
CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   17 
HEARING DATE:   06/29/17 

 
 

- 1 - 

 1.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC08-01470 
CASE NAME: EL BEY VS COMCAST CABLE COMMUN 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR STRIKE PLAINTIFFS MEMO OF COSTS FILED 
BY COMCAST OF CONTRA COSTA INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Pursuant to the parties’ stipulation filed on June 21, 2017, the hearing is taken off calendar, to 
be reset at the hearing on plaintiff’s motion to compel discovery.  That motion to compel will be 
heard on August 31, 2017 at 8:30 a.m. 

  

  
 2.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC08-01470 
CASE NAME: EL BEY VS COMCAST CABLE COMMUN 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS FILED BY 
JAH RA EL BEY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Pursuant to the parties’ stipulation filed on June 21, 2017, the hearing is taken off calendar, to 
be reset at the hearing on plaintiff’s motion to compel discovery.  That motion to compel will be 
heard on August 31, 2017 at 8:30 a.m. 
 

  

 3.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC14-00057 
CASE NAME: ALVIES VS CENTEX HOMES 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR DETERMINATION OF GFS FILED BY GOLDEN 
STATE CARPET SERVICE, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed motion granted. 

  

 4.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC14-00057 
CASE NAME: ALVIES VS CENTEX HOMES 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR DETERMINATION OF GFS FILED BY MIKE 
MCCALL LANDSCAPE, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed motion granted. 
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 5.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC14-00280 
CASE NAME: FREYTES VS. E Q INSURANCE SERV 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR DISMISS PLNTF''S CMPLNT FOR LACK OF 
PROSECUTION FILED BY E.Q. INSURANCE SERVICES, LLC, MYRON V 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Before the Court is the continued hearing on the motion to dismiss plaintiff’s complaint for lack 
of prosecution brought by the defendants E.Q. Insurance Services, LLC and Carlson 
(“defendants”).  

The hearing was continued to allow defendant an opportunity to make a showing of prejudice. 
No such showing has been made.  To the contrary, with commendable candor, defendants state 
that Mr. Carlson’s current mental and/or physical condition will not preclude him from testifying 
at a deposition or at trial. Therefore, the defendants will not be prejudiced if the case proceeds. 

Beyond that, defendants seek to re-argue the matter previously presented.  It is no more 
persuasive this time.  The fact that the case could have been set for trial does not much matter 
given the work that was being done on the PAGA portion of the case as described in the prior 
tentative ruling. 

The motion to dismiss is denied. 

 

  

 6.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC14-00280 
CASE NAME: FREYTES VS. E Q INSURANCE SERV 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The parties shall appear.  
  

  

 7.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC14-01730 
CASE NAME: LACKEY VS. GREGG DRILLING AND 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS 
SETTLEMENT SET BY COURT ON 1-26-17 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The parties are to appear. The court has the following questions: 

1) Under the conditions proposed for approval, what is the total net award? 
2) At the time of preliminary approval, the average net award was $594.  Now it is $542.  

Why? 
3) At the time of preliminary approval, the highest weighted share to an individual was 

$1,683.  Now it is $1,193.57.  Why? 
4) At the time of preliminary approval, the award represented 31 hours of pay.  Now it is 27 

hours.  Why? 
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5) At the time of preliminary approval, the Court was told there are 179 class members.  
Now it is told there are 205.  What accounts for the difference? 

6) Ms. Lowman’s declaration says that the payment to employees is “calculated on an 
estimated $7.3225 per Employee Paycheck award.”  Do employees receive paychecks 
weekly, bi-weekly, or some other periodicity? 
 

  

 8.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC15-00897 
CASE NAME: WINSTON VS. LEMORE TRANSPORTAT 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEES, COSTS AND 
SERVICE AWARDS FILED BY ROLAND WINSTON 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The parties are to appear. 

