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Tentative Rulings and Resolution Review Hearings 

November 28, 2016 

Department 3 
 

NOTE:  This Court does not follow the procedures described in Rules of Court, Rule 

3.1308(a).  Tentative rulings appear on the calendar outside the court department on the 

date of the hearing, pursuant to California Rule of Court, Rule 3.1308(b)(1).  As a courtesy 

to counsel, the court also posts tentative rulings no less than 12 hours in advance of the 

time set for hearing. The rulings are posted on the court’s website 

(www.shasta.courts.ca.gov) and are available by clicking on the “Tentative Rulings” link. A 

party is not required to give notice to the Court or other parties of intent to appear to 

present argument. 
 

****************************************************************************** 

8:30 a.m. – Law & Motion 

****************************************************************************** 

 

ESPINOZA PROPERTIES LLC VS. MAIN & MAIN INVESTMENT, LLC, ET AL 

Case Number: 178594 

 

Tentative Ruling on Motion to Continue Settlement Conference:  This is a motion by 

Plaintiff to continue the Mandatory Settlement Conference (MSC) currently set for December 5, 

2016 to a date on or after December 19, 2016.  Plaintiff makes this motion on the basis that four 

separate Motions for Summary Judgment (MSJ) are currently set to be heard in this case on 

December 19, 2016.  This case was filed in November of 2013.  Further, despite the fact that the 

Motions for Summary Judgment were filed in late September and early October, the instant 

motion to continue was brought on shortened time and the trial of this matter is currently set for 

January 18, 2017.  The motion is opposed by all Defendants.   

  
Plaintiff contends it would be difficult to settle the case with the MSJ issues unresolved.  

Plaintiff also contends the MSC will consume undue time and expense.  While the Court is 

sympathetic to the concerns raised by Plaintiff, the Court is also mindful of the opposite concerns 

and objectives of the Defendants, who may very well have strategically scheduled their 

discovery and motion practice relying upon the date set for the MSC.   

 

The Court also notes the Defendants’ various contentions about the need for more time to 

respond to discovery and to conduct discovery.  Request is even made for consideration of a 

continuance of the trial of this matter, which, of course, is an issue not properly before the Court. 

Considering the totality of the circumstances, the Court denies the motion to continue the MSC.  

Defendants are to prepare the order hereon.   

 

Counsel are reminded each party must submit to the Court a Mandatory Settlement 

Conference Statement no later than five court days before the MSC (CRC 3.1380).  The Court 

expects these to provide the details required by CRC 3.1380(c).  Given the period of time this 

case has been filed and given the substantial discovery and law and motion practice which has 

been involved in this case, the parties should be prepared to discuss a possible resolution.  The 

parties should be aware that any further continuances are unlikely and that this Court has a 

reputation for getting its civil cases out to trial on time.  
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REDDING YELLOW CAB, LLC VS. STRATHMAN 

Case Number: 186247 

 

Tentative Ruling on Motion for Stay of DLSE Hearing:  The time for opposition briefing not 

yet having passed on this shortened time matter, the Court declines to post a tentative ruling on 

this matter.  A decision on the matter will be made at the hearing. 

 

****************************************************************************** 

9:00 a.m. – Review Hearings 

****************************************************************************** 

  

CHINN VS. SCORCIO 

Case Number: 182299 

 

This matter is on calendar for review regarding status of settlement.  The Court was previously 

informed that this matter had settled but that Plaintiff was unable to locate the Defendant.  No 

notice of settlement or dismissal has been filed.  On November 10, 2016, non-party, State 

Compensation Insurance Fund (“SCIF”) filed a motion to intervene.  SCIF’s motion is set for 

December 12, 2016.  In light of the foregoing, this matter is continued to Monday, December 

12, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. in Department 3.  No appearance is necessary on today’s calendar. 

 

DICILLO, ET AL VS. BAYER CORPORATION, ET AL 

Case Number: 172011 

 

This matter is on calendar for review regarding status of coordinated proceedings.  This case was 

automatically stayed pursuant to CRC Rule 3.529(b) pending resolution of the coordinated Yaz, 

Yasmin and Ocella Contraceptive Cases in Los Angeles County.  The matter remains on the 

Court’s docket for monitoring of the stay of proceedings.  Nothing has been filed with the Court 

to provide the status of the coordinated proceeding.  The parties are ordered to appear to provide 

the Court with a status of the coordinated proceedings and on the automatic stay.   

 

 

 


