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COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40

[See Next Page For Additional Counsel]

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES — CENTRAL DISTRICT

ANTELOPE VALLEY
GROUNDWATER CASES

Included Actions:

Los Angeles County Waterworks District
No. 40 v. Diamond Farming Co., Superior
Court of California, County of Los
Angeles, Case No. BC 325201;

Los Angeles County Waterworks District

No. 40 v. Diamond Farming Co., Superior
Court of California, County of Kern, 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, Case Nos.
RIC 353 840, RIC 344 436, RIC 344 668

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIERS’ CASE
MANAGEMENT STATEMENT
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STRADLING YOCCA CARLSON & RAUTH
Douglas J. Evertz, Bar No. 123066

660 Newport Center Drive, Ste. 1600

Newport Beach, CA 92660

(949) 737-4720 (916) 823-6720 fax

Attorneys for City of Lancaster

RICHARDS WATSON & GERSHON
James L. Markman, Bar No. 43536
Steven Orr, Bar No. 136615

355 S. Grand Avenue, 40" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071-3101

(213) 626-8484 (213) 626-0078 fax
Attorneys for City of Palmdale

LEMIEUX & O'NEILL

Wayne Lemieux, Bar No. 43501

2393 Townsgate Road, Ste. 201

Westlake Village, CA 91361

(805) 495-4770 (805) 495-2787 fax

Attorneys for Littlerock Creek Irrigation District and
Palm Ranch Irrigation District

LAGERLOF SENECAL GOSNEY & KRUSE
Thomas Bunn 111, Bar No. 89502

301 North Lake Avenue, 10" Floor

Pasadena, CA 91101-4108

(626) 793-9400 (626) 793-5900 fax

Attorneys for Palmdale Water District and Quartz
Hill Water District

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
John Tootle, Bar No. 181822

2632 West 237" Street

Torrance, CA 90505

(310) 257-1488; (310) 325-4605-fax
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CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT

Pursuant to the Court’s order at the October 16, 2007, Case Management Conference, the
Public Water Suppliers have satisfied the required meet and confer obligation. The meet and
confer took place at Lagerlof Senecal Gosney & Kruse in Pasadena on October 23, 2007. See
attached Exhibit “A” indicating those parties that attended in person and those parties that called-
in. The parties met and conferred regarding the revised class order, the revised class notice and
trial phasing.

Regarding the revised class order there was a large contingent that agreed there should be
one class with two subclasses. The two subclasses would be a class of non-pumpers and a class
of persons who pump groundwater now or who have pumped groundwater in the past. Some
parties disagreed with this approach. After a lengthy discussion it was decided that Mr. Zlotnick
would file a motion with these definitions, allowing the parties who disagreed the opportunity to
file a formal opposition. Additionally, the parties discussed the need for a revised pleading to add
the new class definitions and allegations. A few parties stated disapproval over the use of a small
pumpers class.

Regarding class notice, the parties discussed who would receive the notice and the content
of the notice. It was agreed that a small committee would draft a revised class notice and post it
to the Court’s website prior to the November 5, 2007, Case Management Conference. Most
parties agreed that the same notice would be sent to all overlying landowners within the
adjudication boundary, as defined by this Court. Additionally, most parties agreed that if a
overlying landowner did not respond, as a default they would become part of the non-pumper
class.

Finally, the parties discussed trial phasing. There was wide disagreement between the
parties on this issue. Most parties agree that the trial should proceed in phases. Some parties
believe that the first phase of trial should be on basin characteristics and yield, while others
thought that the first phase should be on the prescription issue. Other parties expressed a strong

preference for one complete trial without any phasing. There was also wide disagreement
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between the parties in terms of the timing of trial phases. Some parties expressed a desire to
begin the first phase of trial by March of 2008. Other parties stated that they had not had the
opportunity to hire an expert and did not feel that they would be ready for any phase of trial in
2008. There was no agreement reached on this issue.

The Public Water Suppliers believe that the first phase of trial should proceed in June

2008 and should focus on basin characteristics and basin yield.

Dated: October 29, 2007 BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

By J@hﬂ 4&11«&#»\4/(

ERIC]L. GARNER

JEFFREY V. DUNN

STEFANIE D. HEDLUND

Attorneys for Cross-Complainants
ROSAMOND COMMUNITY SERVICES
DISTRICT and LOS ANGELES
COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT
NO. 40
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Karin Nielsen Bonwit, declare:

I am a resident of the State of California and over the age of eighteen years, and
not a party to the within action; my business address is Best Best & Krieger LLP, 5 Park Plaza,
Suite 1500, Irvine, California 92614. On October 29, 2007, I served the within document(s):

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIERS’ CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT
by posting the document(s) listed above to the Santa Clara County Superior Court
website in regard to the Antelope Valley Groundwater matter.

|:] by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed envelope with postage thereon
fully prepaid, in the United States mail at Irvine, California addressed as set forth
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below.

|:| by causing personal delivery by ASAP Corporate Services of the document(s)

listed above to the person(s) at the address(es) set forth below.

[

address(es) set forth below.

I caused such envelope to be delivered via overnight delivery addressed as
indicated on the attached service list. Such envelope was deposited for delivery
by Federal Express following the firm’s ordinary business practices.

I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S. Postal
Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid in the ordinary course of business. |
am aware that on motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation
date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

above is true and correct.

Executed on October 29, 2007, at Irvine, California.

by personally delivering the document(s) listed above to the person(s) at the

/ “Karin Nielsen Bonwit
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