
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
MARTINEZ, CA 

DEPARTMENT 09 
HEARING DATE:  06/06/2022 

 

 

ALL APPEARANCES WILL BE BY ZOOM 
 
For matters where an appearance is required, the parties should appear by Zoom unless told to 
appear by another method. For all other matters, if argument is requested appearances will be 
by Zoom.  
 
Please email Dept9@contracosta.courts.ca.gov and opposing counsel by 4:00 p.m. if oral 
argument is requested and include specification to be argued.. 
 
Zoom hearing information 

https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1605833975?pwd=KzlPczZuakdhdGhRQTRhc1NRSGFIdz
09 
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1. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-03523 
CASE NAME:  PORTFOLIO RECOVERY  VS.  AGUSTINE HOWAY 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE   
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Appearance required. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

    

2. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC20-00876 
CASE NAME:  TURNER  VS.  MDRZ GHABEN PINOLE 
MOTION  TO SET ASIDE DISMISSAL & FOR LEAVE TO FILE 1st Amended COMPLAINT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The unopposed motion is granted. 

 
 

  

 
    

3. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC20-01066 
CASE NAME:  RHODES  VS.  KRBC 
HEARING ON JOINDER IN MOTION TO STAY 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The hearing is continued by the Court to 9:00 a.m. on June 13, 2022. 

 
 

  

mailto:Dept9@contracosta.courts.ca.gov
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1605833975?pwd=KzlPczZuakdhdGhRQTRhc1NRSGFIdz09
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1605833975?pwd=KzlPczZuakdhdGhRQTRhc1NRSGFIdz09
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4. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC20-01066 
CASE NAME:  RHODES  VS.  KRBC 
MOTION TO STAY 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The hearing is continued by the Court to 9:00 a.m. on June 13, 2022. 

 
 

  

 
    

5. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC20-01066 
CASE NAME:  RHODES  VS.  KRBC 
JOINDER IN MOTION TO STAY 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The hearing is continued by the Court to 9:00 a.m. on June 13, 2022. 

 
 

  

 
    

6. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC21-02066 
CASE NAME:  CANLAS  VS.  PILO 
MOTION TO SET ASIDE DEFAULT PURSUANT TO CCP 473 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The hearing is continued by the Court to 9:00 a.m. on June 13, 2022. 

 
 

  

 
    

7. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC21-02066 
CASE NAME:  CANLAS  VS.  PILO 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE   
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The hearing is continued by the Court to 9:00 a.m. on June 13, 2022. 
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8. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL12-06440 
CASE NAME:  MIDLAND  VS.  ERIC 
HEARING ON MOTION TO SET ASIDE & VACATE JUDGMENT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff seeks to set aside a judgment by defendant, due to the fact that after the entry of 
judgment defense counsel learned of plaintiff’s language issues. (See Kahn Decl.).  
 
Code of Civil Procedure section 473(b) contemplates the request to vacate in circumstances 
that present themselves in this lawsuit (e.g., identity theft leading to a fraudulent contract).  
Even when the motion is filed after the time limits set forth in CCP 473(b), this court still 
retains the authority to grant the motion on equitable grounds.  (Rappleyea v. Campbell 
(1994) 8 Cal. 4th 975, 981.) 
 
Consequently, the court grants plaintiff’s motion to vacate the judgment against defendant, 
and the case is ordered dismissed without prejudice. 

 
 

  

 
    

9. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL20-02148 
CASE NAME:  WESCO INS  VS.  FM AVIATION 
HEARING ON SUMMARY MOTION  JUDGMENT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The first step for a court analyzing a motion for summary judgment is to “identify the issues 
framed by the pleadings,” because the motion must show “there is no factual basis for relief 
on any theory reasonably contemplated by the opponent's pleading.” (AARTS Productions, 
Inc. v. Crocker National Bank (1986) 179 Cal.App.3d 1061, 1064.) Stated otherwise, 
“[t]he materiality of a disputed fact is measured by the pleadings [citations], which ‘set the 
boundaries of the issues to be resolved at summary judgment.’ [Citations.]” (Conroy v. 
Regents of University of California (2009) 45 Cal.4th 1244, 1250.) 

 
A plaintiff will meet its burden on summary judgment by showing that it possesses evidence 
to meet all the elements of its common count claims. Plaintiff’s first amended complaint 
includes three separate causes of action: breach of contract, account stated, and open book 
account. (Pl. 1st Am. Compl, pp. 2-6). 

