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3. STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, 183%9.16, 50%.461, 2875.15,
50%.%:3%, 303.3513, 503.521, 50%.5L0, AND 4721.

The attached Calendar Item 29 was presented to the Conmission for information
only, no Conmission action being required.

Attachment
Calendar Ttem 29 (L4 pages)




CALENDAR ITEM

THFORMATTIVE

e Y

STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2726, 18359.16, 503.461, 2875.15, 503.481,
503‘513) 503-523-, 503’510, AND }4'721--

The following information is current as of April 153, 1967:

1. Case No. Th7562 (now consolidated with Case No. 6k9466) 7.0, 2715
People vs. City of Long Beach, et al.
Los Angeles County Superior Court
(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57)

Tae City of Long Beach has remitted the following emounts o
the State:

Ca March 13, 196T:

a) $§3,831.§g (principal sum of $20,323.31 and interest
of $6,508.55), representing the State's share of dry
gas revemues for the so-called Nine Channel YWells for
the period Jan. 1, 1956, through Nov. 30, 1966;

and

$25%,927.78, representing oil revenues fzom harbox
upland parcels that were geouired by the expenditure

of trust funds for the period Feb. 1, 1956, through

On March 31, 1967: ,

(5] &35,500.0L, vepresenting tbe Ziate's share of interest
sarned on oil vevemues from the Nine Channel Wells for
the povicd Feb. 1, 1955, through Feb. 28, 1967.
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2. Case No. 55800
People vs. Monterey Sand Ce., et al. ¥.0. 183%0.16
Monterey County Supericr Court

(Action for declarstory relief, damages for trespass, quiet

title, accounting, and injunction. It iz sllaead that the
Monterey Sand Compery iz trespassing upon tide and submerged
1anés owned by the State, and is removing valuable sand

deposits from said lands without paying any royalty to the State. )

Agreement has been reached tentatively for an inspection of
Defendant's documents, in lieu of further answers to interrcga-
tories.
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Case No. 3017 .0, 505.461
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Iumis Obispo and

State of (alifornia
San Imis Coispo County Superior Court

(By Chapter 1076, Stats. of 1947, certain tide and submerged
lands in the vicinity of Morro Bay were granted to the County
of San Iuis Obispo. On July 17, 1984, theCity of Morro Bay
was incorporated so as to include the area of the granted
tidelands. The purpose of the present action is to determine
whether or not 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 post-
pone ‘taking title to some future date.)

Execution of settlement agreement was authorized by resolution
of the State Lands Commission on March 23, 1967. On March 31,
1967, the City Council of the City of Morro Bay passed
Resolution No. 37-67, approving the final settlement agreement.
Inconsistencies have been found between this resolution and the
maps. These are now being corrected.

ase Ho. 187490 ' %.0. 2875.15
eople vs. Pacific Fluorite
San Bernardino Ccunty Superior Court

(Action (1) to eject Pacific Fluorite Co. of California

(a California corporation) from Szetion 16, T. 37 M., R. 13 E.,
S.B.4., San Bernardino County; and {2) to quie¢t the State's
title; and {3) to obtain an accounting for rents and profits --
mineral trespass.)

to a settlement of the issues remaining in dispute.
ten Stipulation for Judgment is being prepared., Efforts
continuing to reach a settlement with the remaining
defendant.

Case No. 21087
Thomas P. Raley vs. State of California
Yolo County Superior Court

(Suit to quiet title to land adjacent %o the Sacramento
River. )

o change; i.e., Matter under investigation.
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Cage No. 892790 W.0. 503.513
City of Los Angeles vs. City of Long Beach, et al.
Lecs Angeles County Superior Court.

(An action by the City of Los Angeles against the cities

of Long Beach and Oakland, alleging that the said cities
have violated the provisions of the State's grants of lands R
in trast, within thedr harbor districts by eatering into
alleged discriminatory agreements. )

The State made a general appearance as a party in the action,
and requested a six months' extension in which to plead. The
Court, on April 7, 1967, granted the State an extension of only
30 days. A F.Lea&;u\ muist be filed on or hefore May 8, 1967.
The hearing on the Nemurrers and Motions for Swmmaxry Judgment
of other defendants t¢ the sciion is scheduied for May 20,

1967.

Case No. 90371k ‘ .0, 503.521
Standard 01l Company v. City of Carp:mteria s €t al.
Tos Angeles County Superior Court

(Challenge by Standard of the appraised vglue set by the
State Lands Commission on the State's interest in tide and
submerged lands proposed to be annexed by the City of
Carpinteria. )

Hearing on Demurrers scheduled for April 21, 1967.

Case No. 892295 ‘ W.0. 5035.510
Mitlér ve. City of Santa Monica, et al.
Los Angeles County Supérior Court

(An action by private upland owmers involving title to
tidelands that have artificially accreted. Both the State
Lands Commission and the Division of Beaches and Parks have
interests to protect.)

No change; i.e., the City and the State have not filed any
Demurrer or Answer as yet. However, the City and the State
have enterad into a Stipulation with the Plaintiffs in lieu
of & preliminary injunction. Tae Stipulation restrains the
Plaintiffs from building in the disputed area, and restrains
the City and the State from removing any improvements
thereon.

Caze Io. 5 Original in the United States Supreme Court W.0. k721
United Suates va State of Ualifornia

(Relating to the location of the offshore houndaries between

lands under the paramount jurisdiction of the United States

and iands owned by the State, Lfor such purposes as minerals.
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9. {Conta, ) w.0. L721
A Supplemental Decree was entered in this case, settling the
prineipal contiroversies between the State and the United States R
but reserving jurisdiction in the United States Supreme Court
to settle any remaining controversies.)

As previously reported, correspondence between the Office

of the Attorney General and the Solicitor General of the
United States indicates the possibility that further pro-
ceedings may be necessary to resolve legal questions

relating to the ownership of submerged lands in the viecinity
of Santa Barbara and Anacapa Islands and other submerged
lands off-lying Carpinteria, Californiz. The Solicitor for
the Depsrtment of the Interior has been contacted in an effort
to evolve an interim working agreement relating to contro-
verted areas off Carpinteria peénding a Court adjudication.






