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Karen Helen Davis 
3885 W. Florida Ave #136 
Hemet, CA 92545 
(619) 201-6775 
 
Plaintiff In Pro Per 
 

SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
 
KAREN HELEN DAVIS, individually and 
as successor in interest to, STEVEN 
COLLINS DAVIS, deceased, 
 
                     Plaintiff, 
 vs. 
 
CITY OF HEMET, a public entity; HEMET 
POLICE DEPARTMENT, a public entity; 
HEMET FIRE DEPARTMENT, a public 
entity; COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, a public 
entity; STATE OF CALIFORNIA, a public 
entity; DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY, an 
individual; DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, 
 
                      Defendants. 

 
 CASE NO.:  
 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES: 
 

1. NEGLIGENCE 
 

2. Gov. Code Section 815.2 – 
GOVERNMENT LIABILITY FOR 
INJURIES PROXIMATELY CAUSED 
BY PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 
 

3. Gov. Code Section 835 – 
DANGEROUS CONDITION OF 
PUBLIC PROPERTY 
 

4. WRONGFUL DEATH 
 

5. CONTINUATION OF DECEDENT’S 
CAUSE OF ACTION (SURVIVAL 
ACTION)  

 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL  
 

 COMES NOW Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS (“Plaintiff”), individually and as 

successor in interest to STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS, deceased, who respectfully alleges the 

following: 

GENERAL ASSERTIONS 

1. This is a wrongful death and survival action for personal injury arising out of 

the actions of the Defendants, which occurred on or about January 27, 2023, and which 

proximately caused serious and permanent injury to Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS. 

The negligent acts and omissions of the Defendants as herein alleged took place in or about the 
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City of Hemet, in the County of Riverside, State of California. Accordingly, venue within this 

judicial district is proper.  

2. At all times relevant herein, Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS was an 

individual over the age of 18 and a resident of the City of Hemet, County of Riverside, State of 

California.  

3. Pursuant to the operation of Code of Civil Procedure Sections 377.30 and 

377.60, Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS brings this action as a Survival Action as to the 

causes of action held by Decedent. 

4. Pursuant to the operation of Code of Civil Procedure Section 377.60, Plaintiff 

brings this action as a Wrongful Death Action as an heir and successor in interest of Decedent. 

5. A copy of the Decedent’s Death Certificate is attached herein as Exhibit “A”. 

An Affidavit of Heirship by the Plaintiff is attached herein as Exhibit “B”. 

6. Defendant CITY OF HEMET, at all times relevant herein, was a public entity 

duly organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California. 

7. Defendant HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, at all times relevant herein, was 

a public entity duly organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of 

California. 

8. Defendant HEMET FIRE DEPARTMENT, at all times relevant herein, was a 

public entity duly organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of 

California. 

9. Defendant COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, at all times relevant herein, was a public 

entity duly organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California. 

10. Defendant STATE OF CALIFORNIA, at all times relevant herein, was a public 

entity duly organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California  

11. Defendants CITY OF HEMET, HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, HEMET 

FIRE DEPARTMENT, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE and STATE OF CALIFORNIA are public 

entities, upon which Plaintiff has, pursuant to Government Code §§ 905 & 910, et seq., timely 

served written government claims on July 14, 2023 (attached herein as Exhibit “C”). 
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12. Defendants CITY OF HEMET, HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT and 

HEMET FIRE DEPARTMENT rejected Plaintiff’s claim on July 19, 2023 (attached hereon as 

Exhibit “D”). 

13. Defendant COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE rejected Plaintiffs claim on July 20, 

2023 (attached herein as Exhibit “E”). 

14. Defendant STATE OF CALIFORNIA rejected Plaintiffs claim on August 09, 

2023 (attached herein as Exhibit “F”). 

15. Defendants CITY OF HEMET, HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, HEMET 

FIRE DEPARTMENT, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE and STATE OF CALIFORNIA have 

rejected said claims and this action is being brought within six (6) months of that denial. 

Accordingly, Plaintiffs have standing to bring suit for monetary damages. 

16. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that at all times 

relevant herein, Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY was an individual over the age of 18 

and a resident of the City of Hemet, County of Riverside, State of California.   

