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STATUS OF yttuoR LITIGATION - W.G.S 2716, 4600 1  4721, 503.461, An 1839.16. 

The following information is current as of :Aped 15 ;  1965: 

1. case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 649466) 
I.eople vs. City of Long Beach, et al. 
Los Angeles County Superior Court 
(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57) 

No change since report of Earch 10, 1965; i.e., 
since the Contractors Agreement, Long Beach Units  Wilmington 
Oil Field, :has now been c ..4e: ted by the City of Long Beach, 
the City and the State are now authorized and directed, under 
the provisions of Section 8 of Chapter 138/64, let E.S. 1  to 
enter into appropriate etlpulations fox' tie purpose of 
establishing, the boundary line describei in Section 7 of 
Chapter 138. Such stiplations are expee.a.1 to be cons—eme pa 
in the near futeee. 

2. Case N. 805548 Weeil 	 X3.0. .600 
Caa "Whitson, vs. Ci.:4 atnager :  city Audi 

Long Bea-eh: 	TeVez 	 341E. 	California 
Los Angeles Couve.y Supe4-- 
(LOng Beach i21.1-, 	 ;:11 I.:levesiuca) 

(Compialet 10 injunction and Declareeely Relief,„ 	thee 
City Maneser be enee_les,1 from signing the proezeea Long Leac -e 
Unit Agreement; elkiat the "Aty of Long Beach be en jr, 	from 
paying any oil or gas funds to the State of 7,alifoenia; that 
it be, declared tleee:. the private owners of Town Lots in the 
City of Long 	(lot bound t -  the Unit Agreement. 

Letter received from Kitson continuing time to plead indefi-
nitely. 

Case No. 5 Original in the United. States Supreme Court 	W.O. 4771 
United. States vs. State of California 
(Relating to the location of the offehore boundaries between 
lands under the paramount jurisdiction of the United State: an,? 
lands owned by the State, for such purposes as mdnerals.) 

(The immediate issues raised. are whether the old case of tree 
 United States vs. Staee of California, which has been de.eeent 

since December of 35=52, ee root or whether it can be reactl-
vated despite the peeeeese the Submerged Lands Act of 

W .O. 2716 

• 

No change since repere Q!--  January 154  1965; i.e., this eeee e. e; 
argued by Special Assistant Attorney General ,Richp.rd Yeefiee 
on December 7 and 8, 1964. The matter is now under submizeicb, 
awaiting a decision by the United States Supreme Court. 

1- 	 11,188 
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4. Cane No 300.7 
	

W.O. 503.461 
City cif Morro Bay vs. County of Sacs LuiS Obispo and 

State of California 
San Luis Obispo County Superior Court 

(By Chapter 1076, Statutes of 1947, certain tide and submerged 
lands in the vicinity of Morro Bay were granted to the County 
of San Luis Obispo. On July 17, 1964, the City of Morro ay 
vas incorporated so as to iuclt4e the area of the granted tide- 
lands. The purpose of the present action is to determine whether 
or Lot the City of Morro Bay acquired title to these tide and 
submerged lands, as successor to the County, and whether the City 
must take immediate title to such lands or may postpone taking 
title to some future date.) 

It had been an'eeiraced that the City of Morro Pay and the County 
of San Luis Obispo mould be able to resolve their differences by 
means of an agreement sharing the costs of existing and future 
litigation affecting title to the Morro Bay tidelands. Unfor-
tunately, these negotiations between the City and the County seem 
to have brokcn down, at least for the tine being, and the liti-
gation between the City and the County is proceeding. The City : 

 by means of a Cross Complaiutl  has alleged mismanagement of the 
trust by the County of San Luis Obispo. The Attorney General 
has suggested that the State Lands Division look into the City's 
charges, pursuant eo the Commission's euthority under Section 
6301 of the Pdblic Resources Code, to ascertain efnether such 
charges, ia fact, have any validity. The Attorney Cereral will 
take all .steps possible to obtain a slick resolution of the 
pending controversies, so that the trust administration can 
proceed in the best intsee3ts of the local entities and of the 
State. 

5. Case No. 55800 
	

W.O. 1639.16 
People vs. Monterey Sand Co.., et al. 
Monterey County Superior. C-eart 

title, accountiri and injunction. It is alleged ,  `hat the 
tietion for declaratory relief, damages for tress iss, quiet 

neeterey Fend Company is trespassing upon tide ant submerged 
lane: owned by the State, and is removing valuable sand 
deposits from sFid lands without raying any royalty to the 
State.) 

Pursuant to the Cammession's directive of July 28, 1964, the 
State of Cale:fornia :  actiug through the State Lands CommAssione 

 commeeced a pie)ceeding egainst the Monterev Sand Compeny on 
April 12, 1965, 
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