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 1.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC12-00875 
CASE NAME: CULBREATH VS. CENTEX HOMES 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR DETERMINATION OG GOOD FAITH SETTLEMENT 
FILED BY SACRAMENTO A-1 DOOR 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Sacramento A-1 Door’s motion for good faith settlement is unopposed and appears meritorious.  
It is granted. 

  

  
 2.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01022 
CASE NAME: CENTRAL DELTA WATER VS. DELTA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ATTORNEY''S'' FEES FILED BY DELTA 
WETLANDS PROPERTIES 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Court awards $561,740.  
  
The Court is, of course, familiar with the litigation, having presided over it since its inception. 
 
This was truly a “high stakes” matter, involving a sale worth $175 million.  The issues were 
difficult and multifarious.  It is perfectly rational that Delta Wetlands Properties mustered a very 
robust legal response to this serious threat to the sale.   
 
The Court has reviewed the statements attached to Mr. Rocca’s Declaration.  It appears that the 
bulk of the work on the case was done by Mr. Rocca and Mr. Erkel.  (Those two generated 71% 
of the time recorded by the “core” attorneys. See, Summary Chart #1 attached to Mr. Rocca’s 
Declaration.)  Other attorneys assisted where necessary.  For the most part, the complexity of 
the case warranted that.   
 
In addition, plaintiffs must bear some of the onus for the length and intensity of the litigation.  
After the December 15, 2016 hearing, plaintiffs might well have recognized the futility of seeking 
to amend further.  But they amended to include allegations regarding levee work and borrow pits 
– allegations which were found to be inadequate at the May 18, 2017 hearing.  Those 
allegations included facts relating to licenses that were more than sixty years old.  It was, 
indeed, necessary for defendants to dig into these matters. 
 
Summary Chart #1 attached to Mr. Rocca’s Declaration (which totals $499,646) excludes the 
time for the non-core timekeepers at Morgan Lewis.  The Court has reviewed the time of the 
non-core timekeepers and concludes that their contribution appears largely redundant or not 
material to the success of the litigation.  In addition, the Court has reduced the time of the 
Morgan Lewis core timekeepers by $9,019 to account for the billing, by multiple lawyers, at the 
June 2, 2016 and December 15, 2016 hearings.  That results in the amount awarded. 
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 3.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01022 
CASE NAME: CENTRAL DELTA WATER VS. DELTA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ATTORNEYS'' FEES FILED BY METROPOLITAN 
WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CAL 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
See line 2 as well. 
 
Metropolitan Water District objects to Exhibit C to the Declaration of John R. Conger in Support 
of Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Metropolitan Water District’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees.  That exhibit 
is hearsay, and the objection is sustained. 
 
The Court has reviewed the time records of the MWD and Best, Best & Krieger personnel.  For 
their client, too, this was an important and complex piece of litigation.  MWD was entitled to 
defend its own interest and not rely on any other party to frame the response to the litigation 
without regard to MWD’s position.  In addition, MWD raised some additional issues in its 
defense and it was certainly entitled to do so. 
 
Although Best, Best and Kriger had six timekeepers on the matter, as with the Morgan, Lewis 
work, just two attorneys (Christopher Pisano and Kimberly Hood) did 77% of the work.  It 
appears that Mr. Collins’ work added little to the matter, so the time for that will not be awarded. 
 
Plaintiffs question the hourly rates sought by MWD in-house staff.  Those rates seem to be 
proper given the level of experience and the marketplace in which those timekeepers work.  
Indeed, they may even be regarded as modest. 
 
The request for $393,030.75 in attorney fees is granted. 
 

  

 4.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01022 
CASE NAME: CENTRAL DELTA WATER VS. DELTA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ATTORNEYS FEES FILED BY SEMITROPIC 
WATER STORAGE DISTRICT 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
As with the fee requests on lines 2 and 3, the Court has scrutinized the records and finds the fee 
request to be justified. 
 
The request for $38,462 in attorney fees is granted. 
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 5.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01022 
CASE NAME: CENTRAL DELTA WATER VS. DELTA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR ATTYS FEES AND COSTS FILED BY 
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 2025, RECLAMATION DISTRICT 2028, 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
As with the fee requests on lines 2, 3, and 4 the Court has scrutinized the records and finds the 
fee request to be justified. 
 
The request for $22,327.50 in attorney fees is granted. 
 

  

 6.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC16-01882 
CASE NAME: PACIFIC CREST VS. BUCKBY 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR COMPEL PLAINTIFF PACIFIC CRESTS'' RESP 
TO SPCL INTE FILED BY RLI INSURANCE COMPANY, KEVIN BUCKBY, JO 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
It appears that PCB has provided the discovery sought by this motion.  It is, therefore, moot.   

With regard to sanctions, the Court has read the e-mails and the related declarations.  It 
appears that an oversight led to the discovery request not being properly calendared.  In the e-
mail traffic, PCB’s counsel was candid and forthright about the matters.  A rather routine request 
for an extension of time led to a very formal letter.  This is a matter that should have been 
worked out cooperatively; a motion was unnecessary.  The request for sanctions is denied. 
 

  

 7.  TIME:  8:30   CASE#: MSC17-01766 
CASE NAME: CONSUMER OPINION VS ZCS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR QUASH SERVICE OF SUMMONS FILED BY AGORA 
FINANCIAL, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
On January 8, 2018 plaintiff filed a request for dismissal as to Agora Financial, LLC.  That 
request was entered by the clerk on the same day.  Therefore, this motion has been dropped 
from calendar. 

 


