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records), the Court has been stock-piling the subsequent submissions until such time as it has 

access to a list which Cross-Complainant City of Buenaventura claims, by counsel, to be 

accurate.  As of this writing on Sunday March 14, 2021, no such list has been provided to the 

Court though hopefully this will occur on the morning of March 15.  Once such lists are 

available, the Court intends to deal with this paperwork as quickly as possible, subject to the 

press of other cases.

Requests For Default:

This is done by clerical staff of the court, not courtroom staff, and not subject to any direction by 

the judge.  To my understanding a flood of these Requests are now being tendered, and they will 

be dealt with by staff in due course.  If counsel have concerns, contact Spring Street Court 

Administrator II Rick Thrall at 213-310-7089.

Anticipated Motion To Set Evidentiary Hearing:    

The Court has barely scratched the surface on this contested issue1, but it is enough to say that a 

motion has to precede the setting of an evidentiary hearing.  The Court would assume that 

practical counsel for the parties urging the Physical Solution would want to exhaust their 

settlement discussions with the State’s representatives and other interested parties before they 

file such a motion.  The condition of the Court’s calendar is such that the concept of setting a 

contested evidentiary hearing in January 2022 or some time thereafter should not be a problem.  

It may well be that some preliminary motion practice needs to be had in the second half of 2021 

on whether the predicates for a proceeding under C.C.P. § 850(b) have been established by the 

proponents of the Physical Solution.

Other:

If there are other topics which can be usefully addressed on March 15, please feel free to raise 

them with the Court.

1 Simply put, the Court has not yet had time to review the Brief Of Proposing Parties Regarding The Physical 

Solution, the portion of the State’s brief addressed to the same topic, the brief of Casitas Municipal Water District re 

same, City of Ojai’s Legal Brief On Physical Solution, Andrew Whitman’s Objections on behalf of certain clients re 

same, Loa Bliss’s Brief re same, two filings by Claude & Patricia Baggerly re same, or any of the items included in 

the Requests For Judicial Notice.  The Court does not expect to have time to do so before the March 15 status 

conference.  Hopefully, I can address the substance of these briefs on April 19, 2021 if the scheduled Jury Trial is 

resolved before then.


