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APPEARANCES WILL BE BY ZOOM OR IN PERSON  
 
If the following tentative ruling is timely contested, the parties may appear by Zoom or in person 
in Department 33.  
 
Link: https://cc-courts.zoom.us/j/94775254734?pwd=RHI5anZxU2JobmtzZ3FvVFBKb0NoZz09 

 

 

 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC21-00868 
CASE NAME: ELIZABETH TEJADA VS. CRESTLINE FUNDING 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION  /  FILED BY PLAINTIFF 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Plaintiff’s motion for a preliminary injunction is granted in part.  Plaintiff is hereby 

granted a six-month injunction against the recording of a trustee’s deed.  The injunction will 

expire automatically at the end of the day on December 9, 2021, absent further court order.  

Plaintiff may file a motion to renew the injunction, but shall have any such renewal motion set for 

hearing on or before December 9.  

 The Court finds that plaintiff has made an adequate showing of irreparable harm.  

Further, after carefully weighing the evidence, and considering both the likelihood that plaintiff 

will prevail on the merits and the relative interim harm to both sides, the Court finds that a six-

month preliminary injunction is an appropriate remedy.  (See, Robbins v. Superior Court (1985) 

38 Cal.3d 199, 206; Heyenga v. City of San Diego (1979) 94 Cal.App.3d 756, 759-760.) 

In order to properly decide a motion for a preliminary injunction, the Court must assess 

the likelihood that the plaintiff will prevail on the merits.  Doing so in the case at bar is difficult, 

however, because the pleadings are not yet at issue.  The purpose of this six-month injunction is 

to allow defendants to have a demurrer heard; the Court would prefer to fully assess the merits 

of plaintiff’s legal theories in that procedural context. 

One substantive issue, however, merits further note at this time.  The Court agrees with 

defendants that Baypick LLC, the purchaser at the trustee’s sale, likely will be deemed a 

conditionally necessary party.  Even though defendants have not yet recorded a trustee’s deed,  

Baypick may still have an equitable interest in the subject residence.  Plaintiff may wish to bear 

this in mind when considering whether to voluntarily amend her original complaint. 

 The Court has set the initial undertaking at $ 1,000 in light of (1) the short initial term of 
the preliminary injunction, and (2) the lack of evidence from defendants demonstrating that they 
would be harmed through the injunction.  (See, Oiye v. Fox (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1061-
62 [no error in setting undertaking at $ 1,000 where “[d]efendant made no evidentiary showing 
of his likely damages in the event the preliminary injunction is later determined to have been 
wrongfully issued”].)  If the Court were to grant a later motion to renew the injunction for a longer 
term, the Court would likely either increase the amount of the undertaking or impose other 
appropriate conditions, such as monthly payments to defendants. 
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