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1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC11-02000 
CASE NAME: BATROA VS R.E. LOANS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR VACATE DISMISSAL PURSUANT TO CCP 473 
FILED BY BATROA PROFIT SHARING PLAN (BATROA), MICHAEL L LEVINE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion is denied.  No good cause or valid legal reason has been demonstrated which would 
require this Court to grant the relief requested. 
 
This action was filed on 8/30/11 and dismissed on 2/8 /16 for Plaintiff’s failure to prosecute, 
starting with Plaintiff’s counsel’s failure to appear at a Case Management Conference on 
7/29/15, at which an Order to Show Cause was issued for failure to appear, and the Case 
management Conference and the Order to Show Cause were set for 8/28/15. Plaintiff’s counsel 
appeared, but had not served a response on Defendant’s counsel; nevertheless, the OSC was 
set aside, and the next case Management Conference was set for 12/3/15. Plaintiff’s counsel 
again failed to appear and another OSC was issued and the Case Management Conference 
was continued to 1/7/16, Plaintiff’s attorney again failed to appear and did not respond to the 
OSC.  At that time a further Order to Show Cause why the case should not be dismissed for 
failure to appear was issued and set for hearing on 2/8/16.  Again, Plaintiff’s attorney failed to 
appear or file any response to the Order to Show Cause.  At that time the case was dismissed 
with prejudice for lack of prosecution.  Plaintiff’s present motion was not filed until July 1, 2016, 
although the attorney’s declaration supporting the motion was executed on April 21, 2016, with 
no explanation for the delay.  This case represents an egregious disregard of the legal process. 

  

  
 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01512 
CASE NAME: HERNANDEZ VS. CITY OF PITTSBUR 
HEARING ON OSC RE: FAILURE TO FILE DISMISSAL ON CONDITIONAL 
SETTLEMENT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed – case dismissed without prejudice. 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01532 
CASE NAME: QUANZHOU BRIGHT SOLAR VS. BEAU 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR BE RELIEVED AS COUNSEL FILED BY 
QUANZHOU BRIGHT SOLAR ENERGY CO., LTD. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposd – granted. 

  



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   09 
HEARING DATE:   08/10/16 

 
 

- 2 - 

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00625 
CASE NAME: GREENWAY VS BONIS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ORDER COMPELLING ATTENDANCE AT MEDICAL 
EXAM FILED BY PETER BONIS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Moot in view of ruling Line 5. 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00625 
CASE NAME: GREENWAY VS BONIS 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE 
ADJUDICATION FILED BY PETER BONIS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Defendant Peter Bonis’s motion for summary judgment is granted.  
 

Statute of Limitations  

Defendant argues that the first and second causes of action for legal malpractice and 

breach of fiduciary duty are barred by the applicable statute of limitations. Both causes of action 

are subject to the one year statute of limitations in Code of Civil Procedure § 340.6. (See Code 

of Civil Procedure § 340.6; see also Stoll v. Superior Court (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1362, 1364 

(Code of Civil Procedure § 340.6 applies to both legal malpractice and breach of fiduciary duty 

claims by a client against his attorney).)  

The undisputed facts show that Plaintiff’s complaint was filed on August 28, 2014, 

however, the parties entered into two tolling agreements that altered the filing date for purposes 

of the statute of limitations analysis. (Devlin Decl. Exhibits. G and H.) The two tolling 

agreements taken together provide that the statute of limitations was tolled from April 7, 2014 to 

September 2, 2014. (See undisputed material facts 11-13 and 25-27.) Thus, if the statute of 

limitations expired on or after April 7, 2014 then Plaintiff’s complaint is timely. Conversely, if the 

statute expired before April 7, 2014 then Plaintiff’s complaint is untimely and causes of action 

one and two must be dismissed.  

Plaintiff argues that even if the statue of limitations expired on March 28, 2013 then the 

tolling agreement is still effective and that means Plaintiff’s complaint was timely filed. This 

argument fails. In El Escorial Owners' Assn. v. DLC Plastering, Inc. (2007) 154 Cal. App. 4th 

1337 the tolling agreement was signed in 1998 but it stated that tolling began in 1996. (Id. at p. 

