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The tentative ruling will become the Court’s ruling unless by 4:00 p.m. of the court day preceding 

the hearing, counsel or self-represented parties call the department rendering the decision to 

request argument and to specify the issues to be argued.  Calling counsel or self-represented 

parties requesting argument must advise all other affected counsel and self-represented parties by 

no later than 4:00 p.m. of his or her decision to appear and of the issues to be argued.  Failure to 

timely advise the Court and counsel or self-represented parties will preclude any party from 

arguing the matter.  (Local Rule 3.43(2).)  CourtCall will NOT be used by D-36.  Zoom is approved 

for all hearings except Issue Conferences and Trial.  Department 36’s telephone number is: 

(925) 608-1136. 

NOTE: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, Dept. 36 prefers and encourages fax or 

email notification to the department of the request to argue and specification of issues to be 

argued – with a STRONG PREFERENCE FOR EMAIL NOTIFICATION.  Dept. 36’s Fax Number 

is: (925) 608-2693.  Dept. 36’s email address is: dept36@contracosta.courts.ca.gov.  

Warning: this email address is not be used for any communication with the department except as 

expressly and specifically authorized by the Court.  Any emails received in contravention of this 

order will be disregarded by the Court and may subject the offending party to sanctions. 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 36 Cases 

The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with CRC 3.1312. 
The order must include appearances.  If the tentative ruling becomes the Court’s ruling, a copy of 
the Court’s tentative ruling must be attached to the proposed order when submitted to the Court 
for issuance of the order. 
 

 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00286 
CASE NAME: AFFINITO VS. AFFINITO 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF SUMMARY JUDGMENT MOTION 
SET BY JUDGE BURCH 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Reconsideration is denied.  The parties shall be prepared to set trial and issue 

conference dates at the case management conference on July 1, 2021.  The Court intends to 

set this case for the earliest mutually feasible trial date. 

As plaintiffs accurately point out in their latest brief, “[t]he precise procedural status 

of this case is very unclear.”  (Further Opposition, filed on 5-28-21, p. 3, Part II-B.)  The matter 

now before the Court is titled as follows on the computer docket: “SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: 

RECONSIDERATION OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT SET BY JUDGE BURCH.”  

It would appear that no party has a pending motion before the Court, either a motion for 

reconsideration or a motion for summary judgment.  Rather, the parties have filed papers 

in response to Judge Burch’s indication that he wished to reconsider, sua sponte, 

Judge Fenstermacher’s November 2018 order denying defendant’s 2018 motion for 

summary judgment. 

Assuming for purposes of argument that Judge Burch would have had inherent judicial 

authority to conduct such a reconsideration, the Court finds that he could not bind another judge 
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to doing so.  And indeed, Judge Burch expressly disavowed any such intention.  (See Minute 

Order dated 12-7-20 [“the Court will not presume to bind the new judge who ultimately hears 

defendant’s pending motion in 2021”].) 

The Court has exercised its discretion not to reconsider.  The Court finds that the 

present hybrid procedure, which seems to combine elements of a motion for reconsideration of 

defendant’s original motion with a renewed or supplemental motion, is not an appropriate 

vehicle for issuing a ruling that could deprive plaintiffs of their right to a jury trial.  (Cf. Torres v. 

Design Group Facility Solutions, Inc. (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 239, 243 [“[o]ur concern, however, 

is that if we affirm the trial court's ruling, we would endorse a procedural bypass to the due 

process protections afforded a party opposing summary judgment under section 437c”].) 

The Court understands the concerns that prompted Judge Burch to initiate a 

reconsideration process.  Judge Burch cogently cited his own and previous judges’ concerns 

about plaintiffs’ case, as follows: 

[P]laintiffs should bear in mind that the current trial court’s attempt to 

assess the viability of plaintiffs’ case through some kind of appropriate pre-trial 

proceeding has not been made in a vacuum.  Every previous judge who has 

been assigned to this action has expressed serious reservations about plaintiffs’ 

ability to present a case that would survive a motion for nonsuit, or a motion for 

directed verdict, at trial. 

Thus, the first assigned judge denied plaintiffs’ application for a writ of 

attachment, finding that plaintiffs had failed to show a likelihood of prevailing on 

the merits.  (See, Minute Order dated 4-30-18.)  The first judge’s concerns 

included, but were not limited to, the statute of limitations.  (Ibid.) 