Breach of Contract Elements 

The elements of a cause of action for breach of contract are “(1) the existence of the contract, 
(2) plaintiff's performance or excuse for nonperformance, (3) defendant's breach, and (4) the 
resulting damages to the plaintiff.” (Oasis West Realty, LLC v. Goldman (2011) 51 Cal.4th 
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811, 821.) This statement of the elements of a contract claim appears to assume that the 
contract was between the plaintiff and the defendant. 

Account Stated/Open Book Elements 

“An account stated is an agreement, based on prior transactions between the parties, that the 

items of an account are true and that the balance struck is due and owing. [Citation.] …When 

a statement is rendered to a debtor and no reply is made in a reasonable time, the law 

implies an agreement that the account is correct as rendered. [Citation.]” (Maggio, Inc. v. Neal 

(1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 745, 752-753.) A claim for an account stated requires (1) that 

Defendant owed Plaintiff money from a previous financial transaction(s); (2) that Plaintiff and 

Defendant, by words or conduct, agreed that the amount stated in the account was the 

correct amount owed to Plaintiff; (3) that Defendant, by words or conduct, promised to pay the 

stated amount to Plaintiff; (4) that Defendant has not paid Plaintiff all of the amount owed 

under this account; and (5) the amount of money Defendant owes Plaintiff. (California Civil 

Jury Instructions No. 373; Trafton v. Youngblood (1968) 69 Cal.2d 17, 25.)  

“Actions on accounts stated frequently arise from a series of transactions which also 

constitute an open book account.” (Maggio, Inc., supra, 196 Cal.App.3d 745, 753.) A claim for 

an open book account requires (1) that Plaintiff and Defendant had a financial transaction; 

(2) that Plaintiff kept an account of the debits and credits involved in the transaction; (3) that 

Defendant owes Plaintiff money on the account; and (4) the amount of money that Defendant 

owes Plaintiff. (California Civil Jury Instructions No. 372; Code of Civil Procedure § 337a.)  

A.  Introduction 

On February 11, 2021, the plaintiff filed a first amend complaint with the just mentioned three 

causes of action. Defendants filed their answer to the first amended complaint on June 18, 

2021.  

On February 7, 2022, plaintiff filed a motion for summary judgment (or in the alternative, 

summary adjudication), including a declaration by James Buller. On May 10, 2022, defendant 

filed their responsive pleadings, including multiple objections to statements contained in the 

Buller declaration. Defendants also submitted the declaration of Lois Rohrbacher.   

The court has examined the pleadings on the motion for summary judgment, the declarations, 

and the file of the case. The court concludes that the entirety of the record reflects that there 

is a triable issue of material fact. 

Therefore, the motion for summary judgment is denied.  

     B.  The Defendant’s Evidentiary Objections 

Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment depends upon this court’s consideration of the 
declaration Mr. Buller and a review of the business records referred to in that declaration. 
Defendant raises numerous objections to many of the statements made there. Some of these 
objections are based upon the premise that he is not qualified to provide competent evidence 
because he lacks “personal knowledge” of the matters asserted, the he is otherwise 
incompetent to make the particular statement objected to, his statements indicate irrelevant 
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information, and/or his statements are inadmissible hearsay evidence. 
    
Plaintiff’s evidentiary objections are overruled.  The declaration establishes an adequate 

foundation for his factual statements of having knowledge based upon his status as a 

“records custodian” of the plaintiff who is familiar with the records of the business records of 

the Plaintiff which are referred to in his declaration.  (See, Evid. Code, §§ 1552 and 1553; 

Aguimatang v. Cal. State Lottery (1991) 234 Cal.App.3d 769, 797-798 [computer records may 

qualify as business records for purposes of the hearsay exception]; People v. Lugashi (1988) 

205 Cal.App.3d 632, 640 [authenticating declaration may be made by “a person who 

generally understands the system's operation and possesses sufficient knowledge and skill to 

properly use the system”].)  Mr. Buller has adequately established his status as an “other 

qualified witness” for purposes of the business records exception, even though he may not be 

a person who is formally designated as Plaintiff’s custodian of records.  (Evid. Code, § 1271, 

subd. (c). See, Jazayeri v. Mao (2009) 174 Cal.App.4th 301, 322.) 

The Court notes that it has “wide discretion” in deciding whether business records have been 

adequately authenticated.  (Aguimatang, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d at 797.)  In this case, 

Defendants generally disputes how the records should be interpreted, but does not credibly 

dispute that the records discussed by Mr. Buller are in fact the business records that form the 

basis of this lawsuit. Instead, defendants call into question the accuracy or character of any of 

the business records. These tacit concessions on defendants’ part bolster the Court’s 

discretionary decision to deny plaintiff’s objections. 