17. The true names and/or capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or 

otherwise of the Defendants DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, and each of them, are unknown to 

Plaintiff who therefore sues said Defendants by such fictitious names pursuant to Code of Civil 

Procedure § 474.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that each of these 

Defendants fictitiously named herein as a DOE is legally responsible, negligent or in some 

other actionable manner liable for the events and happenings hereinafter referred to, and 

proximately and legally caused the injuries to Plaintiff as hereinafter alleged.  Plaintiff will 

seek leave of the Court to amend this Complaint to insert the true names and/or capacities of 

such fictitiously-named Defendants when the same has been ascertained. 

18. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that at all times 

relevant hereto, each Defendant, including DOES 1 through 50, was the owner, servant, agent, 

joint-venturer, employee or employer of each of its co-Defendants, and in doing the acts 

hereinafter mentioned, each Defendant was acting within the scope of its authority and with the 

permission and consent of its co-Defendants, and each of them, and that said acts of each 
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Defendant was ratified by said Defendant's co-Defendants, and each of them and every 

Defendant, as aforesaid, when acting as a principal, was negligent in the selection and hiring of 

each and every other Defendant as an agent, employee and/or joint venturer. 

19. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that all of the acts, 

conduct, and nonfeasance herein carried out by each and every representative, employee or 

agent of each and every corporate or business defendant, were authorized, ordered, and 

directed by the respective defendant’s corporate or business employers, officers, directors 

and/or managing agents; that in addition thereto, said corporate or business employers, officers, 

directors and/or managing agents had advance knowledge of, authorized, and participated in 

the herein described acts, conduct and nonfeasance of their representatives, employees, agents 

and each of them; and that in addition thereto, upon the completion of the aforesaid acts, 

conduct and nonfeasance of the employees and agents, the aforesaid corporate and business 

employers, officers, directors and/or managing agents respectively ratified, accepted the 

benefits of, condoned and approved of each and all of said acts, conduct or nonfeasance of 

their co-employees, employers, and agents.  In addition, at all times herein relevant, each 

defendant, whether named herein or designated as a DOE, was a principal, master, employer 

and joint venturer or every other defendant, and every defendant was acting within the scope of 

said agency authority, employment and joint venture. 

20. On or about January 27, 2023, Decedent was traveling on Florida Avenue 

approaching the intersection of Acacia Avenue and Florida Avenue (hereinafter “SUBJECT 

ROADWAY”). At the same time, Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY was exiting the 

mobile home park and was attempting to make a left turn onto Florida Avenue and struck the 

Decedent’s vehicle, which caused the Decedent’s vehicle to swerve into a drainage ditch at the 

intersection. 

 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

NEGLIGENCE 

[Against Defendants DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive] 

21. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference, as though fully set forth at length, 

each and every allegation and statement contained in the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. 

22. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that at all material 

times mentioned herein, Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY owed a duty of care to all 

reasonably foreseeable people, including the Deceased, to reasonably manage, maintain, 

control, and operate their vehicle. 

23. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that the standard of 

care Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY owed to all reasonably foreseeable people, 

including the Deceased, was to operate their vehicle as a reasonably prudent person would 

under like circumstances and/or conditions. 

24. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that on the above 

date and time, Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY failed to operate their vehicle in a safe 

or reasonable manner by failing to yield the right of way to oncoming traffic and initiating a 

left turn from onto when other vehicles were approaching at such a distance as to constitute an 

immediate hazard. 

25. Moreover, Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that 

Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY negligently failed to approach the intersection with 

due care, failed to perceive and/or take into consideration the other vehicles on the roadway, 

and were inattentive at the time of the collision. As a result of Defendant DYLAN JACK 

CALLOWAY’s failure to exercise reasonable care, the vehicle driven by Defendant DYLAN 

JACK CALLOWAY collided with Decedent’s vehicle, causing injuries and ultimately death to 

Decedent and injury to Decedent’s property. 

26. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based upon such information and belief 

alleges that Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY failed to properly check for, and yield, 

the right-of-way to oncoming traffic prior to initiating the left turn. Further, Defendant 
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DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY knew, or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known 

that failing to check for oncoming traffic prior to initiating a left turn created an unreasonable 

risk of injury to the Decedent and others similarly situated. 