While the second assigned judge denied defendant’s original motion for 

summary judgment, that judge also admonished plaintiffs concerning the 

weakness of their legal theory.  (See, Minute Order, dated 11-5-18 “[w]hile 

plaintiffs have succeeded in opposing summary judgment, the lack of clarity on 

the issue of their standing does not bode well for trial”].)  The second judge also, 

in a companion ruling denying plaintiffs’ motion for summary adjudication, pointed 

out what that judge found to be multiple problems with the competence of 

plaintiffs’ supporting evidence.  Those problems included in particular the 

competence of the supporting declaration from plaintiffs’ principal witness, Holly 

Armstrong.  (See, Minute Order, dated 11-5-18 [Part A-1].)  The second judge’s 

frankness culminated in plaintiffs’ unsuccessful attempt to disqualify that judge at 

a later hearing.  (See, Minute Order, dated 1-28-19.) 

The third assigned judge issued a cogently reasoned 9-page analysis of 

what that judge found to be fundamental and potentially fatal problems with 

plaintiffs’ case.  (See, Unreported Order filed on 12-13-19.)  Unfortunately this 

action was reassigned before the third judge could complete his attempt to 
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explore a means of assessing the issues he had identified through an appropriate 

pre-trial procedure. 

(Minute Order dated 12-7-20.) 

 Despite these legitimate concerns, the Court believes that justice, judicial economy, and 
the interests of both sides will be served best not by reconsideration, but rather by setting a 
prompt trial date.  The Court will do so on July 1. 

 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC19-00036 
CASE NAME: CITY OF RICHMOND VS. WILLARD 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: MOTION FOR FINAL ACCOUNTING & JUDGMENT 
SET BY THE COURT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On March 12, 2021, this Court specially set a hearing for final accounting and judgment.  
The Court did not receive a final accounting nor a motion for discharge.  Therefore, the parties 
are ordered to appear. 

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC19-01396 
CASE NAME: FIDELITY & DEPOSIT VS. DIABLO 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION ON CROSS-COMPLAINT 
FILED BY FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the Court to June 21, 2021. 
 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC19-02066 
CASE NAME: QUINTANA VS. CRUZ 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended CROSS-COMPLAINT of CRUZ 
FILED BY MARIA VASQUEZ 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

 The demurrer of cross-defendant Vasquez to the First Amended Cross-Complaint 

(“FACC”) filed by Dimas Cruz is sustained.  (CCP § 430.10 (c).) The proceedings on the FACC 

are stayed, as detailed more fully below. 

Background 
 
The court grants cross-defendant’s Request for Judicial Notice filed 4/30/21. 
 
This is an action by tenants against their landlords for claimed habitability issues.  
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The landlords are a married couple, Dimas Cruz and Maria Vasquez.  Upon appearing in this 
action, Cruz filed a cross-complaint for indemnity and damages against his wife, Vasquez, on 
the theory that she was the one responsible for managing this rental property and she should 
have sole responsibility for any sums paid to plaintiffs. 

 
Vasquez demurred to the cross-complaint, arguing it should be stayed or continued 

because she filed an action for dissolution of marriage before plaintiffs filed their action (Contra 
Costa County Superior Court Action No. MSD19-01953), and the family law court has exclusive 
jurisdiction of over the issue of which spouse is responsible for the plaintiffs’ claims.  The court 
sustained the demurrer, with leave to amend.  

 
 Cruz then filed the FACC on March 2, 2021.  He added three new paragraphs: 6, 8, and 
9.  In them, he acknowledges the dissolution of marriage action, but alleges the family law court 
does not have exclusive jurisdiction over the issues raised by the FACC.  (¶ 8.) 
 
 Vasquez again demurs to the cross-complaint, raising the same arguments, and 
asking that this action  be abated or stayed until conclusion of the family law action.   
 
 On its own motion, the court takes judicial notice of the entry on Open Access that a trial 
date is scheduled in the family law action on September 14, 2021. 
 
 Discussion 
 
 A demurrer may be filed to an action on the ground that another action is pending on the 
same cause of action.   (CCP § 430.10 (c).)  “[W]hen a demurrer is properly sustained on the 
ground of another action pending, the proper order is one abating further proceedings pending 
termination of the prior action, not an order of dismissal.”  (Childs v. Eltinge (1973) 29 
Cal.App.3d 843, 848.) 
 
