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Tentative Rulings for February 25, 2026 

Department 503 

 

For any matter where an oral argument is requested and any party to the hearing 

desires a remote appearance, such request must be timely submitted to and approved 

by the hearing judge.  In this department, the remote appearance will be conducted 

through Zoom.  If approved, please provide the department’s clerk a correct email 

address.  (CRC 3.672, Fresno Sup.C. Local Rule 1.1.19) 

 

 

There are no tentative rulings for the following cases. The hearing will go forward on these 

matters. If a person is under a court order to appear, he/she must do so. Otherwise, parties 

should appear unless they have notified the court that they will submit the matter without 

an appearance. (See California Rules of Court, rule 3.1304(c).) The above rule also 

applies to cases listed in this “must appear” section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The court has continued the following cases. The deadlines for opposition and reply 

papers will remain the same as for the original hearing date. 

 

23CECG02133 Holland Hulling Company v. Jaswant Sidhu is continued to Thursday, 

April 9, 2026, at 3:30 p.m. in Department 503. 

 

________________________________________________________________ 

(Tentative Rulings begin at the next page) 
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Tentative Rulings for Department 503 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Begin at the next page 
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(34) 

Tentative Ruling 

 

Re: In re: Roman Velasco  

Superior Court Case No. 25CECG04388 

 

Hearing Date:  February 25, 2026 (Dept. 503) 

 

Motion: Petition to Compromise Minor’s Claim 

 

Tentative Ruling: 

 

To grant the petition to approve the compromised claim of minor Roman Velasco. 

The court intends to sign the proposed order. Petitioner is to submit a proposed Order to 

Deposit Funds Into Blocked Account (Judicial Council Form MC-355) for the portion of the 

settlement to be deposited into the blocked account. No appearances are necessary.   

 

The court sets a status conference for Wednesday, May 27, 2026, at 3:30 p.m., in 

Department 503, for confirmation of deposit of the minor’s funds into the blocked 

account. If Petitioner files the Acknowledgment of Receipt of Order and Funds for Deposit 

in Blocked Account (MC-356) for the minor at least five court days before the hearing, 

the status conference will come off calendar. 

 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 3.1312(a), and Code of Civil Procedure 

section 1019.5, subdivision (a), no further written order is necessary.  The minute order 

adopting this tentative ruling will serve as the order of the court and service by the clerk 

will constitute notice of the order. 

 

Tentative Ruling 

Issued By:                        JS                         on                2/23/2026                       . 

       (Judge’s initials)                            (Date) 
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(46) 

Tentative Ruling 

 

Re:    State of California v. Parallamo, LLC 

    Superior Court Case No. 17CECG00514 

 

Hearing Date:  February 25, 2026 (Dept. 503) 

 

Motion:   Demurrer to Cross-Complaint 

 

Tentative Ruling: 

 

To overrule the demurrer, without prejudice. 

 

Explanation: 

 

 The State of California (“plaintiff”) demurs to the Cross-Complaint in Inverse 

Condemnation filed by Parallamo, LLC (“defendant”). The basis for plaintiff’s demurrer is 

Code of Civil Procedure section 430.10, subdivision (c): “There is another action pending 

between the same parties on the same cause of action.” (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, 

subd. (c).)  

 

 Plaintiff provides no authority that a demurrer in this circumstance may be 

sustained on these grounds. Plaintiff attempts to argue that the Cross-Complaint in 

Inverse Condemnation is unnecessary because “[t]he compensation sought by 

Parallamo via Cross-Complaint can be sought in the current eminent domain action, […] 

17CECG00514.” (Memo. P&A, 4:2-4.) 

 

 The statute forming the basis of this demurrer explicitly provides that there be 

“another action pending[.]” (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (c), emphasis added.) 

“Under the so-called ‘plain meaning’ rule, courts seek to give the words employed by 

the Legislature their usual and ordinary meaning.” (Gonzalez v. County of Los Angeles 

(2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1124, 1129.) “[The] ‘primary determinant’ of legislative intent is 

words used by the Legislature[.]” (MacIsaac v. Waste Management Collection & 

Recycling, Inc. (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 1076, 1082, citing to Janken v. GM Hughes 

Electronics (1996) 46 Cal.App.4th 55, 60.) “If the statutory language is clear and 

unambiguous, our task is at an end, for there is no need for judicial construction.” (Id., at 

p. 1083.) 

 

 Here, the plain meaning of the words “another action” are reasonably read to 

mean that there is another action pending that is separate and distinct from the present 

action, thus allowing a demurrer to be brought on the grounds of Code of Civil Procedure 

section 430.10, subdivision (c). That is not the case here, as plaintiff makes it clear that the 

“other” action is “the current eminent domain action,” going so far as to state the name 

and case number of the present case. (Memo. P&A, 4:2-4.) Plaintiff points to no authority 

whereby a Complaint constitutes “another action” than a Cross-Complaint filed in the 

same case, and on which a demurrer on this basis may be sustained.  
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 For the foregoing reasons, the demurrer to the Cross-Complaint is overruled, 

without prejudice.  

 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 3.1312(a), and Code of Civil Procedure 

section 1019.5, subdivision (a), no further written order is necessary.  The minute order 

adopting this tentative ruling will serve as the order of the court and service by the clerk 

will constitute notice of the order. 

 

Tentative Ruling 

Issued By:                        JS                         on               2/23/2026                        . 

       (Judge’s initials)                            (Date) 
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(37) 

Tentative Ruling 

 

Re:    Kaehler v. Sierra Running Company 

    Superior Court Case No. 22CECG03770 

 

Hearing Date:  February 25, 2026 (Dept. 503) 

 

Motion:   By Defendant City of Fresno for Sanctions 

 

Tentative Ruling: 

 

To deny. 

 

Explanation: 

 

 A motion for sanctions pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 128.7 involves 

a two-step process.  First, the moving party serves the sanctions motion on the offending 

party without filing it.  The opposing party has 21 days to withdraw the challenged 

pleading to avoid sanctions.  If after the safe harbor waiting period has passed, the 

challenged pleading has not been withdrawn, then the moving party may file the 

motion.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 128.7, subd. (c)(1).) Here, the City indicates it did so comply, 

but has failed to demonstrate compliance by failing to include any proof of service prior 

to filing of the motion.  (See Jeffcoach Decl., ¶¶ 10-12.) 

 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 3.1312(a), and Code of Civil Procedure 

section 1019.5, subdivision (a), no further written order is necessary.  The minute order 

adopting this tentative ruling will serve as the order of the court and service by the clerk 

will constitute notice of the order. 

 

Tentative Ruling 

Issued By:                        JS                         on                 2/23/2026                      . 

       (Judge’s initials)                            (Date) 

 
 

 

 