1345.) Under those facts, the court found that the tolling agreement was valid. (Id. at p. 1354-

1355.) Here, however, the first tolling agreement clearly states that tolling started on April 7, 

2014. Plaintiff has provide no evidence to support a reading that the tolling agreement can be 
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applied retroactively to March 28, 2014. Thus, there are no triable issues regarding the terms of 

the stipulated tolling agreements. 

Defendant’s argument that the statute of limitations began to run in 2011 when Plaintiff 

learned of the dismissal fails. The statute of limitations for legal malpractice is tolled while an 

attorney continues to represent a client. (O’Neil v. Tichy (1993) 19 Cal.App.4th 114, 117.) Thus, 

while it is undisputed that Plaintiff was informed of the dismissal and his potential legal 

malpractice claim against the Defendant in 2011 (Devlin Decl. Exhibit C.), there is also evidence 

that Defendant continued to represent Plaintiff on the appeal. (Devlin Decl. Exhibit A at 104:9-13 

and Exhibit C; Boris Decl. ¶8; Ramirez Decl. Exhibit A at 37:22-25; Defendant’s RJN 6 (Exhibit 

F).) Therefore, Plaintiff’s knowledge of the potential malpractice was tolled as long as Defendant 

continued to represent Plaintiff.  

Defendant also argues that the statute of limitations runs from when Plaintiff suffered 

actual harm. “Actual injury occurs when the client suffers any loss or injury legally cognizable as 

damages in a legal malpractice action based on the asserted errors or omissions.” (Jordache 

Enterprises, Inc. v. Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison (1998) 18 Cal. 4th 739, 743.) The undisputed 

facts also show that Plaintiff suffered actual harm in 2011 when the personal injury case was 

dismissed.  Again, however, the statute of limitations is tolled while Defendant continued to 

represent Plaintiff. (See Shaoxing City Maolong Wuzhong Down Products, Ltd. v. Keehn & 

Associates, APC (2015) 238 Cal. App. 4th 1031, 1038 (“A plaintiff who is aware of, and has 

been actually injured by, attorney malpractice in a matter need not file suit for malpractice while 

that attorney is still representing him on the same ‘specific subject matter.’ [Citations.]”).) 

The parties’ main dispute is over when Defendant’s representation of Plaintiff ended for 

purposes of the tolling of the statute of limitations. “Code of Civil Procedure section 340.6 does 

not expressly state a standard to determine when an attorney's representation of a client 

regarding a specific subject matter continues or when the representation ends, and the 

legislative history does not explicitly address this question. An attorney's representation of a 

client ordinarily ends when the client discharges the attorney or consents to a withdrawal, the 

court consents to the attorney's withdrawal, or upon completion of the tasks for which the client 

retained the attorney. [Citations.]” (Gonzalez v. Kalu (2006) 140 Cal. App. 4th 21, 28.) 

“Continuity of representation ultimately depends, not on the client's subjective beliefs, but rather 

on evidence of an ongoing mutual relationship and of activities in furtherance of the 

relationship.” (Worthington v. Rusconi (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1488, 1498.) However, “in the 

event of an attorney’s unilaterally withdrawal or abandonment of the client, the representation 

ends when the client actually has or reasonably should have no expectation that the attorney 

will provide further legal services.” (Gonzalez v. Kalu (2006) 140 Cal.App.4th 21, 30; accord 

Lockton v. O'Rourke (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 1051, 1062-1063; Laclette v. Galindo (2010) 184 

Cal. App. 4th 919, 927 fn. 3.) 

Defendant argues that the statute of limitations began to run by March 28, 2013 when 

Defendant sent Plaintiff an email. Plaintiff argues that the statute began to run later. There is no 

evidence that Plaintiff discharged Defendant or consented to Defendant’s withdrawal, or that a 
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court approved Defendant’s withdrawal by March 28, 2013. Therefore, the two possible ways in 

which the attorney-client relationship could have ended by March 28, 2013 are if (1) Defendant 

completed the tasks for which he was retained (under the Worthington rule) or (2) Defendant 

unilaterally withdrew from representation (under the Gonzalez rule). If attorney-client 

relationship ended by March 28, 2013 under either rule then this Court must find that the statute 

of limitations has expired.  

On February 13, 2013, the court of appeal filed its opinion denying the appeal in the 

underlying case. (Defendant’s RJN 6 (Exhibit F); Plaintiff’s RJN (Exhibit B to Ramirez Decl.).) 

