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United States District Court
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State of California et al Doc.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

EDIN S. CASTELLANOS, Case No0.15-cv-00272-JSW

Plaintiff,
ORDER REQUIRING FURTHER
V. BRIEFING ON DEFENDANT'S
MOTION IN LIMINE NO. 3
JEREMY J. MAYA,
Re: Dkt. No. 66

Defendant.

Defendant has movead limine to preclude expert testony or other evidence regarding
the value of medical servicebave the amount actually paid by Pl#if or on Plaintiff's behalf.
In support of this motion, Defendant reliestdowell v. Hamilton Meats & Provisions, Inc., 52
Cal. 4th 541 (2011). Inlowell, the California Supreme Court heltht the collateral source rule
“has no bearing on amounts that were includeal pmovider’s bill but for which the plaintiff never
incurred liability because the provider, bygoragreement, accepted a lesser amount as full
payment. Such sums are not damages the plaintiff would have otherwise collected from the
defendant.” Howell, 52 Cal. 4th at 548-49 (emphasis addee)also id. at 563-64 (noting that if
plaintiff did not incur full medical bill, “plainff could not recover it in damages for economic
loss,” and “collateral source doctrine does not agkltee amount of damages that a plaintiff can
recover in the first instance”). Defendant does ppear to dispute that the collateral source rul
would apply in cases brought pursuant toti®ecl983. Rather, he appears to contendHiloatel |
limits the measure of damages in this case to medical expensesually incurred by the plaintiff.
Cf. Hill v. Novartis Pharm. Corp., 944 F. Supp. 2d 943, 963 (E.D. Cal. 2018)dvell plainly
establishes that the collateral smairule is a substantive ruleddmages under California law.”)

(emphasis in original).
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“[F]ederal law is sient on thaneasure otlamages irg 1983 actios.” Chaudhry v. City of
Los Angeles, 751 F.3d 108, 1103 (% Cir. 2014). Thus, Caliornia lawwill govern “unless it is
inconsistent wth the polices of § 198.” Id. (citing 42 U.S.C 8§ 1988(a)Robertson v. Wegmann,
436 U.S. 584589-90 (198)).!

Although the Couris tentativéy inclined b grant Deéndant’'s maion in limine number
one, which mg make thismotionin limine moot,the Court fnds that neher party ha adequatgl
addressed théssues of wither the rud set forthm Howell, whether categrized as dimitation m
damages or aa state lavapplicationof the collaeral source ule would ke inconsistet with
Section “1983s goals of ompensatia and deterence.” Chaudhry, 751F.2d at 1103see also
Gill v. Macigjewski, 546 F3d 557, 56 (8thc Cir.2008) (finding that distict court corectly
applied “common law colkteral soure rule insted of” state vle and thatfederal lav is neither
deficient nor unable to preide a suithle remedy”for an excesive forceclaim).

Accordingly, the @rties shall sbmit simutaneous sypemental biefs addresing those
issues by no leer than Jue22, 2016.The Court eserves rulig on Defedant’s moton in limine
number 3 peding submision of thosebriefs.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: June 4, 2016 / wa .
JEFFRE_\_ -y HITj =
United States/Distrig/ Judge

! In Chaudhry, theNinth Circuitheld that ‘California’s prohibition against predeath pain

and sufferingdamages lirits recoverytoo severel to be constent with 81983’s de#rrence
palicy. [California Codeof Civil Procedure 377.3 thereforedoes not aply to § 198 claims
where the degdent’s dedt was causgby the viohtion of feckral law.” Id. at 1105.
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