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B MINUTE ITEM P
2 k3. STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION ~ W.O.s 3019, 2716, 3863, .56k, 4600, 4708 “

C 4 AND k721, -

“% The attached Calendar Item 39 was presented to the Commission for information
) only, no Commission action being required. :

Attachment I
Calendar Item 39 (3 pages)
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W.Q. 2716

CALENDAR ITEM
INFORMATIVE
39.
STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 3019, 2716, 3863, 4564, 4600, 4708 AND
k121,
The following informetion is current as of June 14, 1963:
lo, Case NQQ 800“58 W CiVil W'Oo 3019
U.S. vs. Anchor Oll Corporation, et al.
U.5.D.C., Southern District, Los Angeles County
(Long Beach Subsidence Matter)
(Request by U.S. for court order to shut down Wilmington
Field if sstisfactory subsurface repressuring progrems for
land-surface-subsidence alleviastion srs not put into opera-
tion. This case &lsc seeks mulbtimillion doilar dsmages for
alleged injury to Fedexral instellations, principally the
Long Beac: Naval Shipyard. )
No chenge sincéfreport of May 9, 1963; i.e.,
Triel on issues other than causation was held on October 2,
1962, Oral argument on such issues has been continued to
October 1, 1963. A,B. 2917, asuthorizing a settlement of
this ¢ase, has beeu introduced in the Legislatwre.
2. Cage No. T47562 (now consolidated with Case No. 646L66)
People vs. City of Long Besch, et al.
Tos Angeles Counby Superior Courd
(Long Beach Boundary Determinstion, Chazser 2000/57)
The press of other business, including the Long Beach Unit,
and United States vs, California, forced a postponement of
the pretrial to Sepbewber 10, 1963.
3. Case No. 757030

City of Hermosa Beach vs. State of California,
State lLends Commigsion, et al.
Los Angéles County Supericy Court

(An action filed by the City for declaratory relif and
for instructions to Trustes.)

o change since report of February 13, 1942; i.e.; "Thé
case is being prepered for trial."
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4, Case No. 62-1344-TC Civil W.0, 4564
. Ievig W. Twombley vs. City of long Beach,
B Stete of California, et al.
o U.S.D.C., Southern District, Central Division
. (Long Beach 0il Revenues)
o] (To enjoin the City Auditor of the City of Long Beach
- and the City of Long Beach from paying oil revenues to
. the State. Plaintiff seeking determination that the S
BE State of California has no interest in the Long Beach g
P tide and submerged lends, and, thus, no interest in the A
C Long Beach oil revenues.)
* |
No change since report of March 1M, 1963: i.e., 1.0
"Judgment in behalf of the Defendents entered on February 4, e
1063. Plainhiff filed Notice of Appeal to the Urited States :
) Court of Appeals ebout Merch 5, 1963." e
5, Case No. 805548 Giril W.0. 1600 g
“ Cerl Waitson vs. Jity Manager, City Auuitor, City of Long o
L. o . Beach; State Landg Commission; Stebe of California | B
9. Los Angeles County Superior Court b
S (Long Beach Unit and Long Bsach 01l Revenues) 84
(Complaint for Injunction and Declarabory Relief, praying x
e that City Meneger be enjoined from signing the proposed , %@f
S Long Bzach Wnit Agreement; that the City of Tong Beach be : »/
i enjoined Zrom paying any cil or gas funds to the State of I
s California; that it be declared thet the private owners of 10
# o Towvn Lots in the City of Iong Beach are not bound by the
(G- Unit Agreement.) e
W No change since report of February (%, 1963; i.e,, "Stabe .
8 has nob yeb been served; however, the City Auditor of the 2
v T City of Long Brach has been served. On Februaxy 13, 1963, ;o
- a Mohion by the City of long Beach to transfer the case to 7
, $he Pouth Pistrict of Los Angeles Superior Court (Long
‘Beach) wes granted. Mr. Whitson stipulated that the [
Defendants named need not plead until ten days after L
A peceipt of written notice."” e
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,{ 6. Case No. 271,TOT W.0. 4708 09
B City of Coronado and R. J. Townsend vs. :
oY San Diego Unified Port District, et al. -
o San Diego County Superior Court P
. (Formerly Case No. 528,11k, San Francisco County e
Superior Court) I

(Complaint for Injunction and Declaratory Relief filed
in San Freancisco, together with Order to Show Cause
returngble danuary 29, 1963, making allegations as to
defective election procedures for formation of the Port

District, unconstibutionality of the implementing legis- o2
LS lation and thut the Stute is without power to revoke %% B
ST prior grant of tidelands. City of Coronado alleges LB
o irreporabie damege, & cloud on ibs right to the land R S
e granted in trust for the benefit of "its inhabitents”, R
v and alteration of its tax structure.) B T
A The Clerk of the Superior Court has complebed przparabion © .
f P of the trenscript for the Appeai. wWe are awal¢ing -

Ll Aopelleamtts briefs. S

c 7. Case No. 5 Original in the United States Sizreme Court .0, &7zl .
-y Usited States vs. Stabte of Californis _ .
o (Relating to the location of the offshore boundaries between |
St lands under the paramount jurisdictlion of the United States Ve
o and lends owned by the Shtice, for such purposas &s minerals.) : M
ST (The immediate issues raised are whether the old cese of the
United States vs. State of Celifornia, which has been Jormant o
. & since December of 1952, ie moot, or whether it can be »
7 reactivabed despite the passage of vhe Submerged Lands Act v
LI of 1953.)
PO - <%
[ éi; No change since report of June 1k, 1963; i.e., 55
At the request of the 0ffice of the Attormey General, Justice iys
PV Black granted the State an additional 60 days in which to 2
e file its Reaponse to the United States'! Mot.on. The Response o
*:f@ s is due July 13, 1963. o