On March 28, 2013, Defendant sent Plaintiff an email informing Plaintiff that the appeal was lost 

and that they could not petition the Supreme Court for review. (Devlin Decl., Exhibit D; Bonis 

Decl. Exhibit C.) The email also gave Plaintiff contact information for Defendant’s legal 

malpractice insurance and advised Plaintiff to contact a legal malpractice attorney. (Ibid.) This 

email was the last communication that the parties remember having with each other. (Bonis 

Decl. ¶10; Devlin Decl. Ex. A at 130:23-131:3.) In addition, Defendant did not do any work on 

the case after sending the email. (Bonis Decl. ¶10.) Applying the Worthington rule, the Court 

finds that Defendant has presented sufficient evidence that there was no ongoing mutual 

relationship or activities in furtherance of the relationship after March 28, 2013. Therefore, the 

Defendant has shifted the burden by presenting evidence showing that Defendant completed 

the tasks for which he was retained and thus that the attorney-client relationship ended. 

The Court notes that this email did not state that Defendant had stopped representing 

Plaintiff. (Devlin Decl., Exhibit D; Bonis Decl. Exhibit C.) And, that Defendant also admitted that 

he did not inform Plaintiff in writing that “I am not going to represent you any further.” (Ramirez 

Decl. Exhibit A at 48:19-22.) While the failure to use some sort of ending representation 

language in the email is a factor to be considered, it alone cannot defeat that undisputed facts 

that show the relationship end after the March 28, 2013 email. Nor does Plaintiff cite to a case 

that holds an attorney must use certain words in order to end an attorney-client relationship for 

statute of limitations purposes.  

Plaintiff argues that the statute did not begin to run until the appellate court issued a 

remittitur. The remittitur was not issued until April 18, 2013. (Defendant’s RJN 6 (Exhibit F).) 

Plaintiff failed to explain why using the remittitur as the operative date makes sense under the 

Worthington rule. The Court finds that simply showing when the remittitur was issued, without 

more, does not create a triable issue of material fact regarding when the attorney-client 

relationship ended.  

Plaintiff also argues that the remittitur is the operative fact based on White v. Lieberman 

(2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 210. That case is distinguishable from the facts here. White held that 

the statute did not begin to run again until the issuance of the remittitur. (Id. at 217.) However, 

White involved a claim for malicious prosecution. A claim for malicious prosecution is a 

significantly different claim than one for legal malpractice and the rules and policies for tolling 

each claim are different. For example, the policy behind tolling in malicious prosecution claims 

on appeal is to ensure there is a final judgment so that the malicious prosecution action does 
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not become moot by a reversal in the underlying case. (See Rare Coin Galleries, Inc. v. A-Mark 

Coin Co., Inc. (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 330, 336.) While the policy behind tolling in legal 

malpractice claims is to “avoid the disruption of an attorney-client relationship by a lawsuit while 

enabling the attorney to correct or minimize an apparent error, and to prevent an attorney from 

defeating a malpractice cause of action by continuing to represent the client until the statutory 

period has expired.” (See Laird v. Blacker (1992) 2 Cal. 4th 606, 618 (quoting the legislative 

history).) Plaintiff has not explained why White should apply in this case. Nor has Plaintiff cited 

to any legal authority that used a remittitur as the fact that ends an attorney-client relationship in 

a legal malpractice claim.   

Plaintiff failed to provide evidence that Defendant continued to work on the case after the 

March 28, 2013 email. Instead, Plaintiff argues that the defendant in the underlying case could 

have sought costs on appeal and that it is unclear if Defendant would have worked on the costs 

issue. Plaintiff’s costs issue is just a hypothetical and not admissible evidence of a triable issue 

of material fact.  

Plaintiff’s reliance on Laclette v. Galindo (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 919 is misplaced. In 

Laclette, the court found that the attorney did not show that he completed all agreed tasks for 

which the attorney had been retained. (Id. at p. 929.) That court followed the Gonzalez rule 

regarding an attorney unilaterally withdrawing from representation, which does not help Plaintiff 

with the analysis under the Worthington rule. Finally, in Laclette the underlying case continued 

for years while the plaintiff made settlement payments and the court retained jurisdiction over 

the case. These facts distinguish Laclette from this case.  

