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MR. JOYCE: ALL I AM ASKING IS THAT IF COUNSEL
WHO REPRESENTS THE OTHER IDENTIFIED CROSS-COMPLAINANTS,

THAT THEY EITHER CONFIRM OR RENQUNCE THE EFFICACY OF

THAT DOCUMENT AS A CROSS—COMPLAI§T, THEN I CAN RESPOND
ACCORDINGLY . |

MR. ZIMMER: I WASN'T SURE, THE COURT, Iﬁ THE
LAST HEARING, HAD EXPRESSED SOME POTENTIAL INTEREST IN
HAVING SOME PART OF THE RIVERSIDE ACTION HEARD FIRST AND
I WASN'T SURE WHETHER YOUR INTENTION WAS THAT THE
CROSS-COMPLAINT BE ONLY BY RIVERSIDE DARTIES AGAINST

BOLTHOUSE AND DIAMOND FARMING BECAUSE OF THAT REASON,
TN ORDER TO KEED TEAT SEPARATE,

THE COURT: I WAS ONLY CONCERMNED WITH THE,
WITH THE PLEADINGS THAT HAD ACTUALLY BEEN FILED AND
WHICH SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN FILED AS A SEPARATIE
COMPLAINT, SHOULD BAVE BEEN FILED AS A CROSS-COMPLAINT.

AND ‘SO THAT THE ORDER WAS THAT,

ESSENTIALLY, HE RE-PLED, WAS NOT TALKED ABOUT ADDING ANY

ADDITIONAL PARTIES, OR EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF THAT

" CROSS-COMPLAINT, HOWEVER, IF COUNSEL WISH TO DO THAT,

THEY CERTAINLY COULD, UNDER THE ORDER AUTHORIZING THE
FILING CF THE AMENDED PLEADING.
MR. JOYCE: I THINK, YOUR HONOR, IN ORDER TOC

MAKE IT CLERR, THAT PROBABLY WHAT WOULD SUFFICE IS5 IF
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THE OTHER NAMED PURVEYOR CROSS-COMPLAINANTS WERE TO AT
LEAST, IN SOME WRITTEN FORMAT, ADVISE ME AS TO THE FACT
PHAT, YES, THAT IS INTENDED TO BE A CROSS-COMPLAINT THAT

MY CLIENT HAS AGAINST YOUR CLIENT, SO I DO KNCW THAT, IN
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