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SUPERI OR COURT OF CALI FORNI A
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

GLENN- COLUSA | RRI GATI ON
DISTRICT et. al.,

CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY JUDI Cl AL COUNCI L COCRDI NATI ON
et. al., ANDERSON et. al., PROCEEDI NG NO. JC4118
SAN LU S WATER DI STRI CT,
et. al.,
Petiti oners,
V. ORDER GRANTI NG PETI TI ON FOR
COORDI NATI ON

STATE WATER RESOURCES
CONTROL BOARD

Respondent .

The Petition for Coordination having cone on for hearing,
and good cause appearing that the coordination of the included
actions is appropriate under the standards specified wthin Code
of Cvil Procedure section 404.1,

| T 1S ORDERED that the Petition of Respondent State \Water
Resources Control Board for the coordination of the included
actions is GRANTED. It also appearing that the coordinated
actions are in the jurisdiction of nore than one review ng court,
| T 1S FURTHER ORDERED that the Court of Appeal for the Third

Appel l ate District be designated the review ng court having




© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N RN DN N N N N N DN R PR R R R R R R R
0o N o o M WwWN BB O O 0o N o B W N - O

appellate jurisdiction and the Court in which any petition for a
wit relating to any subsequent order in this proceeding shall be
filed.

After entertaining argunment at the tine of the coordination
hearing both with respect to the appropriate appellate court and
assignment of the coordination trial judge, this Court further
recomrends to the Judicial Council that the coordinated
proceedi ngs be assigned to the Superior Court of California,
County of Sacranento.

I n maki ng the above order designating the Third Appellate
District was the court to which this case shall be referred, the
Court has considered the argunents advanced by various parties at
the tinme of hearing, including suggestions that another |ocation
woul d be nore neutral and/or offer greater conveni ence. Those
notwi t hstandi ng, the Court nakes this order for the foll ow ng
reasons:

1. Inlight of the fact that the Gty and County of San
Francisco is a party to this case, The First Appellate District
offers no "neutrality" advantage.

2. \Wile Sacranento is the seat of state governnent,
nonet hel ess, the nenbers of the Sacramento County Superior Court
have a long history of addressing issues pertaining to state
gover nment di spassionately and objectively. It is also true that
quite a few judges of the Sacramento bench have held various
positions in one or the other of the branches of state
government. Contrary to concerns expressed by counsel, however,
it isthis witer's observation that such experience has given

such bench officers reason to view the actions of the other two
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branches with a healthy skepticism rather than with any undue
deference or affinity.

3. The State Water Resources Control Board is headquartered
in Sacranmento, and a great deal of the volum nous adm nistrative
record is lodged at the Board's offices in Sacranento.

4. Sacranmento is fairly accessible fromall corners of the
state by plane, train and auto, and further, offers relatively
| ess expensive | odging and neals than may generally be found in
San Franci sco, the other venue mainly considered for this case.
As many of the parties in this case are public agencies, and in
light of the extended nature of a trial which may |ikely ensue,

such consi derations should not weigh lightly.

DATED

HON. BRI AN R VAN CAWP
Coor di nati on Mdtion Judge
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