  

 9.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC15-00897 
CASE NAME: WINSTON VS. LEMORE TRANSPORTAT 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: FINAL APPROVAL HEARING SET BY COURT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The parties are to appear. The court has the following questions: 

1) At the time of preliminary approval, the Court was told there are 207 class members.  
Now it is told there are 200.  What accounts for the difference? 

2) What is the dollar value per compensable work week? 
3) What is the average hourly pay of the class members still $20? 
4) What is the average payment per work week to the class members?  
5) What is the basis for awarding incentive payments to other than the named class 

representative? 
6) The arithmetic in Ms. Shawver’s declaration seems to be incorrect.  If the Net Settlement 

Fund is $398,750 and there are 200 class members, the average allocation is not 
$2,023.38.  Which numbers are correct? 
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10.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC15-01791 
CASE NAME: PARRY VS. WATERS MOVING & STOR 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: MOTION FOR CLASS CERTIFICATION SET BY 
PER STIP/ORDER DATED 3-9-17 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion for class certification is continued to August 31, 2017, at 8:30 a.m. 
 
Parry did not file a trial plan along with the motion. In the context of certifying (or not) a class, 
manageability is a crucial component of deciding whether to certify a class: would aggregate 
litigation provide a substantial benefit to the Court and the litigants, as compared to individual 
resolution, and if so, how?  

The Court must “carefully weigh respective benefits and burdens and to allow maintenance of 
the class action only where substantial benefits accrue both to litigants and the courts.” Aguiar v. 
Cintas Corp. No. 2 (2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 121, 133.  

The Court should evaluate (1) the interest of each putative class member in controlling his or 
her case personally; (2) the potential difficulties in managing a class action; (3) the nature and 
extent of already pending litigation by individual class members involving the same controversy; 
and (4) desirability of consolidating all claims in a single action before one court. Aguiar at p. 
133. 

It is difficult for the Court to evaluate whether any benefit will accrue through class litigation, and 
particularly difficult for the Court to evaluate the manageability of trying this case collectively, in 
the absence of a trial plan. 

On or before July 19, 2017, Parry shall serve and file a trial plan. At a minimum, the trial plan 
should identify each issue or question Parry plans to try collectively. The trial plan should 
demonstrate how each issue or question is capable of collective resolution, by identifying the 
witnesses, documents, and/or other evidence Parry contends will be used to collectively resolve 
the issue or answer the question. The trial plan must be sufficiently detailed for the Court to 
evaluate the benefits of collective litigation as compared to individual resolution of the movers’ 
claims. The trial plan shall be limited to fifteen (15) pages. The Court cautions Parry against 
merely repeating arguments already made in the moving and reply papers. The trial plan is only 
useful to the Court if it provides a clear picture of how this case will actually be tried, in a 
manageable, orderly fashion, on a collective basis. The trial plan must also identify what 
individual issues will remain if the aggregate issues are tried pursuant to the plan.  What is the 
volume of those individual issues and how will they be managed? 

On or before August 9, 2017, Waters may serve and file a response to the trial plan, limited to 
fifteen (15) pages. The response may identify defenses Waters contends it has to any of the 
claims made by the class, and similarly identify the specific witnesses, documents, and/or other 
evidence Waters contends will be used to resolve the applicability of those defense(s). In 
addition, the response may explain why any particular witness or piece of evidence identified in 
the trial plan will not aid in the collective resolution of a particular issue, or otherwise explain, 
from a practical standpoint, why a particular issue is not capable of collective resolution, without 
repeating arguments already made in the opposition papers. 

If either side needs to file exhibits accompanying these (or any other future) papers, the Court 
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does not prefer manual filing. If an exhibit is too large to be filed through File & Serve Xpress as 
one document, a party may break it up and file it as, for example, four different documents: 
“Exhibit A.1; Exhibit A.2; Exhibit A.3; Exhibit A.4.” The Court has a strong preference for being 
able to access all of the documents electronically. 

  

  

11.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC15-01791 
CASE NAME: PARRY VS. WATERS MOVING & STOR 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The case management conference is continued to August 31, 2017 at 8:30 a.m. 

