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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 12 
 

NOTE PROCEDURE CAREFULLY 
 

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).) 
 
Note: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, Dept. 12 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. 12’s Fax Number 
is: (925) 608-2693.  Dept. 12’s email address is: dept12@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 12 Cases 
 
The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with CRC 3.1312. 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#: MSC12-02083 
CASE NAME: ST. MARK VS SAINT MARK 
HEARING ON OSC RE: CONTEMPT AND/OR SANCTIONS SET BY ST. MARK 
BAPTIST CHURCH OF PITTSBURG 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Saint Mark at Bethel.  The Court’s minutes in this case dated January 17, 2017 reflect that when 
the Court ordered the referral to a Discovery Referee, “attorney Christopher Lucas has stated 
that his client will pay for the discovery referee.”    In her Recommendations Nos. 1 and 3 (and 
the Court’s orders thereon), the Referee presented invoices to be paid within 15 days.  
Defendant filed no objections to those Recommendations.  The present OSC concerns the 
failure of defendant and its attorney to pay those invoices. 
 
In a recent off-the-record court appearance, defendant’s counsel gave the Court the impression 
that its response to the OSC would rest on issues of inability to pay.  Defendant’s written 
response, however, says nothing of the kind, and does not assert any inability to pay. 
 
Defendant’s response to the OSC is choppy, curt, and difficult to follow.  It appears, though, that 
the nub of its defense is that the order to pay the Discovery Referee was entered only in the 
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accompanying case (No. C13-00258), not in this case, and that defendant had dismissed that 
case.  Unexplained, then, is why defendant and its counsel have continued to participate in 
matters before what they contend is a nonexistent Discovery Referee.  The two cases have 
been litigated de facto as a single dispute.  The attorneys in these related cases have routinely 
filed papers captioned under one or the other case number without distinction as to whether the 
papers relate only to one case or the other – even after one of the cases was formally 
dismissed.  The technicalities are simply unconvincing; there is no plausible argument that 
defendant or its counsel genuinely thought that the Discovery Referee’s proceedings ceased 
upon dismissal of the C13 case. 
 
Defendant is ordered to pay the Discovery Referee’s invoices in Recommendations Nos. 1 and 
3 within 21 days, and provide proof thereof to the Court.  If it does not do so, defendant’s 
pending motion based on the five-year statute will be taken off calendar. 
 
Broadway Federal Bank.  The present discovery dispute has been resolved by stipulation as to 
Broadway, and the OSC is discharged as to it. 
 
Other matters.  The Court notes that defendant’s response to the present OSC does not comply 
with CRC 3.1110(f) and Local Rule 3.42 concerning tabbing of exhibits.  The same is true of 
defendant’s recently filed five-year-statute motion.  There is a history of such violations by both 
sides in this case.  Both sides are warned that any future filings not in compliance with 
these Rules will be stricken and disregarded. 
 
The Court is in receipt of objections to the Discovery Referee’s Recommendations Nos. 4 and 5.  
Those objections are being set for hearing on November 17.  Any responses to the objections 
must be filed and served by November 3, and any reply papers by November 10.  Courtesy 
copies are recommended.  The Court points out that even if the discovery provisions of these 
orders turn out to be moot, the orders for payments to the Discovery Referee will still require 
resolution, and sanctions issues may still be presented. 
 

  

 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-02022 
CASE NAME: TRAN VS CONSUMER SERVICES 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ENFORCEMENT OF SETTLEMENT FILED BY 
THUAN TRAN, PHU LUU 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Plaintiff’s motion to enforce the settlement agreement is granted.  Defendant Consumer 
Services of Walnut Creek, Inc. is ordered to pay to plaintiff, forthwith:  (1) $25,833.46, 
representing payments now delinquent under the Settlement Agreement; and (2) $4,260, 
representing attorney fees and costs incurred in presenting the present motion, as called for in 
¶ 14(d) of the Settlement Agreement. 
 
The Court notes that there apparently are additional payments called for in the Settlement 
Agreement, not yet due.  The Settlement Agreement does not call for entry of judgment or 
acceleration.  Accordingly, no order is sought or made as to such amounts. 
 



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   12 
HEARING DATE:   09/29/17 

 
 

- 3 - 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01279 
CASE NAME: ZAPOTOCZNY VS. SCHINDLER ELEVATOR 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR IN ALTERN S/ADJ FILED 
BY OTIS ELEVATOR COMPANY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

Cross-Defendant Otis Elevator Company’s motion for summary judgment or alternatively 

for summary adjudication is denied.  