This Court finds that under the rule stated in Worthington, Defendant’s representation of 

Plaintiff ended by March 28, 2013. Therefore, Plaintiff’s complaint is untimely and judgment as 

to causes of action one and two must be granted in Defendant’s favor.  

Because the Court finds that the representation had ended when applying the rule in 

Worthington, the Court need not address whether or not Defendant’s March 28 email was 

sufficient for Defendant to unilaterally withdraw from representation.  

Fraud Cause of Action 

Defendant’s motion is granted as to the third cause of action for fraud. Fact 29 states 

fraud is not properly alleged in the complaint. Plaintiff stated that this fact was undisputed and 

also did not provide any arguments regarding the fraud cause of action. In addition, the Court’s 

review of the complaint also shows that the fraud claim is not sufficiently alleged.  

Requests for Judicial Notice 
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Defendant’s requests for judicial notice are granted. Plaintiff’s request for judicial notice 

is granted. All requests for judicial notice are unopposed and the requests are of court 

documents.  

 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-00625 
CASE NAME: GREENWAY VS BONIS 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: OST TO HEAR MTN TO CONTINUE TRIAL SET BY 
COURT PER ORDER FILED 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Hearing dropped by Court at the request of counsel for Peter Bonis. 
 
Moot in view of ruling Line 5. 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01387 
CASE NAME: RHODES VS. FCA US LLC 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL DEPOSITIONS & TO IMPOSE 
SANCTIONS FILED BY TAMECA RHODES 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Hearing dropped by Plaintiff per Notice filed 8/2/16. 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01387 
CASE NAME: RHODES VS. FCA US LLC 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL FURTHER DISC. RESP & REQ. FOR 
SANCTIONS FILED BY TAMECA RHODES 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Hearing dropped by Plaintiff per Notice filed 8/2/16. 
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 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02315 
CASE NAME: THORNTON VS. CLARE 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT of THORNTON FILED BY SIMONE 
CLARE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

Before the Court is a demurrer (the “Demurrer”) filed by defendant Simone Clare (“Clare”). The 
Demurrer relates to the first cause of action for declaratory relief, the third cause of action for 
injunctive relief, and the fourth cause of action for defamation in the complaint filed December 
22, 2015 (the “Complaint”) by plaintiffs Gena Thornton, Pam Mandeville, Shane Ross, Charles 
Halko, Joseph Pensabne, Karen Bellezza, Brian Stauffer, and Michelle Ghidotti-Gonsalves 
(collectively, “Plaintiffs”). 

The allegations in the Complaint are relatively straightforward. At bottom, the Complaint alleges 
that Clare filed with the Secretary of State’s office a UCC-1 financing statement, as well as 
several amendments to the UCC-1 financing statement that, when taken together, falsely state 
that Plaintiffs owe Clare over $61 million. The Complaint further alleges that based on the 
purported $61 million debt, Clare has asserted a fraudulent lien against Plaintiffs. (Complaint ¶¶ 
17, 18, 21-23.) 

Declaratory Relief Cause of Action 

The Demurrer first argues that Plaintiffs must first file an information statement under 
Commercial Code § 9518 before they are permitted to bring the instant action. The Court rejects 
this argument.  

Commercial Code § 9518 authorizes a person to file an information statement with the 
Secretary of State if the person believes that some other record on file is inaccurate or 
wrongfully filed. However, § 9518(e) provides that “[t]he filing of an information statement does 
not affect the effectiveness of an initial financing statement or other filed record.” 

Assuming, arguendo, that the UCC-1 statement and the amendments thereto are inaccurate or 
wrongfully filed, they would remain effective notwithstanding any filing by Plaintiffs under § 9518. 
So it is true that Plaintiffs could file an information statement under § 9518, but the plain 
language of § 9518(e) indicates that such an information statement is not a remedy. 

With reference to the declaratory relief cause of action, a demurrer functions only to determine 
whether the pleading alleges an actual and present controversy under Code of Civil Procedure 
(“CCP”) § 1060. 