  

12.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-00269 
CASE NAME: VIRGILIO VS. PICKFORD REAL EST 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO PAY TRANSFER 
COSTS PER CCP FILED BY PICKFORD REAL ESTATE, INC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Defendants Pickford Real Estate, Inc., et al. (“defendants”) move to dismiss because plaintiffs, 
trustees of the Virgilio Family Trust (“plaintiffs”), failed to pay the transfer fee within 30 days after 
they were served with the order granting the motion to transfer. Code of Civil Procedure § 399. 
Plaintiffs filed an opposition. 

If the costs and fees are not paid within 30 days after service of notice of the transfer order, the 
court on a duly noticed motion by any party may dismiss the action without prejudice to the 
cause on the condition that no other action on the cause may be commenced in another court 
prior to satisfaction of the court’s order for costs and fees. (See Code Civ. Proc., § 399(a).) 

Here, the order was served on the plaintiffs in February 16, 2017.  Plaintiffs did not pay the 
transfer costs until June 12, 2017, long after the 30-day cutoff. (See Kolesnikov Declaration.) 
 
Whether to dismiss is a matter of discretion.  At this point, the fees have been paid and 
defendants have not shown any prejudice from the delay in payment. (In fact, when the costs 
and fees were not paid by the plaintiffs within five days after service of notice of the transfer 
order, the defendants could have paid those fees themselves, proceeded with the transfer, and 
then sought reimbursement from the plaintiffs later. See Code Civ. Proc., § 399(a).)  
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There appears to be no good reason to dismiss a case that is now being transferred to the 
proper court.  The motion to dismiss is denied.  

  

  

13.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-00861 
CASE NAME: TYRONE WINDHAM VS. T.F. LOUDER 
SPECIAL SET HEARING ON: FINAL APPROVAL HEARING SET BY COURT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 The parties are to appear. The court has the following questions: 

1) At the time of preliminary approval, the Court was told there are 582 class members.  
Now it is told there are 638.  What accounts for the difference? 

2) At the time of preliminary approval, the net settlement sum was said to be $1,572,500. 
Now it is said to be $1,530,795.02.  What accounts for the difference? 

3) At the time of preliminary approval, the average payment to a class member was $4,296. 
Now it is said to be $2399.39.  What accounts for the difference? 
 

  

14.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICH 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of RICHMOND 
COMPASSIONATE CARE COLLECTIVE FILED BY ZEADD M HANDOUSH, 7 STARS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 

 Defendants have demurred to Plaintiff Richmond Compassion Care Collective’s 

(“RCCC”) second amended complaint (“SAC”), which includes claims for violation of the 

Cartwright Act and the Unfair Practices Act. This ruling addresses the three demurrers filed by 

defendants.  

Each of those demurrers is sustained with leave to amend. Plaintiff may file and serve an 

amended complaint on or before July 20, 2017. 

Cartwright Act (cause of action 1) 

To state a Cartwright Act claim, plaintiff must allege”[t]he formation and operation of the 

conspiracy; the illegal acts done pursuant thereto; a purpose to restrain trade; and the damage 

caused by such acts. [Citation.]” (G.H.I.I. v. MTS, Inc. (1983) 147 Cal.App.3d 256, 265.) 
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Pleading a Cartwright Act claim requires a high degree of particularity. (G.H.I.I. v. MTS, 

Inc. (1983) 147 Cal.App.3d 256, 265; see also Chicago Title Ins. Co. v. Great Western Financial 

Corp. (1968) 69 Cal.2d 305, 326-328.) “… generalized allegations of civil antitrust violations are 

usually insufficient [Citation] and the unlawful combination or conspiracy must be alleged with 

specificity. In Chicago Title Ins. Co. v. Great Western Financial Corp. (1968), supra, 69 Cal.2d 

305, 316-317, the court noted that ‘ “contracts, combinations, or conspiracies in restraint of . . . 

trade or commerce cannot be alleged generally in the words of the statute but . . . facts must be 

set forth which indicate the existence of such contracts, combinations or conspiracies.” ’ Thus, 

general allegations of a conspiracy unaccompanied by a statement of facts constituting the 

conspiracy and explaining its objectives and impact in restraint of trade will not suffice. 