The Court notes at the outset that a substantial portion of Schindler’s proffered evidence 

on this motion was not filed, but only lodged pursuant to CRC 2.551(b),(d).  Otis has not sought 

a sealing order.  Accordingly, under CRC 2.551(b) the material is ordered unsealed and filed 

into the record. 

Negligence 

Otis leads off its motion by arguing that it has established, to a summary-judgment 

standard, that (1) Otis was not negligent in any respect, and (2) Schindler was negligent.  Both 

contentions are incorrect.  There are triable issues of fact concerning the asserted negligence of 

both of these parties. 

Otis’s theory of Schindler’s negligence is that on February 26, 2013, Schindler 

mechanics discovered that the car door linkage to the door operator mount had broken off and 

that Schindler’s mechanics improperly made repairs on this area. (Hollinger Decl. ¶16.) On 

March 1, 2013, Schindler’s mechanics installed a dark metal door mount directly to the interior 

elevator door and affixed a dark metal car door linkage onto the door mount. (Hollinger Decl. 

¶16.) When making these repairs, Schindler mechanics left a 1/8 inch gap between the door 

mount and clutch plate. (Hollinger Decl. ¶17.) This gap, according to Otis’s expert Hollinger, 

allowed the door clutch assembly to slide back and forth by 1/8 of an inch, and this is what 

caused the incident on March 11, 2013. (Hollinger Decl. ¶¶17-18.) 

Schindler presents evidence that creates triable issues as to whether Otis was negligent 

in its maintenance or modernization of the elevator and what caused the incident on March 11, 

2013.  Schindler’s expert Rigby states that the 1/8 of an inch gap would not cause the elevator 

to malfunction, and specifically disagrees with Hollinger’s opinion on this point. (Rigby Decl. 

¶31.)  Instead, Rigby states that the elevator malfunctioned because the vane clutch housing 

was secured by zip ties instead of by metal bolts. (Rigby Decl. ¶¶34, 50.)  Rigby also states that 

when Schindler mechanics fixed the car door linkage mount they had no cause to look at the 

clutch vane housing. (Rigby Decl. ¶¶30, 51(b).)  

Otis argues that Schindler has not provided evidence that Otis put the zip ties in the 

elevator. While there is no direct evidence on who put the zip ties in the clutch vane housing, 

Schindler’s evidence states that the mechanic who worked on the elevator on February 26 and 

March 1 did not work on the clutch vane housing. (Coggshall Depo. 86:4-13; Yee Depo. 78:7-
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19.) The evidence also states that Otis did modernization work on the elevator in 2005 and 2006 

and then had a maintenance and repair contract for the elevator from 2006 to 2012. (See 

undisputed facts 1-3, 6, 11, 14.) The maintenance records show that Otis and Schindler did not 

work on the vane clutch housing during their relative maintenance periods before March 11, 

2013. (Rigby Decl. ¶¶20-21, 24.) This evidence creates a reasonable inference that Otis placed 

the zip ties on the vane clutch housing when it performed the modernization work.  While Otis 

presents testimony from its employee denying that he put the zip ties in, Schindler’s employees 

likewise disclaim any knowledge as to how the zip ties got there.  The Court does not see how 

this establishes as a matter of law that it must have been Schindler’s employees and not Otis’s 

who installed the zip ties.  That is a matter for the jury to consider, by direct evidence or 

inference. 

Indemnity Clauses 

Otis next argues that even if there is evidence that Otis was negligent, it owes no 

contractual indemnity because under the applicable contract language, any negligence on the 

part of Sierra or a third party (i.e., Schindler) entirely eliminates any responsibility for 

indemnification.  The first problem with this is that there is a triable issue of fact as to whether 

Schindler was negligent.  Thus, even under Otis’s reading of the contractual language, there 

would remain a triable issue.  In any event, the Court rejects Otis’s interpretation of its 

contractual indemnification obligations. 

There are two contracts with indemnity clauses that may allow Sierra to obtain indemnity 

from Otis. First, Otis entered into a Modernization Contract with Sierra in 2005, which includes 

an indemnification clause: 

Contractor [Otis] shall indemnify and hold harmless Owner (Sierra)… from 

all liability, active or passive, loss, damage… claims, suits, and actions of 

every type brought for, or on account of, any actual or alleged personal 

injury… arising out of, the negligent performance of the work by Contractor 

[Otis]… or the materials used in such work. … 

…Contractor [Otis] shall have no obligation to defend any claim, suit or 

proceeding which is brought due to the negligence of the Owner [Sierra] or 

any other party. 

