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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - %.0.s 2715, 4600, 1839.16, 503.h461, AND hy2l.

The following information is current as of July 7, 1965:

1. Case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. G4OLEE)
People vs. City of Long Eeach, et al.
Ins Angeles County Superior Court
(Iong Beach Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57)

No change since report of March 10, 1965; i.e., since the Con-
tractors! Agreement, Long Beach Unit, Wilmington 0il Fleld, has

cw heen exesuted by the ity of Long Beach, the City and the
State are now authorized and directed, under the provisions of
Section 8 of Chapter 138/64, 1lst E.S¢, to enter into appropriate
stipulations for the purpose of establishing the boundary line
deseribed in Section 7 ¢f Chapter 138. Such stipulations sre

expected to be consumated in the near future.

Case No. 805548 Civil f ’ H.0. 4600
Cerl Whitson vs. City Manager, City Zuditor, City of long ‘
.. Beach; State Lands Commission; Siswe“of California
Los Angeles County Superior Court
(fong Beach Unit and Long Beach 0il Revenues)

(Complaint for injunction and Deciaratory Relief, praying that
City Manager bte enjoined from signing the proposed long Beach
Unit Agreement; that the City of Long Beach be enjoined from: -
paying sny oil or gas funds to the State of California; thét it
be declared thahb the private owners of Town Lots in the City of
Long Besch are not vound by the Unit Agreement.)

o chauge since report of Hey 13, 1965; i.e., stipulation filed
continuing time %o plead indefinitely. Case con be reastivated
upon 30 days' nobice by any party.

3. Case No. 55800 ' 1.0, 1839.14
People vs. Monterey Sand Co. et al.
Mouterey Couvaty Superior Court

(Action for dsclaratory relief, dameges for trespass, quiet
titie, nceovnting, apd injupetion. It is alleged that the
Hopterey Sand Compsuy is btrespassing upon tide and submerged
Jands ovmed by the
deposits from s2id
State.)

5 ¢

Soahe, and is removipng valuable sand
lands withouh paying sny voyally to the

Hearing on Demurrer scheduled for July 23, 1965.
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Cuse No. 30417 W.0. 503.46L
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Luis Obispo and State

of California
San Inis Obispo County Sugerior Court

(By Chapter 1076, Statutes of 1947, certain tide and submerged
lands in the vieinity of Morro Bay were granted {o the County of
San Luis Obispo. On July 17, 1964, the City of Norrd Bly was
incorporated so as te “iclude the area of the granted tidelands.
The purpose of the present action is to determine ‘wlether or not
the City of Morro Bay acguired title to these tids and submerged
lands, &s successor to the County, and whether the City must take

immediate title %o such lends or may postpone taking title to

?

some future date.)
fio change since report of Jume 16, 3965; i.e., on Mey 1%, 1565,
the City of Morro Bay assumed the full ownership, operation, and
control of the Morro Bay tidelands, thereby eliminating a major -
controversy between the City of Morrc Bey-énd the County of
San Iuis Obispo. However, there exe remaining difficulties
relating to the trinsfer of litigation records from the County to
the City, and to resolution of the Cityls pharges of mismanagement
‘P Ene trust by the County. The State Lands Division staff and
the Office of the Attorney General will continue to watch this
2 gituation closely, =nd will .do everything possidle to assure that
the litigation with private land claimants proceeds expeditiously
and that the trust is administered in the public interest.

Ces¢ No. 5 Original in the United States Supreme Court W.0.

_ United States vs, State of Californie

(Relating to the location of the offshore boundaries between lands
ander the paramount jurisdiction of the United States and lands
owned by the State, for such purposes as minerals. )

{The immediate issues raised are whether the old case of

the United States vs. State of C8lifornia; which has been
dormant since December of 1952. is moot or whether it can
be reactivated despits the pessage of the Submerged Lands
Act of 1953.)

Ho change since report of June 16, 1965; i.e.; on May 17,

1965, the Supreme Court, by a vote of five Yo two, handed

down a decision rejechbing Californis’s mejor claims that

its btoundaries, for purposes of the Submerped Lands Act of 1953,
go around the oubtermost oft-lyirg islends or, in the altevnabive,
that these boundsries exbend thre: miles seaward from lines dwawn
from headland~to-headland in front of San Pedro, Sante Menica, ond
San Imis Obicpo Bays. The Covrt did sushain Californis's cod-
tenhions that the Statels houndaries, for purposes of this Act,
exbend thres piles séswvard of & line Arawn from headland-to-
nezdland ir front of Monterey Bey, snd that in srsas vhere there
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sre no inlend waters the base line for drawing the three~mile
merginal belt should be the line of lower low tide, rather

then the line of ordinery low tide as argued by the United
States. The Court ordered that the parties submit a proposed
decree on or before September 1, 1965. The Office of the
Attorney General has sought arnd obtained an extension of the
time within which to file a Petition for Rehearing to and
including Avgust 2, 1965. Such a petition will be filed on

or before thet date. The Office of the Attorney General slso
is seeking to extend the time in which it must f£ile the proposed
decree from September 1 to sixty days afier the Court has acted
on the Petition for Rehearing.