[Citations.]” (G.H.I.I, supra, 147 Cal.App.3d at 265-266.)  

Here, RCCC alleges that the dispensary defendants formed a group, met regularly and 

“agreed to discontinue competitive effects against each other and instead join forces to act 

collectively as a group to prevent other competitive dispensaries, including plaintiff RCCC, from 

securing a dispensary location, opening and operating as a competitive dispensary within the 

City of Richmond.” (SAC ¶ 22; see also SAC ¶ 21.)  

RCCC then alleges that the dispensary defendants engaged in price fixing (SAC ¶ 24), 

that Hirschhorn and Cloird attempted to extort $20,000 from RCCC (SAC ¶ 26) and that the 

dispensary defendants purchased two properties in Richmond in an effort to prevent other 

competitors from using those locations for their own dispensaries. (SAC ¶ 29.)  

The allegations related to price fixing help show that a group was formed, but cannot be 

the basis of liability here, since RCCC has not alleged that it purchased or sold marijuana 

products in Richmond.  Therefore it cannot show that it has been harmed by the alleged price 

fixing.  

The Court does not take the extortion allegations lightly, but it is not clear how the 

attempted extortion supported the alleged goal of preventing RCCC from opening a dispensary 

in Richmond. The SAC does not make that link.  The extortion allegation simply sits in the SAC 

as a charge untethered to any other allegation. 

The more pointed paragraphs in the SAC allege that the dispensary defendants 

purchased two properties to prevent RCCC and others from locating and opening a dispensary 

business at those sites. 

RCCC alleges, in a conclusory manner, that all dispensary defendants purchased the 

two properties. (SAC ¶ 32.) The Court recognizes that RCCC may not be able to allege 

additional facts stating the details of how the dispensary defendants jointly purchased a property 

that outwardly appears to have been purchased solely by Richmond Patient Group. (See, e.g. 

Cellular Plus, Inc. v. Superior Court (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 1224, 1239 (“it is usually the situation 

that such agreements are made covertly, thereby making it difficult for a plaintiff to allege the full 

details of such price fixing agreement prior to its ability to engage in the ‘rock-turning’ allowed by 
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discovery.”).) But even assuming that RCCC has adequately alleged that all dispensary 

defendants purchased the two properties, the allegations in the SAC do not show that these 

purchases prevented RCCC from entering the medical marijuana market in Richmond.  

RCCC alleges that in 2011 it was authorized by the City of Richmond to open a 

dispensary at its property on 2920 Hilltop Mall Road. (SAC ¶ 37.) RCCC itself elected not to use 

this location because it was within 800 feet of a school in violation of federal guidelines. (SAC ¶ 

37.)  

Later RCCC found a location in a C-2 zone on 2d Street (SAC ¶ 40) and submitted an 

application to modify its permit to relocate there. (SAC ¶ 42.) The Richmond City Council denied 

RCCC’s permit modification in 2013. (SAC ¶¶ 43-44.)  

RCCC then found a location at 3190 Klose Way, which was zoned C-3. (SAC ¶ 46.) 

RCCC submitted another application to modify its permit to that location. (SAC ¶ 46.) This 

request, too, was denied by the Richmond City Council in 2015. (SAC ¶ 48.)  

RCCC correctly acknowledges that it may not base its complaint on the City’s denial of 

the two requests to modify its permit. (See RCCC’s Opposition page 7.) Under Blank v. Kirwan 

(1985) 39 Cal.3d 311, 322-323, the legal cause of denial of these permits is government action 

and the actions of the Richmond City Council are not within the scope of a Cartwright Act claim. 

(Id. at p. 326.) 