27. Moreover, Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY knew, or in the exercise of 

reasonable care should have known, that there was an oncoming vehicle approaching at the 

time that Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY began to make the left turn from onto the 

intersection of Acacia Avenue and Florida Avenue. In proceeding despite this actual or 

constructive knowledge of the existence of vehicles constituting an immediate hazard, 

Defendant created an unreasonable risk of injury to Decedent and others similarly situated. 

28. California Vehicle Code § 21801 is a statute enacted to protect, among others, 

motorists on California highways from collisions between vehicles and damage resulting 

therefrom. California Vehicle Code § 21801(a) states in pertinent part: “The driver of a vehicle 

intending to turn to the left…into public or private property…shall yield the right-of-way to all 

vehicles approaching from the opposite direction which are close enough to constitute a hazard 

at any time during the turning movement.” 

29. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that Defendant 

DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive and each of them, violated 

California Vehicle Code § 21801(a) by failing to yield the right of way to all vehicles upon the 

roadway coming from the opposite direction which were close enough to constitute a hazard at 

any time during the turning movement. Instead, Defendant proceeded to initiate a left hand 

turn. 

30. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that Defendant 

DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY, was per se negligent for driving in violation of, including but 

not limited to, California Vehicle Code § 21801, at the time of the aforementioned incident. 

31. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that at all times 

herein mentioned the Decedent was a member of the class of persons designed to be protected 

by the aforementioned vehicle code section, that the subject collision was within the class of 

risks for which the aforementioned vehicle code section was enacted to protect against, that the 
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violation by Defendant DYLAN JACK CALLOWAY of said vehicle code sections was 

inexcusable, and that the violation of said vehicle code section was a direct, legal, and 

proximate cause of the injuries and damages complained of herein. 

32. As a further direct, legal and proximate result of the combined and concurrent 

wrongful conduct of all of the Defendants, Decedent suffered and sustained loss and damages 

within the jurisdiction of the Superior Court of California, including, but not limited to severe 

and permanent injury to the body and nervous system of the Decedent, and ultimately the death 

of the Decedent. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Gov. Code Section 815.2 – GOVERNMENT LIABILITY FOR INJURIES 

PROXIMATELY CAUSED BY EMPLOYEES WITHIN SCOPE OF EMPLOYMENT 

[Against Defendants CITY OF HEMET, HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, HEMET FIRE 

DEPARTMENT, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 through 

50, inclusive] 

33. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference, as though fully set forth at length, 

each and every allegation and statement contained in the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. 

34. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that on the above 

date and time, the officers and medical personnel employed by Defendants CITY OF HEMET, 

HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, HEMET FIRE DEPARTMENT, COUNTY OF 

RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive and each of them, 

had a duty to perform lifesaving services to the Decedent. 

35. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that the officers 

and medical personnel of Defendants CITY OF HEMET, HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, 

HEMET FIRE DEPARTMENT, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and 

DOES 1 through 50, inclusive and each of them, breached their duty to the Decedent when 

they failed to perform lifesaving services to the Decedent, which could have prevented the 

Decedent’s death. 

/// 
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36. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and therefore alleges that Defendants CITY 

OF HEMET, HEMET POLICE DEPARTMENT, HEMET FIRE DEPARTMENT, COUNTY 

OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive and each of 

them, are liable pursuant to Government Code Section 815.2 because the actions, or lack of 

actions, of the officers and medical personnel make them liable in tort.  

37. As a direct, legal and proximate result of the combined and concurrent wrongful 

conduct of all of the Defendants, Decedent suffered and sustained loss and damages within the 

jurisdiction of the Superior Court of California, including, but not limited to severe and 

permanent injury to the body and nervous system of the Decedent, and ultimately the death of 

the Decedent. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

DANGEROUS CONDITION OF PUBLIC PROPERTY 

[Against Defendants CITY OF HEMET, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive] 

38. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference, as though fully set forth at length, 

each and every allegation and statement contained in the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. 

39. Pursuant to Government Code § 835 et seq., Defendants CITY OF HEMET, 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, 

and each of them, are liable for the injury caused by a dangerous condition on their property. 

40. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that Defendants 

CITY OF HEMET, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 

through 50, inclusive and each of them, were aware of the condition of the SUBJECT 

ROADWAY.    

41. Although aware of the dangerous condition of the SUBJECT ROADWAY, 

Defendants CITY OF HEMET, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and 

DOES 1 through 50, inclusive and each of them, took no affirmative steps to correct the 

dangerous condition to prevent further injury. 