Each of the defendants’ evidentiary objections is overruled. 

     C.  Issues of Material Fact 

The California Supreme Court in Aguilar v. Atlantic Richfield Co. (2001) 25, Cal. 4th 826, 853 

states that California Code of Civil Procedure (hereafter “CCP”) section 437c (o)(1) provides 

that the party moving for summary judgment is required only to show each of the elements of 

proof for the cause of action. At that point, the burden shifts to the defendant to show that one 

of his affirmative defenses applies. (CCP § 437c (p)(1); People v. Schlimbach (2011) 193 Cal. 

App. 4th 1132, 1141.) 

In this case, defendants then bore the burden of demonstrating an issue of material fact by 

presenting evidence that undermined the facts stated by plaintiff. Defendants have done so.  

A comparison of the Buller declaration and the Rohrbacher declarations reveal the notable 
difference of purported facts in this lawsuit. Indeed, they each, respectively, stake out vastly 
different positions and present markedly different facts regarding issues related to the 
performance of the contract or nature of the accounts, along with the resulting damages. 

For instance, regarding the claims related to policy WWC3154999 in 2015, defendants claims 
that any amount owing was resolved by a payment in the amount $2,875, as reflected in a 
letter memorializing the agreement. (Rohrbacher Decl. p.2, lines 10-16, Exhibit A.)  For 
another instance, regarding the claims related to policies WWC3224703 and WWC32299211, 
defendant provides evidence that their own audits of the accounts reflects that they overpaid 
plaintiff. (Rohrbacher Decl. passim.)  For the latter insurance policy, defendant also claims 
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that plaintiff used the improper number of employees and compensation to compute the 
amount owed. (Rohrbacher Decl. passim.)   

     D.  Conclusion 

These factual disparities, among others, preclude the court from granting summary judgment 
because they demonstrate that material questions of fact do exist. Plaintiff’s motion for 
summary judgment or, in the alternative, motion for summary adjudication is denied. 

 
 

  

 
    

10. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL20-05127 
CASE NAME:  CITIBANK  VS.  GONZALEZ 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER TERMS OF STIPULATED SETTLEMENT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff seeks to enforce a stipulated settlement.  The parties previously stipulated to a 
settlement of this case in the total sum of $5,842.00, and they agreed that the court would 
retain jurisdiction to enforce its terms. (Pl. Exh. A passim).  The court dismissed the case on 
May 20, 2021, and it retained jurisdiction to enforce the settlement pursuant to Code of Civil 
Procedure section 664.6.  In the event that defendant defaulted, the parties agreed that a 
default judgement would be entered in the amount of $8,344.18. 
 
While defendant eventually made payment in the amount of $3,818, he then failed to make 
further monthly payments as required by the terms of the settlement agreement. Also 
according to its terms, upon default the defendant would be responsible for the entire balance 
owed, less any payments made to date.   
 
The balance now due is the principal sum of $4,526.18 (i.e., the settlement amount minus 
prior payments), and costs in the amount of $577.   
 
All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 have been 
met.   
 
Accordingly, the court will execute and enter judgment for $5,103.18. 

 
 

 

    

11. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-00439 
CASE NAME:  WELLS FARGO  VS.  LOPEZ 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Vacated on May 26, 2022 per request of counsel. 
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12. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-01385 
CASE NAME:  GCFS  VS.  HERNANDEZ 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff has moved for an order requesting admissions to be deemed true.  Plaintiff served 
Set One of Request for Admissions on defendant by mail on December 16, 2021. (Bemis 
Decl. p. 9, lines 8-10).  Defendant failed to serve any responses. (Id., at p. 9, lines 22-23).  
A letter to defendant requesting a response to the Requests for Admissions went 
unanswered.  No opposition to the motion has been filed.  

The motion is granted.   

All admissions and genuineness of the documents requested in Set One (i.e., requests 1-17) 
are deemed to be true. (Code Civ. Proc. § 2033.280(b)). 

Plaintiff is awarded $460 in attorneys’ fees for the preparation of the motion. 

 
 

  

 
    

13. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-01869 
CASE NAME:  CITIBANK  VS.  RUIZ 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT UNDER TERMS OF STIPULATED SETTLEMENT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff seeks to enforce a stipulated settlement.  The parties previously stipulated to a 
settlement of this case in the total sum of $6,358.91, and they agreed that the court would 
retain jurisdiction to enforce its terms. (Pl. Exh. A passim). The court dismissed the case on 
July 21, 2021, and it retained jurisdiction to enforce the settlement pursuant to Code of Civil 
Procedure section 664.6.  
 