(Breen Decl. Ex. A ¶14.) 

Second, Otis entered into a Maintenance Agreement with Sierra in 2007, which contains 

an indemnification clause: 

Contractor [Otis] shall indemnity, defend, and hold harmless Indemnified 

Parties [Sierra] from and against any and all claims, demands, losses, 

damages, injuries, liabilities…., whether foreseen or unforeseen… 
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howsoever caused, which directly or indirectly related to or result wholly or 

in part from, or are alleged to related or result wholly or in part from 

(1) Services performed or required to be performed by Contractor [Otis]….  

[¶] 

Such indemnity shall not apply to the extent of claims caused by the 

negligence or willful misconduct of the party, parties, [sic] seeking to be 

indemnified…  

(Breen Decl. Ex. F ¶1.13.B and 1.13.D.) 

Otis argues that both these indemnity clauses are “Type III” and that under MacDonald & 

Kruse, Inc. v. San Jose Steel Co. (1972) 29 Cal.App.3d 413, 420 any negligence by Sierra 

(indemnitee) or a third party would bar indemnification by Otis (indemnitor). This all or nothing 

rule has not been applied strictly in later indemnity cases. (See, e.g., Hernandez v. Badger 

Construction Equipment Co. (1994) 28 Cal.App.4th 1791.) As Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. v. 

Pylon, Inc. (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 622, explained, the active-passive negligence dichotomy was not 

dispositive, and instead “whether an indemnity agreement covers a given case turns primarily 

on contractual interpretation, and it is the intent of the parties as expressed in the agreement 

that should control.” (Id. at 632-33.) 

Otis’s contention here is no modest one.  It argues that under MacDonald, any 

negligence on the part of the indemnitee or anyone else means that the indemnitor owes no 

indemnification at all.  Thus, under Otis’s argument, if it were proved that the accident were 

caused 99% by Otis’s negligence, but 1% by the negligence of a third party (perhaps in failing to 

remedy Otis’s negligence), Otis would be 100% off the hook for indemnification.  It would take 

far clearer contract language than this to convince the Court to accept so extravagant a 

contention. 

The two paragraphs of the indemnification provision in the modernization contract are 

not crystal-clear, especially read together.  The first paragraph establishes that Otis must 

indemnify Sierra for any claim arising out of Otis’s negligent work.  The second paragraph 

excludes indemnity as to any claim “brought due to the negligence of the Owner or any other 

party”.  Not clearly addressed is what happens if a claim fits both descriptions – arising out of 

Otis’s negligence, but also out of the negligence of Sierra or a third party.  Otis’s argument rests 

on reading the second paragraph as entirely overriding the first.  If one paragraph were to take 

such stark precedence, it would be more reasonable to run the precedence the other direction – 

to say that Otis remains responsible for its own negligence.  More reasonable still, however, is a 

harmonization based on comparative negligent contribution to the cause of the accident. 

This is even clearer as to the indemnification language in the maintenance contract.  

That contract requires indemnification for claims resulting “wholly or in part” from Otis’s 

negligence.  Otis’s contention cannot accommodate that “or in part” language, which assumes 
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that Otis may be liable even if there is some other negligent person.  Further, the exclusionary 

language applies only “to the extent of” the fault of the party to be indemnified.  Both provisions 

are best read as incorporating a comparative-fault rule.  (And indeed, the “party to be 

indemnified” under this contract is Sierra, not Schindler; the exclusionary clause invoked by Otis 

does not say anything about excluding indemnification due to third-party negligence.) 

The Court’s reading of the indemnity clauses in this case is that Sierra can seek 

indemnity from Otis to the extent that Otis’s negligence caused the accident at issue. These 

indemnity clauses do not state, however, that Otis does not have to indemnity Sierra where Otis 

and another party were both negligent. Thus, if Otis is negligent and this negligence either 

wholly or partially the cause of March 11, 2013 incident, then Sierra may seek indemnity from 

Otis. 

“Completed and Accepted” Doctrine 

Otis further argues that the “completed and accepted” doctrine applies in this case and 

bars the indemnity claims. The completed and accepted doctrine is that “ ‘[w]hen a contractor 

completes work that is accepted by the owner, the contractor is not liable to third parties injured 

as a result of the condition of the work, even if the contractor was negligent in performing the 

contract, unless the defect in the work was latent or concealed. [Citation.].” (Neiman v. Leo A. 

Daly Co. (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 962, 969.) 

