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The attached Calendar Item 12 was presented to the Commission for
information.
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C~~2 No. 800-58 WM Civil W.0, 3019
U.s. vs. Anchor 0il Corporation, et al. -

U.S.D.C., Southern District, Los Angeles County

(Long Beach Subsidence Matter)

(Request by U.S. for court order to shut down Wilmington Field if
satisTactory subsurface repressuring programs for land-surface-
subsidence aileviation are not put into operation.)

A copy of the plaintiff United States' reply to the State's
Counterclaim was received August 12, 1959. Discovery proceedings
have commenced. Plaintiff United States has served written
interrogatories on various codefendants but not on defendant
State of California. It is anticipated that defendants will
serve written interrogastories on the Federal government.

Case No. 683,82l W.0. 2224
People vs. City of Long Beach

Ios Angeles County Superior Court

(Alamitos Bay Quitclaim Litigation)

(Resoluticn of question of whether title to oil and gas is vested
in City or State in lands granted to City by State and subzequently
quitclaimed to State by City.)

Pyial of this case 1 now set for November 24, 1959.
Case No. TOTLT . W.0. 227h.2
County of Orsuge vs. State of California, et al.
Orange County Superior Court

(Claim by Orange County %hat a legislative grant to the Uounty
of tide and submerged lands in Newport Bay conveyed to the
County all tide azd submerged lands within the County (with the
exception of a grant to the City of Newport Beaci).)

flo depositions have been taken since the time of the last report.
The Attorney General's office is continuing preparstion of the
case for trial.

Case No. 23425 2D Civil W.0. 2716.5
Abbot Kinney Company, et al. v. City of los Angeles
Ios Angeles No. 25166

This case was initially instituted without naming “he State of
CUelisornia as & party defendant. One of the issues of the case
ig whetbar *'.le to certain property situated in Santa Mowica
Bay belengs to the littoral owner by reason of gradual end
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imperceptible accretions caused both by artificial and natural
agencies. The trial court found that the accreted lands were
the property of the littoral owner and the defendant,City of Los .
Angeles, moved for a new trial which was granted. The District
Court of Appeal sustained the trial court finding on this issue.
The Attorney Genersl's office filed an amicus curiae brief in the
Supreme Court of the State of California, and oral arguments were
heard before that court on October 19, 1959. The State's argument
was based upon two propositions. First, that the trial court

I lacked jurisdiction to hear the matter without joinder of the

. State of California because Section 6308 of the Public Resources
.- Code mekes the State an indispensable party to an action involv-
. ing the title to, or the beundaries of tide or submerged lands.
The second srgument of the State was that the finding that mixed
artificial and natursl accretions inure to the benefit of the

f? littoral owner is contrary to the prior existing California case
i law. The questions are being considered by the court and in the
- event the State is sustained on either of its arguments, the

matter will be returned for & new trial, at which time the State
vill undoubtedly be Jjoined as a defeéndant.




