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Dale  C. Campbe ll, State  Bar No . 99173 
Zac hary J. Wadlé , State  Bar No . 231404 
WEINTRAUB GENSHLEA CHEDIAK 
Law Co rpo ratio n 
400 Capito l Mall, 11th Flo o r 
Sac rame nto , Califo rnia    95814 
(916) 558-6000 – Main 
(916) 446-1611 – Fac simile  
 
Atto rne ys fo r Pla intiff 
MV Transpo rtatio n, Inc . 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
MV TRANSPORTATION, INC., a  
Califo rnia  c o rpo ratio n, 
 
  Pla intiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
AMERITRAN SERVICE CORPORATION, a  
Flo rida  c o rpo ratio n, dba  TRANSIT 
RESOURCE CENTER; TRANSIT RESOURCE 
CENTER OF NEVADA, INC., a  Ne vada 
c o rpo ratio n; and BLUEGO TRANSIT 
MANAGEMENT, INC., a  Ne vada 
c o rpo ratio n, 
 
  De fe ndants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)
) 
)
) 

Case  No . 2:10-c v-03078-JAM-EFB 
 
 
ORDER ON PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO 

REMAND AND DEFENDANTS’ MOTION 

TO TRANSFER VENUE 

 
 
 
Date : Fe bruary 23, 2011 
Time : 9:30 a .m. 
De pt: Co urtro o m 6 

 

 The  mo tio n o f pla intiff MV TRANSPORTATION, INC. (“Pla intiff” ) re que sting  

re mand o f Pla intiff’ s c o mpla int to  the  Supe rio r Co urt o f Califo rnia  in and fo r the  

Co unty o f So lano , and the  re late d mo tio n o f de fe ndants AMERITRAN SERVICE 

CORPORATION dba  TRANSIT RESOURCE CENTER, TRANSIT RESOURCE CENTER OF 

NEVADA, INC., and BLUEGO TRANSIT MANAGEMENT, INC. (c o lle c tive ly, 

“De fe ndants”) to  transfe r ve nue  o f Pla intiff’ s c o mpla int to  the  Unite d State s 

Bankruptc y Co urt fo r the  Distric t o f Ne vada bo th having  be e n duly no tic e d and  

se rve d o n all inte re ste d partie s, c ame  o n re g ularly fo r he aring  be fo re  this Co urt, 

the  Ho no rable  Jo hn A. Me nde z, pre sid ing , at 9:30 a .m., o n Fe bruary 23, 2011.  
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Zac hary J. Wa dlé  appe are d o n be half o f Pla intiff.  Ce c ilia  Le e  appe are d o n 

be half o f De fe ndants. 

 All arg ume nts, pape rs, and e vide nc e  c o nside re d and g o o d c ause  

appe aring , Pla intiff’ s Mo tio n to  Re mand is he re by GRANTED fo r a ll o f the  re aso ns 

state d by the  Co urt o n the  re c o rd at the  he aring , inc luding  the  Co urt’ s spe c ific  

finding s that:  (1) Pla intiff’ s c o mpla int ag ainst De fe ndants is b ase d upo n state  law 

and do e s no t in any way invo lve  fe de ral law; (2) the re  is no  “re late d-to ” 

bankruptc y c o urt jurisd ic tio n o ve r Pla intiff’ s c o mpla int unde r 28 U.S.C. §  1334(b ) in 

c o nne c tio n with the  bankruptc y o f third-party de bto r So uth Taho e  Are a  Transit 

Autho rity (“STATA”) file d in the  Distric t o f Ne vada (Case  No . BK-N-10-53666-GWZ); 

(3) De fe ndants’  c la ims o f inde mnity rig hts ag ainst third-party de bto r STATA arising  

o ut o f Pla intiff’ s c o mpla int a lle g atio ns are  spe c ulative , c o nting e nt, and unc e rta in, 

and do  no t c re ate  “re late d to ” jurisd ic tio n unde r 28 U.S.C. §  1334(b ); 

4) de fe ndant Ame ritran Se rvic e  Co rpo ratio n do e s no t have  any rig ht to  

c o ntrac tual inde mnific atio n fro m third-party de bto r STATA; and (5) e ve n if 

De fe ndants c o uld de mo nstrate  a  prima  fac ie  c ase  o f “re late d to ” bankruptc y 

c o urt jurisd ic tio n o ve r Pla intiff’ s c o mpla int, e quitable  re mand unde r 28 U.S.C. §  

1452(b ) is appro priate  g ive n the  fac ts and c irc umstanc e s o f this c a se .  Pla intiff’ s 

c o mpla int is he re by re mande d to  the  Supe rio r Co urt o f Califo rnia , in and fo r the  

Co unty o f So lano , fo r all furthe r pro c e e ding s.   

 Pla intiff’ s ac c o mpanying  re que st fo r an award o f atto rne ys’  fe e s and c o sts 

pursuant to  28 U.S.C. §  1447(c ) is he re by DENIED. 

 In lig ht o f the  Co urt’ s de c isio n o n Pla intiff’ s Mo tio n to  Re mand, De fe ndants’  

Mo tio n to  Transfe r Ve nue  to  the  Unite d State s Bankruptc y Co urt fo r the  Distric t o f 

Ne vada is he re by DENIED as mo o t. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Date d:  2/ 28/ 2011     / s/  Jo hn A. Me nde z______________ 
       Ho no rable  Jo hn A. Me nde z 
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