/// 



 

9 

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

W
IL

SH
IR

E
 L

A
W

 F
IR

M
, P

LC
 

30
55

 W
ils

h
ir

e 
B

lv
d,

 1
2t

h
 F

lo
or

 
Lo

s 
A

n
ge

le
s,

 C
A

 9
00

10
-1

13
7 

42. At the time of the SUBJECT INCIDENT, there existed various dangerous 

condition(s) that created a substantial risk of injury when the roadway was used with due care 

and in a manner in which it is and was reasonably foreseeable that it would be and was used, 

including but not limited to, the following respects: 

a. The roadway was unreasonably and dangerously designed and maintained; 

b. The roadway lacked any or has insufficient and/or defective warning signs, 

signals, or other forms of warning to alert drivers of the dangerous nature of 

the roadway; 

c. The warning signs or other signals or postings, if any, at or near the 

SUBJECT ROADWAY or on adjacent property, are obstructed from the 

view of people traveling on the roadway; 

d. The roadway was defective in not being up to industry standards, regarding 

streetlights, warning signs, traffic control lights; 

e. The Defendants failed to maintain the roadway and related signage and 

devices to put individuals on notice of the dangerous conditions, which 

caused the incident resulting in the Decedent’s death; 

f. The combination of the above-referenced conditions created a concealed 

trap to foreseeable users of the roadway, including Decedent. 

43. Defendants CITY OF HEMET, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive and each of them, built, drafted, engineered, 

designed, inspected, regulated, modified, directed, supervised, planned, contracted, maintained, 

and controlled the roadway. Defendants caused, created, and/or allowed to exist and to 

continue to exist said dangerous condition(s) with respect to the SUBJECT ROADWAY and 

its adjacent property.  

44. Plaintiff is further informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that Defendants 

CITY OF HEMET, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA and DOES 1 

through 50, inclusive and each of them, had, within the meaning of Government Code § 835.2, 

actual and constructive knowledge of the said dangerous and defective conditions of the 
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SUBJECT ROADWAY and adjacent property for a sufficient period of time prior to the 

SUBJECT ROADWAY to have taken measures to prevent such incidents due to the 

longstanding physical appearance and condition(s) of the SUBJECT ROADWAY and 

equipment and/or lack of equipment. These actions and omissions caused the damages suffered 

by the Decedent.  

45. The dangerous conditions were not reasonably apparent to, and were not 

anticipated by, persons exercising due care and using the SUBJECT ROADWAY in a 

reasonably foreseeable manner, such as the Plaintiff. For those reasons, and others stated 

above, the SUBJECT ROADWAY constituted a concealed trap for those exercising due care 

and acting in a foreseeable manner, including Plaintiff. The dangerous condition(s) were the 

legal, direct, and proximate cause of the damages suffered by Plaintiff.  

46. The SUBJECT INCIDENT was caused by the negligence and gross negligence 

of Defendants and their employees and/or agents.  

47. As a direct, legal and proximate result of the combined and concurrent wrongful 

conduct of all of the Defendants, Decedent suffered and sustained loss and damages within the 

jurisdiction of the Superior Court of California, including, but not limited to severe and 

permanent injury to the body and nervous system of the Decedent, and ultimately the death of 

the Decedent. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

WRONGFUL DEATH 

[Against All Defendants] 

48. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference, as though fully set forth at length, 

each and every allegation and statement contained in the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. 

49. Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS is the surviving parent of Decedent STEVEN 

COLLINS DAVIS who was born on April 29, 1992. Based on information and belief, Plaintiff 

KAREN HELEN DAVIS is, or will be, the Administrator of the Estate of STEVEN COLLINS 

DAVIS. 

/// 
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50. Pursuant to the operation of Code of Civil Procedure Section 377.60, Plaintiff 

KAREN HELEN DAVIS is the heir, successor in interest, and the only person lawfully entitled 

to assert a cause of action for the wrongful death of Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS. No 

other person has any claim, right, or interest in the cause of action for wrongful death of 

Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS. 

51. On or about January 27, 2023, as a direct, proximate and legal result of the 

aforementioned negligence, acts, omissions, carelessness, and malfeasance by all Defendants, 

and each of them, STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS was fatally injured and died intestate on 

January 27, 2023. 

