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Marc J. Appell, SBN 156665
appell@appelllaw.com

LAW OFFICE OF MARC APPELL, APC
2625 Townsgate Road, Suite 330
Westlake Village, CA 91361

(818) 710-7177

Attorneys for Respondents ANNETTE MOORE and BENNIE E. MOORE

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA-UNLIMITED JURISDICTION
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES-STANLEY MOSK COURTHOUSE

Judicial Council Coordination
Proceeding No. 4408

Coordination Proceeding,
Special Title (Rule 1559 (b))

)
)
Plaintiffs, ) LASC Case No.: BC 325201
)
ANTELOPE VALLEY ) Santa Clara Court Case No. 1-05-CV-049053
GROUNDWATER CASES )
) DEFENDANTS/RESPONDENTS ANNETTE
) MOORE AND BENNIE E. MOORE’S
AND ALL RELATED ACTIONS ) OBJECTION TO ANTELOPE VALLEY
)

WATERMASTER’S AMENDED
PROPOSED ORDER RE MOTION
FOR MONETARY, DECLARATORY AND

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF;
DATE: March 28, 2025
TIME: 9:00 a.m.
DEPT: Court Call

(Assigned to Hon. Jack Komar)

DEFENDANTS/RESPONDENTS ANNETTE MOORE AND BENNIE E. MOORE HEREBY
SUBMIT THE FOLLOWING OBJECTION TO ANTELOPE VALLEY WATERMASTER’S AMENDED
PROPOSED ORDER MOTION FOR MONETARY, DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
BASED ON THE FOLLOWING:

I
I
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BENNIE E. MOORE AND ANNETTE MOORE’S OBJECTION TO AMENDED PROPOSED ORDER
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1. The Court never discussed during argument of the motion, and the Minute Order does not
reflect, enjoining Respondentsp from producing further groundwater until further conditions were met, or
installing Watermaster Engineer-approved water flow meters on all wells at Respondents’ propert(ies).

2. The Minute Order stated that Counsel was to provide the Court with a modified Order that
includes discovery guidelines. The Watermaster’s proposed order does not provide or suggest any
discovery guidelines.

DATED: April 8, 2025 LAW OFFICE OF MARC APPELL
A Professional Corporation

wlr

Marc J. Appell
Attorneys for Defendants/Respondents
ANNETTE MOORE and BENNIE E. MOORE
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BENNIE E. MOORE AND ANNETTE MOORE’S OBJECTION TO AMENDED PROPOSED ORDER
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PROOF OF SERVICE - 1013a, 2015.5 C.C.P.

Antelope Valley Groundwater Cases
Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding No. 4408
LASC Case No. BC325201
Santa Clara Court Case No. 1-05-CV-049053

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
> SS.
COUNTY OF VENTURA )

I am employed in the county aforesaid; I am over the age of eighteen years and not a party to
the within entitled action; my business address is 2625 Townsgate Road, Suite 330, Westlake Village,
CA 91361.

On April 8, 2025, I served the within Defendants’/Respondents’ Objection to Amended
Proposed Order RE Motion for Monetary, Declaratory, and Injunctive Relief on the interested
parties in said action by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope and delivering it as
follows:

(] (By Mail) I placed the envelope for collection and processing for mailing following the ordinary
practice of this business with which I am readily familiar. On the same day correspondence is
placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary courses of business with the
United States Postal Service with postage thereon fully prepaid.

[l (By Overnight Courier) I caused such envelope with postage fully prepaid to be sent by Federal
Express.

(] (By Hand) I caused each envelope to be delivered by hand at

[x] (By Electronic Service-Unless Otherwise Indicated) Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
§1010.6 and/or agreement of the parties, I caused each document to be sent by electronic mail to
the following email addresses of counsel for the parties confirmed to be correct:

Each envelope was addressed as follows:

Craig A. Parton, Esq.

PRICE, POSTEL & PARMA
200 East Carrillo Street, 4™ Floor
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct, and that I executed this
document on April 8, 2025, at Westlake Village, California.
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Marc J. Appell

PROOF OF SERVICE
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