
CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:  23 
HEARING DATE:   12/07/20 

 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 23 

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).)  Court Call is approved for all hearings except Law and 

Motion, Issue Conferences and Trial.  Department 23’s telephone number is: (925) 608-1123. 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 23 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:  8:30   CASE#: MSC20-01922 
CASE NAME: UNIFUND CCR  VS.  GRAZYNA MAJOCHA 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: OSC WHY DEFENDANT’S INTEREST IN PROPERTY  
SHOULD NOT BE SOLD  /  SET BY JUDGMENT CREDITOR 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The original judgment in this case was entered in the amount of $12,287.23 on April 23, 2004 
(Case # WS03-3017). The judgment was renewed in 2012 and renewed again in 2019. 
The assignee of the debt created by the judgment is NDS LLC. It has filed a request for an order 
to show cause to issue to the Judgment Debtor Grazyna Majocha why her interest in property 
located at 108 Merano St., Danville should not be sold to satisfy the judgment lien on the 
property. The judgment Debtor Grazyna Majocha has not filed any opposition or other pleading 
in response to the petition filed by NDS LLC.    
 
The court’s order to show cause was issued to the Defendant/Judgment Debtor on 
September 11, 2020. The Judgment Debtor, Grazyna Majocha (also known as Grazyna Dunn) 
is directed to appear in court on December 7, 2020 to respond to the order to show cause and 
justify why her interest in the said property should not be sold to satisfy the original judgment 
entered in 2002 and renewed thereafter. If she fails to appear, the Judgment Creditor’s request 
to sell the property will be granted. 
 
Counsel for the judgment creditor/assignee is directed to appear in court. The court wishes to 
engage counsel in discussion concerning the manner of the disposition of the property if the 
property is ordered sold. This discussion will occur whether or not the Judgment Debtor appears 
in court on December 7. 
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 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00286 
CASE NAME: AFFINITO VS. AFFINITO 
SPECIALLY SET HEARING ON: RECONSIDERATION OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT  /  SET BY JUDGE BURCH 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

The hearing on defendant’s pending motion for summary judgment or summary 

adjudication is continued by the Court to April 26, 2021, at 9:00 a.m.  The case management 

conference is continued to the same date and time.  The parties are advised that, as of 

January 4, 2021, this case will be assigned to Department 36 (Judge Clare Maier) 

for all purposes. 

Plaintiffs may file substantive opposition papers, without waiving their already stated 

procedural objections, on or before April 5, 2021.  Plaintiffs may also conduct additional 

discovery specifically directed to the issues raised in defendant’s pending motion, without regard 

to any previously established discovery cutoff.  Defendant may file reply papers on or before 

April 15, 2021. 

Both sides have expressed concern about the 75-day notice period for summary 

judgment motions.  (See, Defendant’s Reply, filed on 11-18-20, p. 5, fn. 2; Plaintiffs’ Reply, 

filed on 11-20-20, pp. 2-3 [“[p]laintiffs do not consent to any modification of any of the statutory 

requirements regarding motions for summary judgment or adjudication”].)  Plaintiffs have also 

expressed an additional concern about the fairness of considering defendant’s pending motion, 

in light of the pre-trial discovery cutoff.  (Plaintiffs’ Reply, filed on 11-20-20, passim.)  

The continuance of the hearing which the court now grants will address these specific concerns 

along with the pending objections to the brevity of the time previously allowed for pleadings to 

be filed before a final decision would be reached. The Court acknowledges that plaintiffs may 

still maintain any objections that it is improper to consider defendant’s pending motion under any 

circumstances, but the Court understands that its continuance of the hearing until April 26 fully 

addresses any contention about the inadequacy of the notice provided. 

While this ruling is limited to a continuance of the hearing, the Court finds it appropriate 

to make two comments on the procedural posture of this case. 

First, plaintiffs 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.  
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(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 explore a means of assessing the issues he had identified through an 

appropriate pre-trial procedure. 

The Court’s second comment is that the Court has not attempted to arrogate to itself the 

power of a “one-judge appellate court,” as plaintiffs argue.  The Court assumes, for purposes of 

allowing the pending motion to proceed on the continued hearing date, that the second assigned 

judge correctly denied defendant’s original motion for summary judgment or summary 

adjudication in 2018, based on the issues and evidence then presented to the second judge.  