 The parties cite various cases concerning whether the family court does or does not 
have “exclusive jurisdiction” over the parties’ dispute concerning the issue of their relative 
responsibility for the claims of plaintiffs.  While a determination that the family court has 
exclusive jurisdiction would compel the requested abatement relief here, a contrary 
determination would not necessarily compel denial of that relief.  The defense that another 
action is pending does not rest on principles of exclusive jurisdiction.  Indeed, that is rarely the 
issue.  Rather, the purpose of the defense is “to protect defendants from the burden of 
defending against unnecessary and duplicative suits brought by the same plaintiff.”  
(Conservatorship of Pacheco (199) 224 Cal.App.3d 171, 175-176.)  The theory is that “because 
the first action will normally provide an adequate remedy the second action is unnecessary and 
vexatious.”  (Ibid.)  Those rationales for applying the defense apply whether the first court has 
exclusive jurisdiction or not. 
 
 Askew v. Askew (1994) 22 Cal.App.4th 942, 961-962 states: 
 

After a family law court acquires jurisdiction to divide community 
property in a dissolution action, no other department of a superior 
court may make an order adversely affecting that division. . . . 
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Obviously, the actual division of community property is affected by 
the characterization of specific assets, so the issue of 
characterization also reposes in the family law court. . . . 
(Emphasis added.) 
 

 Further, family law courts characterize liabilities as well as assets.  (See In re Marriage 
of Rossin (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 725, 732.) 
 
 Here, the family law court may decide, based on community property law, whether 
plaintiffs’ claims represent a community or a separate debt of Vasquez.  This court would not 
want to interfere with or undermine that determination by shifting liability from one spouse to the 
other based on tort law before knowing the proper characterization of the debt.  In addition, if the 
family law court determines this liability is a separate debt of Vasquez, Cruz’ cross-complaint will 
be largely or entirely moot, rendering any time this court devotes to it ill-spent.  Also, the parties 
may settle the family law dispute and agree on an allocation of this debt. 
 
 The cases that Cruz cites granting the civil court jurisdiction of tort claims of one spouse 
against another involve claims brought after the family law case was concluded.  (See Dale v. 
Dale (1998) 66 Cal.App.4th 1172, 1175 (“We hold that in the absence of a pending dissolution 
proceeding, a plaintiff who contends she suffered injury because her former spouse tortiously 
concealed community assets from her, thereby preventing her from fully presenting her case in 
the dissolution proceeding, is entitled to bring a subsequent tort action based on the alleged 
concealment” (emphasis added)); see also D'Elia v. D'Elia (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 415.)  Here, 
on the other hand, the family law case is open, and will go to trial before this case does.  
Further, those cases do not address the types of concerns present here of duplicative litigation 
and inconsistent rulings. 
 
 Also, Cruz directly invokes the Family Code here in his request for attorney’s fees.  
(See Prayer, ¶ 6.)  The family law court is best equipped to deal with that request, at least in the 
first instance. 
 
 For all these reasons, the court orders that the FACC be severed from the main action in 
this case and stayed until the family law court issues an order characterizing the nature of the 
obligation to plaintiffs here as community or separate, or issues a final ruling regarding the 
division of all assets and liabilities of the marital estate.  (See Beehler v. Beehler (1979) 100 
Cal.App.3d 376 [“the trial court could properly have entered an order abating or continuing the 
action until the dissolution action had been concluded or dismissed (emphasis added].) 
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 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC20-00156 
CASE NAME: ADELPHOS VS. BAY AREA ELEVATOR 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE 1st Amended COMPLAINT 
FILED BY ADELPHOS, LLC, 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Plaintiff’s unopposed motion to amend the complaint to add Michael Gomes as a 
defendant is granted. 
 
 Code of Civil Procedure § 473(a)(1) provides the Court discretion to permit a party to 
amend its pleadings.  The general rule is that the Court should exercise this discretion liberally 
in favor of amendments.  (See, e.g., Lincoln Prop. Co., N.C., Inc. v. Travelers Indem. Co. (2006) 
137 Cal.App.4th 905, 916; Sullivan v. City of Sacramento (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 1070, 1081 
[policy of “great liberality” in permitting amendments to pleadings at any stage of 
the proceedings].) 
 
 In fact, “it is an abuse of discretion to deny leave to amend where the opposing party 
was not misled or prejudiced by the amendment.”  (Kittredge Sports Co. v. Super. Ct. (1989) 
213 Cal.App.3d 1045, 1048.)  Trial courts are to liberally permit such amendments, provided 
there is no statute of limitations concern, nor any prejudice to the opposing party, such as delay 
in trial, loss of critical evidence, or added costs of preparation.  (Hirsa v. Superior Court (1981) 
118 Cal.App.3d 486, 489-490.) 
 