52. Prior to Decedent’s death, Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS was a loving 

member of Plaintiff's family. 

53. As a direct, proximate and legal result of the aforementioned negligence, acts, 

omissions, carelessness, and malfeasance by all Defendants, and each of them, Plaintiff has 

sustained pecuniary damages resulting from the loss of love, society, comfort, companionship, 

attention, services, solace, moral and financial support of STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS in an 

amount exceeding the jurisdictional limit of this Court and subject to proof at trial. 

54. As a legal result of the aforementioned combined and concurrent wrongful 

conduct of all of the Defendants, and each of them, Plaintiff has sustained pecuniary damages 

from loss and damage to valuable tangible items of personal property incurred and suffered by 

Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS prior to the time of Decedent’s death. 

55. As a legal result of the aforementioned combined and concurrent wrongful 

conduct of all of the Defendants, and each of them, the Plaintiff has sustained pecuniary 

damages for funeral, burial and incidental expenses incurred and paid on behalf of Decedent 

STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS. 

 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

CONTINUATION OF DECEDENT’S CAUSE OF ACTION (SURVIVAL ACTION) 

[Against All Defendants] 

56. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference, as though fully set forth at length, 

each and every allegation and statement contained in the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. 

57. As set forth in the preceding cause of action, the negligence of Defendants, 

inclusive and each of them, was the proximate and legal cause of the death of Decedent 

STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS. 

58. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges that Decedent 

STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS died of injuries sustained on January 27, 2023 intestate as alleged 

herein on January 27, 2023, in the City of Hemet, State of California. 

59. Prior to the time of Decedent’s death on January 27, 2023, Decedent STEVEN 

COLLINS DAVIS had valuable claims and causes of action against all Defendants herein, 

which Decedent would have asserted if Decedent had lived. 

60. Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS, who is or will be the Administrator of the 

Estate of STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS, deceased. Pursuant to the operation of Code of Civil 

Procedure Section 377.10, Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS succeed to the causes of action 

held by Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS at the time of Decedent’s death. No other 

person has a superior right to continue this action or to be substituted for Decedent STEVEN 

COLLINS DAVIS in this action. 

61. As a legal result of the combined and concurrent wrongful conduct of all of the 

Defendants, and each of them, the Estate of STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS has sustained 

pecuniary damages as a result of medical, hospital and incidental expenses incurred and 

suffered by Decedent prior to the time of Decedent’s death. 

62. As a legal result of the aforementioned combined and concurrent wrongful 

conduct of all of the defendants, and each of them, the Estate of STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS 

has sustained pecuniary damages from loss and damage to valuable tangible items of personal 
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property incurred and suffered by Decedent STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS prior to the time of 

Decedent’s death. 

63. As a legal result of the aforementioned combined and concurrent wrongful 

conduct of all of the defendants, and each of them, the Estate of STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS 

has sustained pecuniary damages for funeral, burial and incidental expenses incurred and paid 

on behalf of STEVEN COLLINS DAVIS. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff KAREN HELEN DAVIS hereby prays for judgment against 

all Defendants and each of them as follows: 

1. All past and future economic damages, including but not limited to, medical 

expenses, loss of property, loss of earnings and earning capacity; 

2. All past and future noneconomic damages; 

3. Pre-trial and post-trial interest; 

4. Costs of suit. 

 

DATED: January 4, 2024   
 
 
 
    By: _______________________  
     Karen Helen Davis 
     Plaintiff In Pro Per 
 
 
     

  
  

by Wilshire Law Firm
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

 Plaintiff demands a trial by jury in this action. 

 

DATED: January 4, 2024   
 
 
 
    By: _______________________  
     Karen Helen Davis 
     Plaintiff In Pro Per 

 
 
 
 

by Wilshire Law Firm



EXHIBIT "A"





EXHIBIT "B"











EXHIBIT "C"































EXHIBIT "D"







EXHIBIT "E"





EXHIBIT "F"






	Exhibits-Davis (239720).pdf
	Exhibit A
	State of CA Government Claim
	County of Riverside - Claim for Damages
	City of Hemet - Claim for Damages
	Exhibit B
	Ltr from DGS - Rejection of Claims
	Exhibit C
	Ltr from Riverside County - Rejection of Claim
	Exhibit D
	Ltr from City of Hemet - Rejection of Claim
	Blank Page