Defendant failed to make any of the monthly payments as required by the terms of the 
settlement agreement. (Balzer Carr Decl. p. 4, lines 6-8). According to its terms, upon default 
the defendant would be responsible for the entire balance owed, less any payments made to 
date.   
 
The balance now due is the principal sum of $6,358.91 and costs in the amount of $517.   
 
All conditions for a judgment pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6 
have been met.   
 
Accordingly, the court will execute and enter judgment for $6,875.91. 
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14. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-02266 
CASE NAME:  BANK OF AMERICA  VS.  DELEON 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff has moved for an order requesting admissions to be deemed true. Plaintiff served 
Set One of Request for Admissions on defendant by mail on December 20, 2021. (Salet Decl. 
p. 3, line 28 to p. 4, line 2). Defendant failed to serve any responses. (Id., at p. 4, line 3).   

No opposition to the motion has been filed.  

The motion is granted.   

All admissions requested in Set One (i.e., requests 1-5) are deemed to be true. (Code Civ. 
Proc. §2033.280(b)). 

 
 

  
    

15. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-03057 
CASE NAME:  BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.  VS.  RIEHL 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff has moved for an order requesting admissions to be deemed true. Plaintiff served 
Set One of Request for Admissions on defendant by mail on December 23, 2021. (Mortl Decl. 
p. 4, lines 1-3). Defendant failed to serve any responses. (Id., at p. 4, line 4).   

No opposition to the motion has been filed.  

The motion is granted.   

All admissions requested in Set One (i.e., requests 1-5) are deemed to be true. (Code Civ. 
Proc. §2033.280(b)). 

 
 

  

 
    

16. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-03148 
CASE NAME:  BANK OF AMERICA  VS.  ESCOBOSA 
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The standard for granting a motion for judgment on the pleadings is essentially the same as 
that applicable to a general demurrer.  (Burnett v. Chimney Sweep (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 



 SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
MARTINEZ, CA 

DEPARTMENT 09 
HEARING DATE:  06/06/2022 

9 

 

1057, 1064.)  

As a consequence, it may be granted if, from the pleadings, together with matters that may be 
judicially noticed, it appears that a party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  (Code Civ. 
Proc. § 438 (d); Saltarelli & Steponovich v. Douglas (1995) 40 Cal.App.4th 1, 5; Weil & 
Brown, Civ. Pro. Before Trial (The Rutter Group 2010) p. 7:292.)  As such, a motion for 
judgment on the pleadings involves the same type of procedures that apply to a general 
demurrer.  (Richardson-Tunnell v. School Ins. Program for Employees (2007) 157 
Cal.App.4th 1056, 1061; Burnett v. Chimney Sweep (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 1057, 1064.)  
In considering a motion for judgment on the pleadings, courts consider whether the factual 
allegations, assumed true, are sufficient to constitute a cause of action.  (Fire Ins. Exchange 
v. Sup. Ct. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 446, 452-453.)  Also, like a demurrer, a motion for 
judgment on the pleadings does not lie as to only part of a cause of action.  (Fire Ins. Exch. v. 
Sup. Ct. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 446, 452; Weil & Brown, Cal. Practice Guide: Civ. Pro. 
Before Trial (The Rutter Group 2008) p. 7:295.) 

Plaintiff’s Complaint contains a single cause of action, asserting money owed from an open 
book account.  (Pl. Complaint, p. 2, filed November 18, 2021).  Defendant admits owing the 
debt.  (Answer, passim, filed December 15, 2021). 

For these reasons, the motion for judgment on the pleadings is granted.    

Judgment will be entered for the principal sum of $4,179.05, and court costs of $352.00, for a 
total judgment in the sum of $4,531.05. 

 
 

  

 
    

17. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-03321 
CASE NAME:  AMERICAN EXPRESS  VS.  BANNISTER 
HEARING ON MOTION TO  COMPEL ARBITRATION & STAY PROCEEDINGS 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Defendant seeks to compel arbitration of this matter.   
 