As Otis concedes, however, this doctrine applies only as to patent defects, not latent 

ones.  Otis’s argument rests on the assumption that its allegedly negligent work – especially the 

zip ties – were patent.  That, however, is a fact issue for the jury to determine.  Rigby states that 

Lerch Bates could have easily missed that the door clutch was not all new equipment and that 

door operator attachments were not the same on all three elevators when they performed their 

inspection. (Rigby Decl. ¶16.) In addition, it does not appear that Otis has presented evidence 

that the zip ties were an obvious defect.  On the contrary, if (as Otis argues) the zip ties were 

patent, and if (as the evidence would allow the jury to find) the zip ties had been there since the 

time of the modernization work, it would seem anomalous that Otis’s maintenance personnel 

failed to notice them for the several years in which Otis had the maintenance contract. 

Further, Otis does not explain how the “completed and accepted” doctrine could apply to 

the maintenance contract as opposed to the modernization contract. 

Equitable Indemnity 

Otis argues separately for summary adjudication as to the claims of equitable indemnity 

– that is, indemnity outside of the contractual indemnification clauses.  Its sole argument on this 

point is that Otis cannot be liable to Sierra or Schindler, because it could not have been directly 

liable to the plaintiff Zapotoczny.  It could not be liable to the plaintiff, Otis argues, because it 

was not the premises owner, and had no maintenance responsibility at the time of the accident. 
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The argument makes no sense.  It is not necessarily true that a former maintenance 

contractor or builder can have no liability to an injured party, solely because it is no longer 

involved with the premises by the time of the injury.  Suppose that an accident had been caused 

by an Otis worker carelessly leaving a wrench in the machinery, in the fashion of the proverbial 

sponge left inside the patient – but that, by luck, the wrench did not cause any accident until 

after Otis ceased to hold the maintenance contract.  Otis cannot contend that in that situation it 

would be entirely absolved of liability for its negligence just because it no longer worked on the 

machinery. 

Objections to Evidence 

Both sides’ objections to evidence are overruled.  Much of what is stated or attached in 

the experts’ declarations would not be admissible directly, but is admissible to show the bases 

for the experts’ opinions.  The Court has reviewed the remaining objections and overrules them. 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-01005 
CASE NAME: BRENNON B. VS. WCCUSD 
HEARING ON MOTION TO CONTINUE ( TRIAL) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion to continue the trial date is granted.  The October 27 trial date is vacated, along 
with any discovery cutoffs connected with that date.  Counsel are to appear to discuss (1) a new 
trial date, (2) whether it is appropriate to set a discovery cutoff significantly earlier than the trial 
date, (3) given that the unsuccessful mediation in case occurred shortly after it was first filed and 
that much has occurred since then, whether the case may be appropriate for further mediation, 
settlement mentor, or other modes of dispute resolution. 
 

  

 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02109 
CASE NAME: MCNEAL VS. TRANSFIELD SERVICES 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of MCNEAL FILED BY 
CHEVRON U.S.A., INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued at the Court’s request to October 13, 2017 at 9:00 a.m.  Counsel have previously 
been notified. 
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 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02109 
CASE NAME: MCNEAL VS. TRANSFIELD SERVICES 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of MCNEAL FILED BY 
UNITED RENTALS, A CALIFORNIA CORP. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued at the Court’s request to October 13, 2017 at 9:00 a.m.  Counsel have previously 
been notified. 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-02109 
CASE NAME: MCNEAL VS. TRANSFIELD SERVICES 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR STRIKE PORTIONS OF PLTF'S 2ND AMENDED 
COMPLT FILED BY UNITED RENTALS, A CALIFORNIA CORP. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued at the Court’s request to October 13, 2017 at 9:00 a.m.  Counsel have previously 
been notified. 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00907 
CASE NAME: SEASIDE PLAZA, LLC VS HOGGE 
CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Default has been entered against both named defendants.  Plaintiff has submitted a default 
judgment package, but it is defective because it does not dismiss the Doe defendants. 
 
The CMC is taken off calendar.  The case will be set for a “tickler” (not a court appearance) on 
December 1, 2017 to confirm that a corrected default package has been submitted. 
 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00922 
CASE NAME: DAVIS VS. THE BANK OF NEW YORK 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR CONSOLIDATE OR IN ALTERN STAY UNLAWFUL 
DETAINER AC FILED BY TERRY W DAVIS, JENNIFER C DAVIS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion to consolidate, or in the alternative to stay the parallel unlawful detainer action, is 
denied. 
 