And while the Court will not presume to bind the new judge who ultimately hears defendant’s 

pending motion in 2021, the Court’s preliminary assessment is that there is no jurisdictional bar 

to the new judge exercising the inherent judicial authority to decide the issues newly raised in 

defendant’s pending motion.  (See, Marshall v. County of San Diego (2015) 238 Cal.App.4th 

1095, 1104-07; Nieto v. Blue Shield of California Life & Health Ins. Co. (2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 

60, 71-74; Abassi v. Welke (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 1353, 1359-61.) 

 

  

 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC17-00286 
CASE NAME: AFFINITO VS. AFFINITO 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Please see Line 2. 
 

  

 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-02556 
CASE NAME: GORDON VS. FIRST TRANSIT 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENFORCE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
FILED BY CAROLYN GORDON 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This motion has been withdrawn. 
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 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC18-02556 
CASE NAME: GORDON VS. FIRST TRANSIT 
HEARING ON MOTION TO ENFORCE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
FILED BY FIRST TRANSIT, INC., TRI DELTA TRANSIT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This motion has been withdrawn. 
 

  

 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL16-01045 
CASE NAME: PORTFOLIO RECOVERY VS.  JOHN CLARKE 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
FILED BY PORTFOLIO RECOVERY ASSOCIATES, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On September 15, 2016 Judge Goode of this court ordered a dismissal of this case pursuant to 
a stipulation by the parties that the court would retain jurisdiction to enforce a settlement under 
CCP §664.6. 
 
Plaintiff Portfolio Recovery has now requested that the court vacate the dismissal and enter 
judgment pursuant to the terms of the original settlement entered in 2016. Plaintiff alleges that 
the Defendant has made no payments since the case was dismissed in 2016. The Plaintiff 
provides no explanation as to why it waited four years to enforce its settlement. 
 
Defendant has filed no opposition to the motion. 
  
Because the Plaintiff has only requested that the court enter judgment on the principal amount 
due on the settlement plus court costs, this court will grant the motion. The court will sign the 
proposed order and judgment submitted by the Plaintiff. 

 

  

 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL17-01066 
CASE NAME: CAPITAL ONE VS.  JOSETTE MALONE 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
FILED BY CAPITAL ONE BANK (USA) N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On July 6, 2017 Judge Weil of this court ordered a dismissal of this case pursuant to a 
stipulation and settlement agreement entered by the parties that provided for periodic payments 
by the Defendant and also providing  the court would retain jurisdiction to enforce a settlement 
under CCP §664.6. 
 
Plaintiff Capital One Bank has now requested that the court vacate the dismissal and enter 
judgment pursuant to the terms of the original settlement entered in 2016. Plaintiff alleges that 
the Defendant made $2,850 in payments before defaulting on the agreement. 
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Defendant has filed no opposition to Plaintiff’s motion to vacate the dismissal and enter 
judgment based upon the settlement agreement. 
  
Because the Plaintiff has only requested that the court enter judgment on the principal amount 
that remains due ($1,278.57) plus court costs ($569.50), this court will grant the motion. 
The court will sign the proposed order and judgment submitted by the Plaintiff. 

 

  

 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL18-04849 
CASE NAME: SAFE AMERICA VS.  RAUL CORTEZ JR. 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ORDER VACATING ENTRY OF DISMISSAL 
FILED BY SAFE AMERICA CREDIT UNION 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
For the reasons stated below, the motion to vacate the dismissal of this case entered on 
February 20, 2020 is denied as untimely. 
 
History of Case 
 
The case file discloses the following history: 
 
