the truth of the specific amount of Allevity’s damages, Allevity met its burden of showing the 

accuracy of the amount requested, and Brickyard did not actually dispute the amount.  Accordingly, 

judgment in the amount requested is appropriate. 

 
 

 
    

4. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  C22-01779 
CASE NAME:  FLAGSHIP CREDIT ACCEPTANCE LLC  VS.  EDDIE SIMLIN 
HEARING ON APPLICATION FOR WRIT OF POSSESSION AFTER HEARING  
FILED BY:  FLAGSHIP CREDIT ACCEPTANCE LLC 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Granted, as to the writ of possession.  The moving papers state adequate grounds, and there is no 
opposition.  If defendant contests the tentative ruling and appears at the hearing, the Court will 
consider whether to allow plaintiff to examine defendant. 
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5. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-00424 
CASE NAME:  JUSTIN LAUGHLIN  VS.  TREVOR TAPSCOTT 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION PURSUANT  (CCP 1008) 
FILED BY:  PLAINTIFFS  
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Granted, without opposition.  The moving papers state adequate grounds to set aside the previous 
dismissal under Code of Civil Procedure section 473(b) (although not under Code of Civil Procedure 
section 1008). 

 
 

  
    

6. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-01028 
CASE NAME:  DISCOVER BANK  VS.  ASHRAYA KHANAL 
HEARING ON MOTION TO SET ASIDE DEFAULT AND DEFAULT JUDGMENT  
FILED BY:  DISCOVER BANK 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Granted.  Plaintiff states adequate grounds.  Defendant is to file a responsive pleading by January 13, 
2022. 

 
 

 
    

7. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-00857 
CASE NAME:  SUKUMAR KATURI  VS.  PAOLO ABELLERA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE CROSS-COMPLAINT  
FILED BY:  SUKUMAR KATURI 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 

Motion granted. 

Plaintiff filed an action for breach of contract against defendants, arising from defendant’s 

residential tenancy. Defendants filed their answer to the complaint On October 22, 3021, which was 

within thirty days after they were served with the complaint.  On March 9, 2022, their answer was 

stricken, and a default entered, for failure to appear at a Case Management Conference. The default 

was set aside on August 29, 2022.  Defendants filed a First Amended Answer and a cross-complaint on 

August 31, 2022. 

Under Code of Civil Procedure section 428.50(a), a “party shall file a cross-complaint against 

any of the parties who filed the complaint … against him or her before or at the same time as the 
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answer to the complaint[.]”  Otherwise, the party must obtain leave of court to do so, which “may be 

granted in the interest of justice at any time during the course of the action.”  (C.C.P. § 428.50(c).)  

Plaintiff asserts that a noticed motion for leave to amend is required, relying on section 

426.50.  That section applies to compulsory cross-complaints only, but it appears from the face of the 

cross-complaint that at least some of the ten causes of action are compulsory under section 426.30. 

Defendants do not deny that the cross-complaint was not timely, but instead assert that 

plaintiff had only ten days to serve and file a motion to strike the cross-complaint.  (The motion to 

strike was filed 13 days after service of the amended answer and cross-complaint.)  Section 435(b)(1) 

provides that “[a]ny party, within the time allowed to respond to a pleading may serve and file a 

notice of motion to strike the whole or any part thereof.” Plaintiff argues that a demurrer to the 

answer needed to be served within ten days under section 430.40(b), and that since a motion to 

strike is to be filed at the same time as a demurrer, it also had to be filed within ten days.  This 

misreads the statute, because the answer and the cross-complaint are two different pleadings, with 

two different response times.  A different code section expressly gives Plaintiff thirty days to respond 

to a cross-complaint.  (C.C.P. § 432.10.)   

The motion was timely filed.  The motion is granted, and the cross-complaint is stricken.  

If defendants wish to file a cross-complaint, they can file a noticed motion, in which the various 

circumstances they discuss in their opposing papers may be relevant. 

 
 

 
    

8. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  L22-02282 
CASE NAME:  JORDAN JOHN  VS.  LING SANG 
HEARING ON MOTION TO AMEND PROOFS OF SERVICE  
FILED BY:  JORDAN JOHN 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Denied.  The motion is not necessary, because leave to amend is not required to file an amended 
proof of service.  Moreover, defendants answered the complaint through a General Denial filed 
September 7, 2022, which waives any argument that they were not personally served.  (Code of Civil 
Procedure 410.50(a).) 
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9. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  L22-02282 
CASE NAME:  JORDAN JOHN  VS.  LING SANG 
HEARING ON MOTION TO CORRECT NAMES OF DEFENDANTS  
FILED BY:  JORDAN JOHN 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Denied.  The motion is unnecessary.  Defendants have answered by what they state to be their true 
names.  All parties are advised, however, that they should use the same version of their names in all 
pleadings filed with the court. 

 
 

 
    

10. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC21-02276 
CASE NAME:  RAYMOND HILL  VS.  AIRBNB, INC. 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT  
FILED BY:  AIRBNB, INC. 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 

Per stipulation of the parties submitted by e-filing on December 7, 2022,  Defendant Airbnb, Inc.’s 

demurrer to the complaint is continued to January 23, 2023, 9:00 a.m., Department 9. 

 
 

  
    

11. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL22-01041 
CASE NAME:  CITIBANK, N.A.  VS.  CESAR RODRIGUEZ 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ORDER THAT MATTERS BE DEEMED ADMITTED  
FILED BY:  CITIBANK, N.A. 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Vacated.  Judgment filed 11/29/22. 
 

 

  
    

12. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC17-00746 
CASE NAME:  SHAHAN  VS.  SAFEWAY 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO BRING CASE TO TRIAL WITHIN FIVE YEARS 
FILED BY:  SAFEWAY INC 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Off calendar.  Settled at Settlement Conference on 11/30/22 per Department 57. 
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13. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  N22-2180 
CASE NAME:  TROY KING  VS.  CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
HEARING ON PETITION FOR ORDER RELIEVING PETITIONER FROM GOV. CODE 945.4  
FILED BY:  PETITIONER  
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
No proof of service provided.  The matter is continued to January 30, 2023 at 9:00 a.m., in order to 
provide petitioner the opportunity to serve Respondent with the petition and notice of the hearing 
within the time provided by Code of Civil Procedure section 1005. 

 
 

  
    

14. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  L21-05730 
CASE NAME:  CAPITAL ONE BANK  VS.  DIANA LEE 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ORDER DEEMING MATTERS ADMITTED 
FILED BY:  CAPITAL ONE BANK (USA), N.A. 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Granted.  The moving papers state adequate grounds and there is no opposition. 

 
 

  
    

15. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  L22-01860 
CASE NAME:  CAPITAL ONE BANK  VS.  ALEXIS TAFAGHODI 
COURT TRIAL HEARING 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Parties to appear. 
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16. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL22-00857 
CASE NAME:  CITIBANK  VS.  LAM-KO 
COURT TRIAL HEARING 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Parties to appear. 

 
 

  

 
    

17. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-02030 
CASE NAME:  MIDLAND VS. CHEN 
COURT TRIAL HEARING  1-2 HOURS 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Parties to appear. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



 
 

 

 

 

   

 


