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DECLARATION OF JEFFREY V. DUNN

I, Jeffrey V. Dunn declare:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts below, and if called upon to do so, I could

testify competently thereto in a court of law.

2. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California. I am a partner

of Best, Best & Krieger LLP, attorneys of record for Los Angeles County Waterworks District

No. 40 (“District No. 40”).

3. At or prior to 10:00 a.m. on Friday, March 18, 2016, I provided notice to all parties

and their counsel of the ex parte application by District No. 40, City of Palmdale (“Palmdale”),

Quartz Hill Water District, Littlerock Creek Irrigation District, Palm Ranch Irrigation District,

Desert Lake Community Services District, and North Edwards Water District for an order

allowing District No. 40 and Palmdale to exceed the 15-page limitation on their joint opposition

to the Wood Class’ Motion for Award of Attorneys’ Fees and Incentive Award (“motion”).

Notice was provided by posting the concurrently filed notice and application to the Court’s

designated website for the above captioned action. The concurrently filed notice provides the

date, time, and location the ex parte hearing, and the specific relief to be requested. The notice

also requests parties wishing to oppose the application to contact my colleague, Wendy Y. Wang.

4. On or about January 27, 2016, counsel for the Wood Class filed the motion against

District No. 40, Palmdale, and certain other public water suppliers. The motion requests

$3,348,160 plus a 2.5 multiplier in fees, a $25,000 monetary incentive payment, and costs of

$75,242.06. In support of the motion, the Wood Class filed voluminous declarations of Michael

D. McLachlan, Daniel M. O’Leary, Richard M. Pearl, Richard A. Wood and David B. Zlotnick

with exhibits. Amongst other exhibits attached to Mr. McLachlan’s declaration are 230 pages of

invoices for work allegedly performed by Mr. McLachlan’s office from August, 2007 to January,

2016.

5. Due to the amount of the fees requested, the complexity of the issues involved, and

the length of this action, a 15-page limitation for a memorandum of points and authorities is
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unreasonably restrictive and does not permit the motion’s opposition and responding parties a

sufficient opportunity to address the matters raised in the motion and accompanying declarations.

6. Attorneys for District No. 40 and Palmdale coordinated with counsel for other

public water suppliers subject to Wood Class’ request for fees in preparing their oppositions. The

group collectively decided to file two oppositions to address the issues raised by the motion. In

lieu of filing two separate oppositions to Wood Class motion, District No. 40 and Palmdale filed a

joint opposition on March 15, 2016, the memorandum of which totals 30 pages. The six small

public water suppliers also filed an opposition.

7. On or about March 16, 2016, I was informed by Mr. McLachlan that he considers

the joint opposition by District No. 40 and Palmdale to have violated the 15-page limitation and

that Palmdale lacks standing to oppose the Wood Class motion.

8. If District No. 40 and Palmdale are not permitted to file a joint opposition that

exceeds the 15-page limitation, this will have the practical effect of denying an adequate

opportunity to respond to the motion and prejudicing all parties opposing the motion—not just

District No. 40 and Palmdale.

9. The ex parte application should be heard on shortened notice as the reply brief is

due on March 25, 2016 and this issue should be resolved before then and the hearing on April 1,

2016.

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

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 18th day of March, 2016, at Los Angeles, California.

Jeffrey V. Dunn




