MINUTE TTEM 10/26/67

51. STATUS OF MAJOR LITICATION - W.O.s 2716, 1839.16, 503,461, £875.15,
503,481, 503,513, 505.52L, 503.510, 4721, AND 503.527.

The Executive Officer submitied the following additional report in connection
with Informative Calendar Ttem 53 attached:

Case No. 892790
City of Los Angeles vs. Ciby of ILong Beach, et al.
Los Angeles County Superior Court =

(An acticn by the City of Los Angeles against the cities of Tong
Beach and Oakland, alleging that the said cities have violated
the provisiuns of the State's grants of lands, in trust, within

their harbor distriets by entering into alleged alscrimmatorv
‘agréements. )

The City of Los Angeles has dismissed this action.

Attachment
Calendar Ttem 53 (3 pages)




INFORMATIVE CALENDAR TTEM 10/67
53.

STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 1839.16, 503.461, 2875.15, 503.481,

The following information is current as of October 13, 1967:

1. Case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 6Lol66) 7.0, 2716
People vs. City of Long Beach, et ak.
Log Angeles Gounﬁzy Superior Cowrd
(Long Beach Bounaary Betermina‘bima, Chapter 2000/ 57)

No change; i.e., Tae Clty is bveing contacted by the Attorney
General®s Office o urge them to obtain 'bhe necessary infor-
mation so thai this mabter ma:,r be moved along more quickly

g h«ﬂ i‘s t&" ?muwc . *

. Cmse No. 55800 |  W.0. 1839.16
‘People vs« Monterey Sand 00. » &t gl. ‘
Monterav County Superior Court

{Action Tor Aeclaratory reliai‘, ﬁamages for trespass, guiet
title, accounting, and injumeidgn. It is alleged thab the
Monterey Sand Ordpany is trespaseing upon tide avd submerged
-tands owned by the State, and 1s removing wglusble sand
aeyosisss from said lands withoub payi&zg a0y reyal’cy to the
State.

" A Motion has been made f.o consolidate this case for purposes
of trial with the case by +the same name brought by th
* Division of Highways, Case No. 5917% ‘

Ga&e No. 30&17 W.0. BOEOkél
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Luis G‘izispo and \ :

State of California -

Sen Iuis GbisPo County Superior court

{By G‘nap:nex 3:070, statvs. of 1947, eertein tide and submerged
Yands in the vieinity of Morre Bay were granted to the County
" of San Luis Chispo. On July 17. 196k, the City of Morro Bay
was incorporated so as to include the area of the granted tide-
lands. The purposs of the pregent action is to deteimine vhether
or not the City of Morro Bay acguired title to these tide and
submérged lands as suscessor Lo the County and whether the City
pust ‘take immediate title to sueh lands or may postpone taking
title to some future date.)

A new map from the City of lMorro Bay has been received snd is
now being checked out by the State's engineers. The State has
asked the City of Morrow Bay for data supporting the map.
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4, Case No: 10,590 W.0. 2875.15
People vs. Pacific Fluorite
San Berngrdino County Superior Court

(Action (1) to e.ject Pacific Fuorite Co. of Csiiforaia (a
Californis corpcraf.:.-a} from Section 16 . 17 N., Rs 13 E.,
£:R.M... San Rerhardine County; and (&) to guiet the State's
title; and (3‘ to obtain an accounting for rents and profits ~=-
mineral trespass.)

A proposed Judgment, pursuant to Stipulations for Entry of
Judgment, has nowv been leecL

5. Case No, 21087 o W.0. 503,481
Thomas P, Raley vs. State of California :
Yolo Gourm' Superior Court o

: (Suit ‘bo cmieﬁ title to Land ad;}acemt to the Sa¢ramento River.)

: Appralaal has been made for purpost of settlement, and settle-
ment confevence is to be held after Plaintiff checks the

appmn.sal.

6. Case W>. 892790 L |  W.0. 503.51%
‘ City of Los Argeles vs. (,i%y of Long Beaeh, et al. : : ,
Los / ~eles County Superior Court : ‘

(An setion by the City of Los Angeles 9gain&t the cities cf
Long Beacu and Oskland, alleging tha% the said cities have
violated the provisions of the Stake's grants of lauds, in
trust, within thelr harbor. dlstyicts by en*&:ering into
alleged discriminatory agreemeicts.)

The Court sustained the State of California's Demurrsr to

thé First Anended Complaint, and gave the City of Los Angeles

uatil Ochober 11, 1967, in which to replead. No repleading

has been received to date, ard infoxmally it has been indi-

cated that the ity of Los Angeles may drop the litigation.

/

fa‘aﬁé) NOG 9@3712* > WoOo 5031521
Sténdard 0il Compsny v. City of Carpinteria, et al.
I.0os Angeles County Superior Court

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

No change; i.e., Demurrers overruled. Respondents given
legve %o answer.
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e 8. Case No. 892295 W.0. 503.510
Miller vs. City of Santa Monica, et al,
Les Angeles County Superior Court

(&n action by private upland ownev's involving title to tide~
lands that have artificially accreted. Both. the State Lands
Commission and the Division of Bedches and Parks have interests
to proteet. )

No charge; i.e., The City and the State have not filed any
Demvrrar or Answer as yet. However, the City and the State
have entered into a Stipulation with the Plaintiffs in Lieu of
8 preliminary injunction. The Stipulation restrains the .
Flaintiffs from building in the disputed area, and restrains
the City and ‘the State from removing any improvements thereon.

9. Casc No. 5 ?{}Iﬁ;ginai In e United States Snpreme “C‘bu’z"t . W0, ~w11723%
United States vs. State f €alifornda ' '

(Relabting to the location of the offshore boundaries between
lands under thé paramount jurisdiction of the Unjted States
and lands owned by the State, for such purposes as minerals.
A Supplemental Decree was entered in this case, settling the
principal controversies between the State and the Undted -
States, but reserving jurisdiction in the United States
Suprewe Court to settle any remaining controversies,)

No change; i.e.; As previously reported, correspondénce

between the Office of the Attorney General snd the Solicitor
General of the United States indicates the possibility that
further proceedings may be necessary ‘to resolve legal questions
relating to the ownership of submerged lands inm the vicinity of
Santa Barbara and Anscapa Islands and other fiubmerged lands off=
lying Carpinteria, California. The Solicitor for the Department
of the Interior has been contacied in an effort to evolve &n
interim working agreement relating %o sontroverted aveas off
Carpinteris pending a Court adjudication.

10, Case No. 57239 ‘ W.0. 503.527
White vs. State of Californias
Sonoma County Superior Court

(Quiet title action against the State 4o determine a property
boundary along the Petaluma River, Sonoms Coumty.)

State's Ansver filed; snd Plaintiff has submitted Interrogatories,
to be answered by October 2k, 1967.