CCP § 1060 provides the Court authority to grant declaratory relief. It provides, in relevant part: 

Any person interested … under a contract, or who desires a declaration of his or 
her rights or duties with respect to another, … may, in cases of actual 
controversy relating to the legal rights and duties of the respective parties, bring 
an original action … for a declaration of his or her rights and duties in the 
premises, including a determination of any question of construction or validity 
arising under the … contract. 

To state a cause of action for declaratory relief under CCP § 1060, a complaint must allege facts 
from which the court may determine that an actual controversy relating to the legal rights and 
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duties of the respective parties exists. Alturas v. Gloster (1940) 16 Cal.2d 46, 48. “An actual 
controversy is ‘one which admits of definitive and conclusive relief by judgment … [t]he 
judgment must decree, not suggest, what the parties may or may not do.’” In re Claudia E. 
(2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 627, 638 (citation omitted). 

“Strictly speaking, a general demurrer is not an appropriate means of testing the merits of the 
controversy in a declaratory relief action because the plaintiff is entitled to a declaration of his 
rights even if it be adverse.” Herzberg v. County of Plumas (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1, 24. “A 
cardinal rule of pleading is that only the ultimate facts need be alleged. In a declaratory relief 
action, the ultimate facts are those facts establishing the existence of an actual controversy … 
to be entitled to declaratory relief, a party need not establish it is also entitled to a favorable 
judgment.” Ludgate Ins. Co. v. Lockheed Martin Corp. (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 592, 606. When 
the complaint “sets forth facts showing an actual controversy between the parties relating to 
their respective legal rights and duties and requests that these rights and duties be adjudged, 
the plaintiff has stated a legally sufficient complaint for declaratory relief. It is an abuse of 
discretion for a judge to sustain a demurrer to such a complaint and to dismiss the action, even 
if the judge concludes that the plaintiff is not entitled to a favorable declaration.” Qualified 
Patients Ass’n. v.City of Anaheim (2010) 187 Cal.App.4th 734, 756. 

Here, there is a dispute as to whether the UCC-1 statement and the various amendments 
thereto are accurate and/or valid, i.e., whether Plaintiffs actually owe Clare $61 million. As a 
result, a cause of action for declaratory relief has been alleged sufficiently, and the Demurrer is 
overruled. 

Injunctive Relief Cause of Action 

It appears to the Court that given the Court’s July 6, 2016 ruling, which imposed a preliminary 
injunction preventing Clare from making further UCC filings with the Secretary of State, the 
arguments the Demurrer makes as to this cause of action (exhaustion of administrative remedy 
and that the pleading is not verified) are moot. As a result, the Demurrer is overruled as to the 
third cause of action. 

Defamation Cause of Action 

The Demurrer argues that the defamation cause of action fails because Plaintiffs have failed to 
allege special damages. The opposition posits that the Complaint alleges defamation per se 
against Clare. “The tactical significance of [plaintiff’s] libel per se theory is obvious: if [plaintiff] 
can plead and prove libel per se, it need not prove special damages.” Barnes-Hind, Inc. v. 
Super. Ct. (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 377, 382. Accordingly, the Court must determine if the 
Complaint alleges sufficient facts to state a libel per se cause of action. 

Libel per se is defined by Civ. Code § 45a as a “libel which is defamatory of the plaintiff without 
the necessity of explanatory matter.”  To plead a cause of action for defamation, Plaintiffs must 
allege: 

(1) That Clare made one or more statements to a person or persons other than Plaintiffs; 

(2) That the listeners reasonably understood that the statements were about Plaintiffs; 

(3) That the listeners reasonably understood the statements to mean that Plaintiffs were 
dishonest or had engaged in questionable professional conduct; 

(4) That Clare failed to use reasonable care to determine the truth or falsity of the 
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statements. 

 (CACI 1704.)  

A statement is libel per se if “the defamatory meaning of [the statement] would be immediately 
apparent to any reader without knowing any facts beyond the face of the [statements].” Walker 
v. Kiousis (2001) 93 Cal.App.4th 1432, 1442. By contrast, a statement is not libelous on its face 
if the defamatory meaning would appear only to readers with some specific knowledge of 
specific facts or circumstances. Id.  

The California rule is that false accusations of criminal activity are libelous per se. Weinberg v. 
Feisel (2003) 110 Cal.App.4th 1122, 1136. Finally, at the pleading stage, it is error for the Court 
to rule that a publication cannot be defamatory on its face when by any reasonable 
interpretation the language is susceptible of a defamatory meaning. Barnes-Hind, supra, 181 
Cal.App.3d at p. 385. 

