
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
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DEPARTMENT 12 
JUDICIAL OFFICER: CHARLES S TREAT 

HEARING DATE:  01/05/2023 
 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 12 
 

NOTE PROCEDURE CAREFULLY 
 

The tentative ruling will become the Court’s ruling unless by 4:00 p.m. of the court day preceding the 
hearing, counsel or self-represented parties call the department rendering the decision to request 
argument and to specify the issues to be argued. Calling counsel or self-represented parties requesting 
argument must advise all other affected counsel and self-represented parties by no later than 4:00 p.m. 
of his or her decision to appear and of the issues to be argued. Failure to timely advise the Court and 
counsel or self-represented parties will preclude any party from arguing the matter. (Local Rule 3.43(2).) 
 
Note: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, Dept. 12 prefers and encourages fax or email 
notification to the department of the request to argue and specification of issues to be argued – with a 
STRONG PREFERENCE FOR EMAIL NOTIFICATION.  Dept. 12’s Fax Number is: (925) 608-2686.  Dept. 12’s 
email address is: dept12@contracosta.courts.ca.gov.  Warning: this email address is not be used for any 
communication with the department except as expressly and specifically authorized by the court.  Any 
emails received in contravention of this order will be disregarded by the court and may subject the 
offending party to sanctions. 
 
 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 12 Cases 
 
The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with CRC 3.1312. If the tentative 
ruling becomes the Court’s ruling, a copy of the Court’s tentative ruling must be attached to the 
proposed order when submitted to the Court for issuance of the order. 
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1. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  N22-2242 
CASE NAME:  IN RE: PEACHTREE SETTLEMENT FUNDING, LLC 
 HEARING IN RE:  VERIFIED PETITION FOR APPROVAL FOR TRANSFER OF PAYMENT RIGHTS  
FILED BY:  
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
The matter is continued for three weeks, to 1/26/23, to allow the payee time to consult with an 

independent attorney.  Pursuant to Insurance Code § 10139.5(h), if the payee consults an 

independent attorney, accountant, or actuary, the transferee will pay the fee (up to $1,500) for such 

independent counsel.  The payee is advised to consult with an independent attorney as to whether 

this is a favorable and appropriate deal – for example, one making the same or a similar sale but with 

a larger net payout to himself.  The Court understands that the payee has chosen not to consult 

independent counsel on his own, but it is not clear that the payee was aware that this is available at 

no cost to himself.  Counsel may be able to identify a better economic deal opportunity. 

An attorney can be located through the lawyer referral service of the Contra Costa County Bar 

Association, (925) 825-5700. 

mailto:dept12@contracosta.courts.ca.gov


SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
MARTINEZ, CA 

DEPARTMENT 12 
JUDICIAL OFFICER: CHARLES S TREAT 

HEARING DATE:  01/05/2023 

2 
 

 

    

2. 9:00 AM CASE NUMBER:  MSC20-01895 
CASE NAME:  SHANKAR VS ARAG 
 *HEARING ON MOTION IN RE:  EX PARTE APP TO CONT TRIAL DATE  
FILED BY: ARAG NORTH AMERICA, INC. 
*TENTATIVE RULING:* 
 
This motion was filed as an ex parte matter in Department 39, which set it for this hearing in 
Department 12.  Plaintiff has filed a one-sentence opposition that contains no non-conclusory facts or 
arguments against the motion. 
 
This case is currently set for trial on April 24, 2023.  Defendants seek to continue the trial date 
because, according to them, plaintiff in his recent deposition refused to answer a large number of 
questions without justification, instead asserting frivolous objections and refusals to answer.  The 
details of this contention are not yet provided, given that the deposition transcript is not yet 
available.  The two examples given in the present motion, however, certainly appear to bear out the 
contention. 
 
Defendants want time to prepare and litigate a motion to compel further responses.  The Court 
observes that even if such an order is granted, in light of plaintiff’s apparent attitude it may turn out 
to be necessary to litigate discovery matters at even greater length.  The Court earnestly entreats 
plaintiff to reconsider his attitude toward responding to discovery in the case. 
 
Defendants say that they also intend to file a summary judgment motion.  The availability and timing 
of that step are likely to depend at least in part on the ultimate results of discovery or discovery 
motions, and the time needed to get to that point. 
 
Further, in reviewing the file, the Court notes that there is still pending a purported appeal filed by 
plaintiff.  Whether the orders at issue there are appealable or not is for the Court of Appeal to say.  
However, the Court does not readily see how this Court could proceed with a trial while that appeal is 
pending. 
 
Accordingly, the Court vacates the April 24 trial date and the April 14 issue conference.  It is 
premature, however, to set another trial date now, because the time required between now and trial 
remains substantially unknown, and the state of the pending appeal remains to be seen.  Accordingly, 
the matter is set for Case Management Conference on May 22, 2023, with a view to assessing the 
need for and progress of any motion practice, and to setting another trial date, likely in the fall at the 
earliest. 
 

 