1.   The complaint was filed on August 27, 2018.  
2.   The complaint was served on the defendant on September 7, 2018. The Defendant never 
filed an answer. 
3.    The Plaintiff did nothing to take a default or otherwise bring this case to resolution between 
September 7, 2018 and February 02, 2020.  
4.   The court issued an order to show cause (OSC) to the Plaintiff on August 23, 2019 directing 
that the Plaintiff appear in court on February 20, 2020 and respond in writing as to why it had 
not taken a default.  A written response to the OSC was not filed; nor did the OSC prompt the 
Plaintiff to proceed to take a default. However, the Plaintiff did appear through “appearance 
counsel” on February 20, 2020.  
5.   On February 20, 2020 appearance counsel did appear in court to ask for more time to file 
the default which could have been filed as early as October 2018, well over a year before this 
court appearance. This request was made notwithstanding the fact that the OSC issued on 
August 23, 2019 had put the Plaintiff on notice that the written OSC explained the hearing was 
scheduled due to Plaintiff’s failure to file the clerk’s Default and to request Default Judgment to 
be entered. 
6.   On February 20, 2020 the court entered an order that the Plaintiff pay sanctions of $100 and 
entered a dismissal of the case without prejudice citing Plaintiff’s failure to prosecute the case. 
7.   The sanctions ordered by the court on February 20 were paid by Plaintiff in March of 2020 – 
thus indicating that Plaintiff was aware that some adverse action had been taken by the court at 
the February 20 appearance.  Nevertheless, the Plaintiff did not timely file a motion to vacate 
the dismissal entered on February 20, 2020 until September 8, 2020, a date more than six 
months after the dismissal. 
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8.   In April 2020 the plaintiff filed a Request for Entry of Default but the clerk of court rejected it 
and returned the request because the court had already ordered dismissal of the case. These 
facts also reflected that the Plaintiff was aware of the dismissal of the case before April 2020. 
 
Discussion 
 
By April of 2020, the Plaintiff had been placed on notice by this court that the case had been 
dismissed due to Plaintiff’s failure to prosecute the case. This happened when Plaintiff’s 
“Appearance Counsel” was advised of the dismissal in court on February 20, 2020. Plaintiff was 
again made aware of the dismissal on April 16, 2020 when the clerk of court advised plaintiff in 
writing that the Request for Default had been rejected due to the previously entered dismissal. 
 
Section 473(b) of the Code of Civil Procedure allows for a dismissal to be vacated provided that 
the motion to vacate if filed within a “reasonable time” but no more than six months of the order 
the party proposes be vacated. The six month time limit is jurisdictional. Austin v. Los Angeles 
Unified School District (2016) 244 Cal. App. 4th 918, 928. Therefore, this court is without the 
authority to grant the motion. 
 
Notwithstanding the fact that the motion was filed after the time limits set forth in CCP 473(b), 
under some circumstances this court retains the authority to grant the motion on equitable 
grounds. (Rappleyea v. Campbell (1994) 8 Cal. 4th 975, 981.) Plaintiff has not provided a good 
reason in equity to justify the granting of its belated motion to vacate made more than six 
months after the dismissal was ordered. The Plaintiff did nothing to get this case resolved for 
over a year and a half following its service of process on the defendant in October 2018. After 
receiving an OSC from the court in August of 2019 to appear in court in February 2020 to 
explain its inactivity regarding taking a default, the Plaintiff did nothing to conduct the rather 
routine procedure of obtaining the default judgment.  Rather Plaintiff chose to do nothing but to 
seek even more time when the February 20 court date finally arrived months after the August 
23, 2019 notice from the clerk. After the Plaintiff received notice of the dismissal, in several 
different ways as of April 2020, it still failed to file its motion to vacate before the six month 
deadline expired on or about August 20, 2020. 

Based on these facts, there is no equitable basis for the court to set aside the dismissal. 
The motion to vacate the dismissal is denied. 

 

  

 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL19-04370 
CASE NAME: WELLS FARGO  VS.  KOKO NAKAO 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
FILED BY WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On September 3, 2020 Plaintiff filed a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. For the reasons 
stated below, the motion is granted. The court will sign the proposed order granting the motion 
and the proposed Judgment. 
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Defendant has not filed an opposition to the motion. Defendant’s Answer to the complaint filed 
on August 23, 2019 did not purport to raise any defense to the allegations in the complaint or 
any affirmative defenses. On February 18, 2020 this court also granted Plaintiff’s motion to 
deem admitted certain admissions it had requested from the Defendant. These admissions also 
in essence admit to all of the essential allegations in the complaint. 

 

  

10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL19-06664 
CASE NAME: BANK OF AMERICA VS.  MARY IRVING 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ORDER DEEMING MATTERS ADMITTED 
FILED BY BANK OF AMERICA, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On September 3, 2020 Plaintiff filed a Motion for an Order Deeming Admissions Admitted. 
Based on the facts stated below, the motion is granted. The court will sign the proposed order 
granting the motion. 
  
Defendant has not filed an opposition to the motion. Defendant’s Answer to the complaint 
filed on November 15, 2020 generally denies all of the allegations in the complaint but does not 
make any specific allegations of fact contesting the complaint not does it raise any 
affirmative defenses.  
 