The agreement entered into between parties expressly provides for arbitration. Additionally, 
the decision to arbitrate need not be made at the outset of a controversy to preserve the 
rights to do so. According to the terms of the agreement: “You or we may otherwise elect to 
arbitrate any claim at any time unless is has filed in court and trial has begun or final 
judgment has been entered.” (Sweeney Decl., Exhibit 1, p. 10 (Claims Resolution - Initiating 
Arbitration)(emphasis supplied). This election of arbitration by defendant occurs well before 
the limitations set forth in the agreement. What is more, the agreement also provides the 
following: “Either you or may delay enforcing or not exercise rights under this Arbitration 
provision, including the right to arbitrate a claim, without waiving the right to exercise of 
enforce those rights.” (Ibid.). So a delay in electing to arbitrate a claim is not only anticipated 
by the agreement, but is countenanced by it. Against this factual and legal backdrop, 
plaintiff’s opposition to arbitration is unsupported. (Pl. Opp. pp. 1-7, filed May 11, 2022).  
No facts exist when viewing the entirety of the agreement that would preclude arbitration in 
circumstances that are present here. (See also St. Agnes Medical Center v. PacifiCare of 



 SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
MARTINEZ, CA 

DEPARTMENT 09 
HEARING DATE:  06/06/2022 

10 

 

California (2003) 31 Cal.4th 1187, 1203 (“Because merely participating in litigation, by itself, 
does not result in a waiver, courts will not find prejudice where the party 
opposing arbitration shows only that it incurred court costs and legal expenses.”)). 
 
Consequently, defendant’s motion to compel arbitration is granted, and this lawsuit is stayed 
for a period of six months. 

 
 

  

 
    

18. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-03523 
CASE NAME:  PORTFOLIO RECOVERY  VS.  AGUSTINE HOWAY 
HEARING ON MOTION TO DEEM MATTERS ADMITTED 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Plaintiff has moved for an order requesting admissions to be deemed true.  Plaintiff served 
Set One of Request for Admissions on defendant by mail on January 10, 2022. (Langedyk 
Decl. p. 3, line 28 to p. 4, line 2). Defendant failed to serve any responses. (Id., at p. 4, line 3).  
No opposition to the motion has been filed.  

The motion is granted.   

All admissions requested in Set One (i.e., requests 1-9) are deemed to be true. (Code Civ. 
Proc. §2033.280(b)). 

 
 

  

 
    

19. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL22-00184 
CASE NAME:  PORTFOLIO  VS.  GALLARDO 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The standard for granting a motion for judgment on the pleadings is essentially the same as 
that applicable to a general demurrer.  (Burnett v. Chimney Sweep (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 
1057, 1064.)  

As a consequence, it may be granted if, from the pleadings, together with matters that may be 
judicially noticed, it appears that a party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  (Code Civ. 
Proc. § 438 (d); Saltarelli & Steponovich v. Douglas (1995) 40 Cal.App.4th 1, 5; Weil & 
Brown, Civ. Pro. Before Trial (The Rutter Group 2010) p. 7:292.)  As such, a motion for 
judgment on the pleadings involves the same type of procedures that apply to a general 
demurrer.  (Richardson-Tunnell v. School Ins. Program for Employees (2007) 157 
Cal.App.4th 1056, 1061; Burnett v. Chimney Sweep (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 1057, 1064.)  
In considering a motion for judgment on the pleadings, courts consider whether the factual 
allegations, assumed true, are sufficient to constitute a cause of action.  (Fire Ins. Exchange 
v. Sup. Ct. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 446, 452-453.)  Also, like a demurrer, a motion for 
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judgment on the pleadings does not lie as to only part of a cause of action.  (Fire Ins. Exch. v. 
Sup. Ct. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 446, 452; Weil & Brown, Cal. Practice Guide: Civ. Pro. 
Before Trial (The Rutter Group 2008) p. 7:295.) 

Plaintiff’s Complaint contains two causes of action, asserting money owed from an account 
stated and open book account.  (Pl. Complaint, pp. 2-3 filed January 20, 2022)  Defendant 
admits owing the debt. (Answer, p. 2, filed February 7, 2022). 

For these reasons, the motion for judgment on the pleadings is granted.    

Judgment will be entered for the principal sum of $1,837.14, and court costs of $309.50, for a 
total judgment in the sum of $2,146.64. 

 
 

 

 
    

20. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  N22-0757 
CASE NAME:  THE GUERRERO LAW FIRM  VS.  ROGER BARNES 
HEARING IN RE:  INTERPLEADER FUNDS 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Appearance required. 

 
 

 

 
    

21. 10:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSL21-03958 
CASE NAME:  DISCOVER BANK  VS.  GARCIA 
OURT TRIAL – SHORT 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
Parties to appear and be ready for short cause trial.  Failure to appear may result in 
imposition of sanctions. 

 
 



 

 

 

 


