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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

ANTELOPE VALLEY GROUNDWATER 
CASES 

Included Consolidated Actions: 

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 
40 v. Diamond Farming Co. 
Superior Court of California 
County of Los Angeles, Case No. BC 325 201 

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 
40 v. Diamond Farming Co. 
Superior Court of California, County ofKem, 
Case No. S-1500-CV-254-348 

Wm. Bolthouse Farms, Inc. v. City of Lancaster 
Diamond Farming Co. v. City of Lancaster 
Diamond Farming Co. v. Palmdale Water Dist. 
Superior Court of California, County of 
Riverside, consolidated actions, Case Nos. 
RIC 353 840, RIC 344 436, RIC 344 668 

Rebecca Lee Willis v. Los Angeles County 
Waterworks District No. 40 
Superior Court of California, County of Los 
Angeles, Case No. BC 364 553 

Judicial Council Coordination 
Proceeding No. 4408 

Lead Case No. BC 325 201 

TENTATIVE DECISION PHASE 
THREE TRIAL 

Judge: Honorable Jack Komar 

Richard A. Wood v. Los Angeles County 
28 Waterworks District No. 40 

Su erior Court of California, Coun of Los 

Antelope Valley Groundwater Litigation (Consolidated Cases) 
Los Angeles County Superior Court, Lead Case No. BC 325 201 
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Angeles, Case No. BC 391 869 

Cross-complainants Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, City of Palmdale, 

Palmdale Water District, Littlerock Creek Irrigation District, Palm Ranch Irrigation District, 

Quartz Hill Water District, California Water Service Company, Rosamond Community Service 

District, Phelan Pinon Hills Community Services District, Desert Lake Community Services 

District, North Edwards Water District (collectively, the "Public Water Producers")1 brought an 

action for, inter alia, declaratory relief, alleging that the Antelope Valley adjudication area 

groundwater aquifer was in a state of overdraft and required judicial intervention to provide for 

management of the water resources within the aquifer to prevent depletion of the aquifer and 

damage to the Antelope Valley basin. 

Several of the cross-defendant parties (collectively, the "Land Owner Group") also 

sought declaratory relief in their various independent (now coordinated and consolidated) 

actions. 

The first issues to be decided in the declaratory relief cause of action are the issues of 

overdraft and safe yield. The remaining causes of action and issues are to be tried in a 

subsequent phase or phases. 

This Phase Three trial commenced on January 4, 2011 and continued thereafter on 

various days based upon the needs of the various parties and the Court's availability. 

Appearances of counsel are noted in the minutes of the Court. 

At the conclusion of the evidence, the Court offered counsel the opportunity to provide 

written final arguments and the invitation was declined by all counsel. On April 13, 2011, the 

Court heard oral argument and the matter was ordered submitted. 

1 The City of Los Angeles, though not a water producer in the Antelope Valley adjudication area, joined with the 

Public Water Producers. 

Antelope Valley Groundwater Litigation (Consolidated Cases) 
Los Angeles County Superior Court, Lead Case No. BC 325 201 
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The Public Water Producers (and others) have alleged that the basin is in a condition of 

overdraft and have requested that the Court determine a safe yield and consider imposition of a 

physical solution or other remedy to prevent further depletion of the water resource and 

degradation of the condition of the aquifer. 

Several parties in opposition to the request of the Public Water Producers have 

contended that while there may have been overdraft in the past, currently the aquifer has 

recovered and is not in overdraft. These same parties contend that it is not possible to establish 

a single value for safe yield; instead they have requested that the Court determine a range of 

values for safe yield. 

The Court concludes that the Public Water Producers have the burden of proof and that 

the burden must be satisfied for this phase and purpose by a preponderance of the evidence. 

The law defines overdraft as extractions in excess of the "safe yield" of water from an 

aquifer, which over time will lead to a depletion of the water supply within a groundwater basin 

as well as other detrimental effects, if the imbalance between pumping and extraction 

continues. (City of Los Angeles v. City of San Fernando (1975) 14 Cal. 3d 199; City of 

Pasadena v. City of Alhambra (1949) 33 Cal. 2d 908, 929; Orange County Water District v. 

City of Riverside (1959) 173 Cal. App. 2d 137.) "Safe yield" is the amount of annual 

extractions of water from the aquifer over time equal to the amount of water needed to recharge 

the groundwater aquifer and maintain it in equilibrium, plus any temporary surplus. Temporary 

surplus is defined as that amount of water that may be pumped from an aquifer to make room to 

store future water that would otherwise be wasted and unavailable for use. 

Determination of safe yield and overdraft requires the expert opinions of hydrologists an 

geologists. 2 Experts in the field of hydrogeology routinely base their opinions and conclusio 

concerning groundwater basin overdraft on evidence of long-term lowering of groundwate 

levels, loss of groundwater storage, declining water quality, seawater intrusion (not an issue · 

2 All the experts offer estimates. The American Heritage College Dictionary, Third Edition, defines an "estimate" 

as, inter alia, "[a] rough calculation, as of size" or "[a] judgment based on one's impressions; an opinion." 

Antelope Valley Groundwater Litigation (Consolidated Cases) 
Los Angeles County Superior Court, Lead Case No. BC 325 201 
