The court notes that on September 4, 2020 the Defendant appeared in court multiple case 
management conferences relating to multiple cases involving similar “collections” claims. 
She generally admitted to the court that she owes these debts and would like to “make 
arrangements” with the plaintiffs. 

 

  

11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL19-08790 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV VS.  MARISOL BERUMEN 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
FILED BY CAVALRY SPV I, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This is a routine “collections” case. The complaint was filed on December 27, 2019 and 
(disregarding a possible typo) appears to seek $5837.58 in damages. The Defendant filed an 
answer on February 4, 2020. In essence, the answer admits to the allegations in the complaint 
but complain that the Plaintiff has rejected her reasonable offer to make payments.  
 
On August 6, 2020 the Plaintiff filed a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. To date, 
the defendant has not filed an opposition. At a Case Management Conference conducted 
on August 2, 2020 the Defendant failed to appear. Nor has the Defendant filed an opposition to 
the motion. On November 9, 2020 (the date originally scheduled for this motion to be decided) 
the Defendant appeared in this court and the court permitted her until November 30 to file an 
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opposition to the motion. Notwithstanding this additional opportunity being provided, 
the Defendant has submitted no opposition to the motion.  
 
Plaintiff’s motion is granted. The Plaintiff is directed to submit an order granting the motion. 

The parties shall appear in this court on January 8, 2021 at 8:30 a.m. for a Case 
Management Conference.   The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is 
re-assigned to Judge Clare Maier, Department 36 of this court, for all purposes. 

 

  

12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL20-00294 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV VS.  CATHERINE WARD 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
FILED BY CAVALRY SPV I, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This is a routine “collections” case. The complaint was filed on December 27, 2019 and 
(disregarding a possible typo) appears to seek $5837.58 in damages. The Defendant filed an 
answer on February 4, 2020. In essence, the answer admits to the allegations in the complaint 
but complain that the Plaintiff has rejected her reasonable offer to make payments.  
 
On August 6, 2020 the Plaintiff filed a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. To date, 
the defendant has not filed an opposition. At a Case Management Conference conducted 
on August 2, 2020 the Defendant failed to appear. Nor has the Defendant filed an opposition to 
the motion. On November 9, 2020 (the date originally scheduled for this motion to be decided) 
the Defendant appeared in this court and the court permitted her until November 30 to file an 
opposition to the motion. Notwithstanding this additional opportunity being provided, the 
Defendant has submitted no opposition to the motion.  
 
Plaintiff’s motion is granted. The Plaintiff is directed to submit an order granting the motion. 

The parties shall appear in this court on January 8, 2021 at 8:30 a.m. for a Case Management 
Conference.  The parties are notified that as of January 4, 2021 this case is re-assigned to 
Judge Clare Maier, Department 36 of this court, for all purposes. 
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13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL20-02523 
CASE NAME: ANA MOLINA VS. ASHRAF SAFI 
HEARING ON MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF SUMMONS 
FILED BY ASHRAF SAFI 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On November 25, 2020 the hearing on this motion to quash was continued until January 11, 
2021 at 9 a.m. A Case Management conference will also be conducted at that same date 
and time. 

 

  

14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL20-03944 
CASE NAME: AMERICREDIT FINANCIAL VS.  ERICA McGRUE 
HEARING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF POSSESSION 
FILED BY AMERICREDIT FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This matter is scheduled for a hearing regarding plaintiff’s entitlement to lawful possession of a 
Mercedes Benz automobile pursuant to Code  of Civil Procedure section 512.010 et seq. 
Plaintiff has filed a proof of service indicating its service of the petition and supporting 
documents on the Defendant on November 11, 2020. Based on the showing in the moving 
papers, the court initially concludes that the Plaintiff has established a probable validity to its 
claim to rightful possession of the identified automobile.  A finding of “probable validity” is 
preliminary and would not become final until the court issues a final determination as to which 
party is entitled to possession of the property at a later proceeding. (See Code of Civil 
Procedure section 512.040(b).) 
 
If the Defendant wishes to contest the preliminary determination of “probable validity” of 
Plaintiff’s claim, the Defendant shall follow the “General Instructions for Contesting Tentative 
Rulings set forth on page 1 above. 

