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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

EDIN S. CASTELLANOS, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

JEREMY J. MAYA, 

Defendant. 
 

Case No.  15-cv-00272-JSW    
 
 
ORDER REQUIRING FURTHER 
BRIEFING ON DEFENDANT'S 
MOTION IN LIMINE NO. 3 

Re: Dkt. No. 66 

 

 

Defendant has moved in limine to preclude expert testimony or other evidence regarding 

the value of medical services above the amount actually paid by Plaintiff or on Plaintiff’s behalf.  

In support of this motion, Defendant relies on Howell v. Hamilton Meats & Provisions, Inc., 52 

Cal. 4th 541 (2011).  In Howell, the California Supreme Court held that the collateral source rule 

“has no bearing on amounts that were included in a provider’s bill but for which the plaintiff never 

incurred liability because the provider, by prior agreement, 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 added); see also id. at 563-64 (noting that if 

plaintiff did not incur full medical bill, “plaintiff could not recover it in damages for economic 

loss,” and “collateral source doctrine does not address the amount of damages that a plaintiff can 

recover in the first instance”).  Defendant does not appear to dispute that the collateral source rule 

would apply in cases brought pursuant to Section 1983.  Rather, he appears to contend that Howell 

limits the measure of damages in this case to medical expenses actually incurred by the plaintiff.  

Cf. Hill v. Novartis Pharm. Corp., 944 F. Supp. 2d 943, 963 (E.D. Cal. 2013) (“Howell plainly 

establishes that the collateral source rule is a substantive rule of damages under California law.”) 

(emphasis in original).  
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