This is a wrongful foreclosure action.  Plaintiffs were the borrowers on a residential mortgage 
loan, on which they fell into default.  A foreclosure sale occurred in June of this year, after this 
Court denied plaintiffs’ request for a TRO.  Plaintiffs assert that the foreclosure, and hence the 
foreclosure sale, are invalid.  Based on plaintiffs’ proposed First Amended Complaint (not yet 
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filed, but leave to file it was recently granted), plaintiffs’ argument for invalidity appears to hinge 
entirely on their allegation (on information and belief) that there was some (unspecified) 
misidentification of a trust involved in the chain of title of their note.  From that alleged 
misidentification, plaintiffs argue, all subsequent transfers of their note and deed of trust have 
been void.  They thus contend that the present parties who have purported to enforce the note 
and deed of trust have not been the true owners thereof. 
 
Also pending is an unlawful detainer action, No. MS17-0452, by which the buyer at the 
foreclosure sale seeks to evict plaintiffs from the residence.  Plaintiffs demurred in that case on 
grounds related to their contentions in the wrongful foreclosure case; the demurrer was 
overruled.  Plaintiffs’ present motion seeks to consolidate the unlawful detainer case with their 
own wrongful foreclosure case, or at least to stay the unlawful detainer case pending the 
outcome of the wrongful foreclosure case.  The parties stipulated to postpone the trial in the 
unlawful detainer case pending the present motion; the trial is set for October 6. 
 
Notably, plaintiffs do not deny the validity of their note and deed of trust.  Neither do they deny 
that they were, and remain, delinquent on their payments.  They thus implicitly admit that 
someone owns the note and deed of trust, and someone has the right to enforce it through 
foreclosure, foreclosure sale, eviction, and unlawful detainer.  Moreover, nowhere do plaintiffs 
offer to pay their arrears (or anything else) on the note.  They also do not allege or suggest that 
their material rights have been prejudiced or harmed in any way by the alleged misidentification 
of a trust in the chain of title.  For example, they do not allege that there are a multiplicity of 
competing claimed creditors or owners seeking to collect on their note or enforce their deed of 
trust; nor that they have been making their payments to the wrong person due to confusion as to 
the true creditor.  Thus, it is a fair characterization of plaintiffs’ case that they do not assert any 
genuine right to continue to own and occupy the residence as against the true owner of the note 
and deed of trust (whoever that may be).  Rather, they seek to take advantage of what they 
allege to be a technical flaw in the chain of title to remain in possession of the residence with no 
equitable claim to it – and to do so for free, making neither mortgage payments nor rent 
payments. 
 
Unlawful detainer is intended to be a summary, streamlined procedure by which property 
owners may enforce their right to possession.  The intent of that procedure would be defeated 
by allowing plaintiffs to evade the unlawful detainer procedure by means of the technicalities 
asserted here, with no equitable claim of right to remain in possession. 
 
The Court also notes (belatedly) that plaintiffs’ proposed First Amended Complaint, as filed with 
their motion for leave, did not comply with CRC 3.1110(f) and Local Rule 3.42 concerning 
tabbing of exhibits.  Plaintiffs should be more mindful of these rules in the future. 
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10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01102 
CASE NAME: MEHENNI VS ARBOR BUILDING GROUP 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT of MEHENNI FILED BY ARBOR 
BUILDING GROUP INC, COLONIAL AMERICAN CASUALTY AND SURETY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by stipulation to October 13, 2017 at 9:00 a.m. 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-01522 
CASE NAME: JOAQUIN E P MEDINA VS TARA MAR 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The petition for approval of minor’s compromise is granted. 
 
The CMC set for January 10, 2018 is vacated. 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL17-01939 
CASE NAME: MIDLAND FUNDING VS SIVADDALEXA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS FILED BY 
MIDLAND FUNDING LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Plaintiff’s motion for judgment on the pleadings is granted.  Judgment will be entered for plaintiff 
against defendant in the amount of $1,398.87, not including costs. 

  

13.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC15-00440 
CASE NAME: FINLEY VS. MCDONALD 
JURY TRIAL - LONG CAUSE/ 7 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel to appear. 
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14.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL16-04529 
CASE NAME: WAHR VS. NEVES 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT CAUSE/ 003 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Vacated – Dismissal filed 9/18/17 

  

15.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL17-00969 
CASE NAME: BARCLAYS BANK VS GARRETT 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT CAUSE/ 002 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Parties and counsel to appear for court trial. 
 

 

 