 

  

15.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSC20-00179 
CASE NAME: CARRILLO VS. ELIAS 
DEFAULT HEARING ON EDGAR ELIAS, MARLENE ELIAS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The complaint in this case alleges two causes of action. Each cause of action claims infliction of 
emotional distress. A clerk’s default as to defendant Edgar Elias was entered on October 20, 
2020. At that time the Plaintiff claimed damages totaling $10,588.77. It is not clear how Plaintiff 
sustained this amount of damage. At the hearing set for December 7, 2020 the court will hear 
from the Plaintiff concerning the specific damages that can be established by proof. 
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16.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-03692 
CASE NAME: NATIONWIDE INSURANCE VS.  FLAVIO ROMERO 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT (4 HOURS) CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This matter was originally set for trial on May 4, 2020, The minute order reflects that 
the Plaintiff requested a court trial. Counsel for Defendant (Bynum) was present and the minutes 
do not reflect that defense counsel demanded a jury trial or objected to the case being set as a 
court trial. 
 
On April 28, 2020 the court signed off on a stipulation by the parties that the trial date would be 
continued for at least 90 days. On August 4, 2020 the court signed off on another stipulated 
continuance of the trial date until December 7, 2020. Neither of these two stipulated 
continuances mentioned that defendant had demanded or would demand a jury trial. In fact no 
payment of the fee for a jury trial occurred until October 23, 2020. The Plaintiff has not objected 
to a jury trial.  
 
As of the posting of this tentative ruling neither party has complied with this court’s 
(Department 23) mandatory pre-trial order to be followed by the parties in preparing for trial. 
Such non-compliance would reflect that the parties do not anticipate proceeding to trial on 
December 7, 2020.  
 
Because of the on-going pandemic it is most unlikely that jurors would be available for a civil 
trial no December 7. For that reason, the parties are ordered to appear in court on December 7 
for the scheduling of a jury trial date. 
 

  

17.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-06233 
CASE NAME: AMERICAN EXPRESS VS. KAREN MERINO 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT (1 HOUR) CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
This trial has been continued to April 19, 2021 at 10:00 a.m. 
 

  

18.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-06415 
CASE NAME: 1st UNITED SERVICES  VS.  SHANNON GONSALVES 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The short cause trial set for December 7, 2020 has been continued to January 11, 2021 at 
10 a.m. The parties are to appear in court ready for the trial on that date. This case is re-
assigned to Judge Clare Maier (Dept. 36) as of January 4, 2021. Judge Maier will preside over 
the re-scheduled trial. 
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19.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-07238 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV I, LLC  VS.  RYCH DORSIE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
FILED BY CAVALRY SPV I, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On November 9, 2020 this court issued a tentative ruling granting the Plaintiffs motion to deem 
certain requested admissions to be admitted, On that same date, the defendant appeared in 
court and the court gave the defendant until November 30, 2020 to file an opposition to the 
motion and to December 7, 2020 for a hearing on the motion.. 
 
As of December 1, 2020 the defendant has not filed an opposition to the motion. Therefore, 
the court’s tentative ruling will be final as of December 7. On December 7, 2020 the Plaintiff may 
appear and present its “trial” evidence which may include the admissions that have now been 
deemed admitted. In the alternative, the Plaintiff may choose to file a motion for summary 
judgment or adjudication based upon the admissions that have been deemed admitted. If the 
Plaintiff chooses the latter course, it may appear via CourtCall on December 7 to advise the 
court of that choice. If the Plaintiff chooses the former alternative, counsel shall appear in court 
on December 7 ready for “trial.” 

 

  

20.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL19-07238 
CASE NAME: CAVALRY SPV I, LLC  VS.  RYCH DORSIE 
COURT TRIAL - (1 HOUR) SHORT CAUSE / 0 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
See Line 19 above. 
 

  

21.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL20-00734 
CASE NAME: HARRIS VS. ANDRONICO 
SPECIALLY SET HEARING ON: DEFAULT PROVE-UP 
SET BY THE COURT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendant has appeared in court on this case on two occasions and was given time to file 
an answer. She has not filed an answer to the complaint and failed to appear in court on the 
last court date October 15, 2020.  This matter was set for a default “prove-up” hearing for 
December 7, 2020. Plaintiff shall appear in court on December 7, 2020 and be prepared to 
present evidence concerning the amount of her damages. 

 

 

 