 The Court sees no prejudice or other concern in the case at bar. 

  

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC20-01946 
CASE NAME: AMEZCUA VS MERCEDES-BENZ 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR STRIKE PORTIONS OF PLAINTIFFS 1ST 
AMENDED COMPLAIN FILED BY MERCEDES-BENZ USA, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the Court to June 21, 2021. 
 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC20-01946 
CASE NAME: AMEZCUA VS MERCEDES-BENZ 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended COMPLAINT of AMEZCUA FILED BY 
MERCEDES-BENZ USA, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the Court to June 21, 2021. 
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 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC21-00286 
CASE NAME: AYALA VS.SHERLAND, INC. 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY SHERLAND, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

Before the Court is defendant Sherland, Inc.’s general demurrer to plaintiffs’ complaint. 
The hearing is continued to 9:00 a.m. on July 19, 2021 in Department 36 to allow time for 
further meet and confer efforts, and for supplemental briefing with the questions articulated 
below as a guide. 

Meet and Confer Requirements 

The Court expects counsel to make a meaningful effort to substantively meet and confer. 
Sherland’s counsel sent one letter, in which she invited no telephone call or in-person 
discussion, as required by Code of Civil Procedure, § 430.41(a). Counsel did not invite plaintiffs 
to state their position or any authority for it, but rather issued only a demand that the case be 
dismissed based on the “certainty” that the statute of limitations bars the action.  

These efforts to meet and confer were inadequate because they did not satisfy the letter 
or intention of the statute. There was no attempt to discuss the issues, and the one 
communication did not raise all bases argued in the demurrer. Counsel shall further meet and 
confer in compliance with the statutory requirements by June 28, 2021, and a declaration 
concerning these efforts shall be filed with Sherland’s supplemental brief.  

Request for Further Briefing 

The Court also requests additional briefing on several points. While Sherland’s demurrer 
alludes to a problem of a new action while one is already pending (5:18-5:7), parties provide 
little to no discussion of (1) whether declaratory relief is “necessary or proper” pursuant to Code 
Civ. Proc. § 1061; (2) why the fee issue cannot be determined in the pending action, (3) 
abatement under Code of Civil Procedure, § 430.10 (c); or (4) the rule of exclusive concurrent 
jurisdiction (see, e.g., Plant Insulation Co. v. Fibreboard Corp. (1990) 224 Cal.App.3d 781, 786).  

Parties shall further meet and confer by June 18, 2021. Sherland shall file and serve a 
supplemental declaration regarding its efforts, including any matters upon which parties have 
agreed, as well as its supplemental brief of not more than 7 pages by June 24, 2021. Plaintiffs 
shall file and serve their responsive supplemental brief, not to exceed 7 pages, by July 6, 2021. 
Sherland may, but is not required to, file a supplemental reply brief of not more than 4 pages by 
July 12, 2021. If a reply brief is filed, a courtesy copy is requested. 
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 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC21-00476 
CASE NAME: FLEXSQUARE LLC VS. EGHTESAD 
HEARING ON MOTION TO STRIKE CLAIMS 
FILED BY NADER EGHTESAD 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Pursuant to stipulation of the parties, continued until August 9 at 9:00 a.m. 
 

 

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC21-00476 
CASE NAME: FLEXSQUARE LLC VS EGHTESAD 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
FILED BY NADER EGHTESAD 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Pursuant to stipulation of the parties, continued until August 9 at 9:00 a.m. 
 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL15-03396 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV VS. RAMOS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO VACATE STAY AND ENTER JUDGMENT 
FILED BY CAVALRY SPV I, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
  Plaintiff seeks to enforce a stipulated settlement.  In 2017, the parties reached a 
settlement.  On March 8, 2021, a notice of settlement of the case was filed with the Court.  
On April 5,2021, the Plaintiff filed a motion to vacate the stay and enter judgment pursuant 
to stipulation. 
 
 Attached as an exhibit to Plaintiff’s Motion was a Stipulation for Settlement.  Pursuant to 
the settlement, Defendant agreed to pay Plaintiff the principal sum of $2,330.16.  Defendant has 
paid a total of $2,000.00.  The balance now due is the principal sum of $330.16 plus court costs 
of $340.00, for a total of $670.16. 
 
