






Footnotes

1 Trustees of the 10 Porter Street Condominium Trust vs. Carmen R. Berges.

2 The panelists are listed in order of seniority.

3 After the Cerda I rescript entered, a Superior Court judge entered confirming judgments imposing unpaid
condominium fees and special assessments in the amounts of $34,304.77 (against Cerda) and $31,391.08
(against Berges). There is no dispute that the defendants satisfied so much of those judgments.

4 Because judgment entered in Cerda's favor, it would appear that her appeal is moot. See Lynn v Murrell,
489 Mass. 579, 582-583 (2022). Asked at oral argument why her appeal is not moot, Cerda replied that she
pursued the appeal in order to respond to the plaintiffs’ arguments that her cameras violated the condominium
documents and because she disagreed with the judge's findings of fact. Because her claims are duplicative
of those raised by Berges, we proceed to adjudicate Cerda's appeal.

5 We decline to reach the plaintiffs’ argument that the judge should have deferred to their “business judgment”
on what fines were reasonable.

6 The judge concluded that the late fees that the plaintiffs sought against Berges in the amount of twenty-five
dollars per month per outstanding invoice, totalling $20,875, would be unreasonable as a matter of law and
would “result in a windfall” for the plaintiffs. The judge declined to impose late fees. The plaintiffs do not raise

the issue on appeal but, in any event, we discern no abuse of discretion. See Craft v. Kane, 65 Mass. App.
Ct. 322, 328 (2005) (award of interest should not “result in a windfall”).

7 To the extent that we do not address the parties’ remaining contentions, they “have not been overlooked. We
find nothing in them that requires discussion.” Commonwealth v. Domanski, 332 Mass. 66, 78 (1954).
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