The question then, is whether the purchase of two properties by “the dispensary 

defendants” states a claim for violation of the Cartwright Act. RCCC alleges that it looked for 

other compliant locations from 2011 to November 2015. (SAC ¶ 38.) Indeed, RCCC alleges it 

found two locations: 2d Street and Klose Way. Nonetheless, RCCC alleges that the dispensary 

defendants purchased the “remaining code compliant properties located at 4800 Bissell and 

3219 Auto Plaza. (SAC ¶ 55.)  It is not at all clear what plaintiff means by “the remaining code 

compliant” properties.  Is the allegation that these are the only code-compliant properties in a C-

3 zone?  How does that square with the allegation that plaintiff found a compliant property in 

2015 (Klose Way)? Does that mean that there are no other locations (like 2d Street) in a C-2 

zone? 

The efforts RCCC took to locate suitable properties in Richmond, the impact of the 

Richmond zoning ordinances and the condition of the real estate market in Richmond are not 

secret matters. Thus RCCC is held to the heightened pleading standard to show how the 

purchase of two properties was a restraint of trade. (G.H.I.I., supra, 147 Cal.App.3d at 265.) 

That standard is not met here. 

The SAC shows that a dispensary can be located in areas zoned C-2 or C-3.  But it does 

not allege that there is no other location in those zones that would qualify as an appropriate 

location.  There are no allegations about the effects of the laws requiring a dispensary to be so 

many feet from an elementary school, a secondary school, a park or whatever.  There is no 
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allegation that there are no locations (other than the two acquired by defendants) that could 

have served plaintiff’s purposes.   

As stated above, RCCC has made general allegations that it looked for other compliant 

locations, but it does not allege facts that show it could not purchase or lease any other 

properties zoned C-3.  Nor does RCCC explain what efforts it made, if any to acquire the Bissell 

or Auto Plaza locations.  Indeed, it does not even allege that it knew of the availability of those 

locations in a timely fashion.  In addition, RCCC does not allege that had it acquired the Auto 

Plaza property, the City Council would have likely approved the transfer of its permit to that 

location – especially given the fact that the Council denied RCCC’s request to transfer its permit 

to the nearby Klose Way location. 

In addition, the SAC makes clear that properties zoned C-2 may be eligible locations for 

a dispensary.  But there is nothing in the SAC that shows that defendants monopolized eligible 

C-2 locations.  In essence, the SAC seeks to rest on an implication that defendants acquired the 

only eligible locations in what is, after all, a large city.    

The Court is not stating that RCCC must necessarily allege all these facts, but it must 

allege facts that show that the dispensary defendants’ purchase of the Bissell and Auto Plaza 

prevented RCCC from entering the market in Richmond. As currently alleged, the Court finds 

RCCC has not stated a claim for a Cartwright Act violation.  

Therefore, the demurrers as to cause of action 1 are sustained with leave to amend.  

Unfair Practices Act (cause of action 2) 

RCCC alleges that the defendants used a boycott in violation of Bus. & Prof. Code 

§17046 and participated or colluded with other persons in violation of Bus. & Prof. Code § 

17048. RCCC has not identified any other statute in Bus. & Prof. Code §17000, et seq. that it 

claims the defendants violated. 

Section 17046 states that “[i]t is unlawful for any person to use any threat, intimidation, 

or boycott, to effectuate any violation of this chapter.” (Bus. & Prof. Code, § 17046.) Section 

17048 states that it is unlawful to collude with others in violation of this chapter. (Bus. & Prof. 

Code § 17048.) Thus, a claim under section 17046 and 17048 must relate to a violation of some 

other, specific provision of Bus. & Prof. Code § 17000, et seq.  Here, however, the allegations 

are related to a violation of the Cartwright Act, which is the restraint of trade and not an unfair 

practice under 17000, et seq. (See, e.g. Chicago Title Ins. Co. v. Great Western Financial Corp. 

(1968) 69 Cal.2d 305, 324-325.)  