Here, the Complaint alleges that Clare, in the UCC-1 Statement and/or the amendments 
thereto, falsely accused Plaintiffs of theft, making false statements, breaching their professional 
oaths, slandering title, and themselves committing libel. The Court considers that the 
defamatory meaning of these statements is immediately apparent to any reader without knowing 
any further facts. Certainly, the Court cannot say that these accusations are not susceptible of a 
defamatory meaning by any reasonable interpretation. 

The Court concludes that the Complaint adequately alleges defamation per se. As a result, to 
withstand Demurrer, the Complaint need not allege special damages. Therefore, the Demurrer 
is overruled. 

Bond or Undertaking 

The Demurrer also requests the Court order this action stayed until the non-resident plaintiffs 
post a bond or undertaking. The Court declines to do so. CCP § 1030 requires a noticed motion. 
A noticed motion has not been brought. 

Request for Judicial Notice 

The Demurrer requests, in the body of the memorandum of points and authorities, that the Court 
take notice of Exhibit A to the Demurrer, which appears to be a blank UCC filing statement. This 
document was irrelevant to the Court’s disposition of the Demurrer, and on that basis, the Court 
declines to take judicial notice of it. Aquila v. Super. Ct. (2007) 148 Cal.App.4th 556, 569, 575.  

As a separate and independent basis for declining to take judicial notice of Exhibit A, the Court 
notes that no separate request for judicial notice, as is required, was made. 

Meet & Confer 

The Court observes that counsel for Clare’s declaration indicates only that a meet and confer 
letter was sent. CCP § 430.41 requires more than just a letter. It requires an in-person or 
telephonic meet and confer. Ordinarily, the Court would require the demurring party to comply 
with the statute before hearing the demurrer. However, because the Court finds the Demurrer to 
be without merit, the Court considers that a continuance would serve only to penalize Plaintiffs, 
and so the Court rules on the merits of the Demurrer. But all counsel would be well-advised to 
be mindful of the requirements of CCP § 430.41 in the future. 

Clare shall serve and file an Answer to the Complaint on or before September 12, 2016. 
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10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02331 
CASE NAME: NOSHAD VS. SHAHRODIZADH 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended COMPLAINT of NOSHAD FILED BY 
AUCTION.COM, INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed – Demurrer sustained without leave to amend. 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-02331 
CASE NAME: NOSHAD VS. SHAHRODIZADH 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR STRIKE PORTIONS OF PLTF NOSHAD'S 
COMPLAINT FILED BY AUCTION.COM, INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Moot – see line 10. 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL15-01355 
CASE NAME: WELLS FARGO BANK VS RAYMER 
HEARING ON OSC RE: FAILURE TO FILE DEFAULT JUDGMENT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Based on lack of response to OSC, the case is dismissed without prejudice. 

  

13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL15-02905 
CASE NAME: CACH VS DIGIESI 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ENTERING JUDGMENT FILED BY CACH, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed – judgment will be entered as requested. 
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14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1111 
CASE NAME: RE BRADLEY GARLAND 
HEARING ON PETITION TO/FOR APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF STRUCTURED 
SETTLEMENT PAYM FILED BY CBC SETTLEMENT FUNDING LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appearance required.  

  

15.  TIME:  1:30   CASE#: MSC11-00781 
CASE NAME: MAGNATE FUND #2, LLC VS TRIGGA 
ISSUE CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appearance required. 

ADDON 

16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-1045 
CASE NAME: PACIFIC COAST TITLE CO. VS OLD DOMINION HOLDINGS, INC., et al. 
HEARING MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT FILED BY PACIFIC COAST TITLE CO. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Unopposed – granted.  Based on the Motion, there is no triable issue of material fact regarding 
Plaintiff’s claim for unlawful detainer against defendants. 

17.  TIME:  9:02   CASE#: MSC15-00717 

CASE NAME: DHINGRA VS. MAND 

HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR CONTINUE TRIAL FILED BY RAKESH DHINGRA 

* TENTATIVE RULING: * 

 

Appearance required. 

 
 