 All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 
have been met.  Accordingly, the motion is granted.  The Court will sign the entry of judgment 
for $670.16. 
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12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL18-00452 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY VS. DIAB 
HEARING ON MOTION TO VACATE THE STAY AND ENTER JUDGMENT 
FILED BY CAVALRY SPV I, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
  
  Plaintiff seeks to enforce a stipulated settlement.  In 2018, the parties reached a 
settlement.  On April 5, 2021, the Plaintiff filed a motion to vacate the stay and enter judgment 
pursuant to stipulation. 
 
 Attached as an exhibit to Plaintiff’s Motion was a Stipulation for Settlement.  Pursuant to 
the settlement, Defendant agreed to pay Plaintiff the principal sum of $4,480.00.  Defendant has 
paid a total of $1,150.00.  The balance now due is the principal sum of $3,330.00 plus court 
costs of $585.00, for a total of $3,915.00. 
 
 All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 
have been met.  Accordingly, the motion is granted.  The Court will sign the entry of judgment 
for $3,915.00. 

 

  

13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL18-02806 
CASE NAME: BANK OF AMERICA V CARRANZA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR SET ASIDE NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT AND 
ENTER JUDGMENT FILED BY BANK OF AMERICA, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Plaintiff seeks to enforce a stipulated settlement.  In June 2019, the parties reached a 
settlement. On March 19, 2021, the Plaintiff filed a motion to vacate the stay and enter judgment 
pursuant to stipulation. 
 
 Attached as an exhibit to Plaintiff’s Motion was a Stipulation for Settlement.  Pursuant to 
the settlement, Defendant agreed to pay Plaintiff the principal sum of $5,751.06.  Defendant has 
paid a total of $2,220.00.  The balance now due is the principal sum of $3531.06 plus court 
costs of $290.00, for a total of $3,915.00. 
 
 All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 
have been met.  Accordingly, the motion is granted.  The Court will sign the entry of judgment 
for $3,915.00. 
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14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL20-04526 
CASE NAME: PORTFOLIO RECOVERY VS HATAYE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ORDER THAT MATTERS IN REQ BE ADMITTED 
FILED BY PORTFOLIO RECOVERY ASSOCIATES, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Plaintiff Portfolio Recovery Associates has filed a Motion to Deem Facts as Admitted 
and for monetary sanctions regarding an apparent lack of response to some Requests for 
Admissions propounded by Plaintiff and served on the Defendant. On January 20, 2021 Plaintiff 
served by mail its first set of requests for admissions on Defendant.  No response was provided.  
On March 29, 2021 Plaintiff filed this Motion.  Failure to respond to request for admissions 
requires the Court to enter an order deeming the Requests Admitted.  Cal. Code Civ. Proc. 
2033.280(b). 
   
 No opposition was received.  The Motion is GRANTED IN FULL. 

 

  

15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN21-0327 
CASE NAME: GATEWAY ONE VS. DEGUZMAN 
HEARING ON PETITION TO COMFIRM CONTRACTUAL ARBITRATION AWARD 
FILED BY GATEWAY ONE LENDING & FINANCE LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Plaintiff has filed a petition to confirm the arbitration award entered in its favor on March 11, 
2020.  No opposition was received.  The petition to confirm the arbitration award included a 
copy of the agreement to arbitrate, the name of the arbitrator and the award granted including 
the written opinion of the arbitrator.  Code Civ. Proc.1285.4.  The Court hereby confirms the 
arbitration award of $10,292.50. 

 

  

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN21-0660 
CASE NAME: RE THE PETRITION OF PRECISION IT CONSULTING 
HEARING ON PETITION FOR ORDER REINSTATING PETITIONER TO ACTIVE STATUS 
FILED BY PETITIONER 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The unopposed motion to grant the petition of Precision IT Consulting to reinstate Petitioner to 
active status is hereby granted for the reasons cited in the moving papers. 
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17.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL16-04238 
CASE NAME: MIDLAND FUNDING VS. CASTANEDA 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  Failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 
 

  

18.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-03081 
CASE NAME: MIDLAND FUNDING VS. RAMIREZ 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  Failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 
 

  

19.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-07745 
CASE NAME: BANK OF AMERICA VS. FERSAOUI 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT (1 HOUR) CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  Failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 
 

  

20.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL20-01432 
CASE NAME: CITIBANK VS. PINEDA 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  Failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 
 

  

21.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL20-03230 
CASE NAME: JPMORGAN CHASE VS. CHRISTIANSEN 
COURT TRIAL - (2 HOURS) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  Failure to appear may result in the 
imposition of sanctions. 
 

 

 