RCCC and defendants cite Paramount Gen. Hosp. Co. v. National Medical Enterprises, 

Inc. (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 496 for a list of acts prohibited by section 17000. Those act include: 

“(1) Selling below cost or giving away any ‘article or product’ for  the purpose of injuring 

competitors or destroying competition (§ 17043); (2) selling or using any ‘article or product’ as a 
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‘loss leader’ (§ 17044); (3) secret rebates, or the extension of special services or privileges to 

certain purchasers (§ 17045); and…(4) locality discrimination with respect to any ‘article or 

product’ (§ 17040).” (Id. at 499-500.) These acts are based on a defendant selling a product 

below cost or offering rebates or other unearned discount. (See CACI No. 3301, Below Cost 

Sales – Essential Factual Elements (includes requirement that products were offered/sold below 

cost); CACI No. 3302, Loss Leader Sales – Essential Factual Elements (includes requirement 

that products were offered/sold below costs); CACI No. 3320, Secret Rebates – Essential 

Factual Elements (includes requirement that payments/rebates/refunds/commissions/unearned 

discounts were given to some buyers but were not given to other buyers purchasing on like 

terms and conditions); and CACI No. 3300, Locality Discrimination – Essential Factual Elements 

(includes requirement that products were offered/sold/furnished at lower price in one 

location/community than in another).) RCCC has not alleged facts that show a violation of any of 

these acts.    

Therefore, the SAC does not state a claim for unfair practices under Bus. & Prof. Code § 

17000, et seq. 

Although the SAC does not allege a claim under Bus. & Prof. Code §17200, RCCC 

mentions §17200 in its opposition.  However, the premise is that plaintiff has properly alleged a 

Cartwright Act violation.  As explained above, it has not.   

Thus, the demurrers to this cause of action are sustained with leave to amend.  

Agency Defendants 

Hirschhorn, Cloird and Zepeda are alleged to be agents of the dispensary defendants. 

(SAC ¶¶ 14-17.) As discussed above, RCCC has not alleged a valid cause of action for the 

Cartwright Act or the Unfair Practices Act and thus RCCC has not stated a claim against either 

the dispensary or agency defendants. 

Hirschhorn, Cloird and Zepeda have each argued that the facts are insufficient to show 

that they are involved in the alleged conspiracy and that any involvement is protected by the 

agency immunity rule. The Court need not address these arguments unless and until it finds that 

a valid cause of action has been alleged. 
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15.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICH 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of RICHMOND 
COMPASSIONATE CARE COLLECTIVE FILED BY ALEXIS PARLE, DARRIN 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
See ruling on line 14. 

 

  

16.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01426 
CASE NAME: RICHMOND COMPASSIONATE VS RICH 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended COMPLAINT of RICHMOND 
COMPASSIONATE CARE COLLECTIVE FILED BY ANTWON CLOIRD 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 See ruling on line 14. 

 

  

17.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSL16-02045 
CASE NAME: BH FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC. VS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT FILED BY BH FINANCIAL 
SERVICES, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed motion granted.  Plaintiff shall have judgment in the amount of $3,102.16. 

  

18.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSL16-02422 
CASE NAME: ASSET CAPITAL VS ROGERS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT FILED BY ASSET 
CAPITAL RECOVERY GROUP, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed motion granted.  Plaintiff shall have judgment in the amount of $3,204.02. 
. 

  



CONTRA COSTA SUPERIOR COURT 
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT:   17 
HEARING DATE:   06/29/17 

 
 

- 12 - 

19.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSL16-04732 
CASE NAME: WELLS FARGO VS. WEAVER 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR JUDGMENT FILED BY WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Unopposed motion granted.  Plaintiff shall have judgment in the amount of $7,424.54 principal 
and $354.50 costs, for a total of $7,779.04. 
 

  

20.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL16-00868 
CASE NAME: RUBENSTEIN VS. KEADING 
HEARING ON ORDER OF EXAMINATION AS TO KENTON KEADING 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Dropped from calendar at plaintiff’s request. 

  

 

 


