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The attached Calendar Ttem 37 was presented to the Commission for :mformaw
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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION” - W.0.8 2716, 1839.16, 503.461, 2875.15, 503.48L,
50%.515, 503.52L, 503.510, 4721, AND 503.527.

The following informetion is current as of November 15, 1967:

People.vs. City of Long Beach, et al.
Ios Angeles County Supevdior Comrt - ,
(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57)

i, @ase No. T7562 (now consolidated with Case No. 649L66) W.0. 2716

‘Wo change; i.es, The City is being contaded by the Attorney
General®s Office to urge them to oblain -the neceszary infor~
‘mation 50 thal this matter may be movéd along more quickty - -
- then in the past. . e

Case No. 55800 . - o
People vs. Monterey Sandilo., et al.
. Monkerey County Superior Court.

Y0, 1839.16

‘(Action for decleratory rellef, dameges for trespsss, quiet
 %itle, accounting, and injuncbion. It i3 alleged thab the . .
- "Monterey Sand Company ig trespassing upon bide and submerged
lends owned by the State, and is vewoving valusble sand i
, deposi?s;:ﬁminéaid,:lzan&a without paying any royslby bto the
Stete. R : I ~ ’ :

The Motion was grauted to consolidate this case with the case of ..
the same nmme brought by the Division of Highways, Case No. 59173«
Thig is for trigl of only the issue of title.. . co

Case No. 30LLT o ’
¢ity of Morxo Bay vs. County of San ITuis Obispo and
State of Celifornis - ‘

San Imis Obispo Counbty Superior Court

W.0. 503461

(By Chapter 1076, Stats. of 19L7, certain tids and submerged
1ands in the vielmity of Morro Bay were granted to the County

of Sen Luils Obispo. On July 17, 196k, the City of Morro Bay
wes incorporated so as to include the area of the granted tide-
lends., The purpose of the present action 1s to determine whether
or not the ity of Morre Bay scquired kitle to these tide and
submerged lands as successor te the County and whether the CLby
must teke immediate title to such lands or may postpone taking
title to some Fubure dmte.) o

The mep problem still hue not been resolved. A meeting has been °
scheduled for November 21 %87, to try to complete this matter.
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b, Case No. 107490 . W.0. 2875.15
People vg. Pacific Fluorite :
._Sen Bernardino County Superior Court

{Acidon (1) to eject Pacific Fluorite Co. of California {a
Ceilifornis corporation) from Section 15, T. 17 M., R. 15 E.,
8.B.M.; San Bexnardino County; and (2) %o guiet the State's
title; and (3) to obtain an accounting for renis and profits -«
mineral trespass.) '

. Judgment, in févor of the Stetey was signed and entered on

3 v

November 15, 1967.
Cnse No. 23087

Thomes P. Raley ve. Btabe of ‘G'a:t;ifbmia
Yolo County Superior Courd '

| Wel. 50%.481

{Suit to quiet bitle to land adjacent to the Sacramento River.)
. Appraisel date has been exchanged, ax;deaé‘h‘blementr cotiférence
. will be held. - - SR Co

6. Cuse ¥o. 89296~ - L
- City of Yos Angeles vB. City of Long Beach, et al.
Los Anpeles »Qqun'cy,;’mpez‘ior Cowzt . 0 -

- bod 2 - OO
4

- (An sction by the City of Los Angeles against the eities of -
Long Beach and Oakland, slleging thal the said cities have
vivlated the provisions of the State's grants of ldnds, In
trust, within their harbor districts by entering into
alleged discriminstory agreements.) S -

The cose was dismissed, without prejudice, by the City of
Los Augeles. ~ .

Te éase No. 9037;1» \

&tendard 01l Compeny v. City of Carpinteria, et al.
Los Angeles County Supertor Court

. g

(Cnailenge by Standayd of the appraised value set by the
State Dands Commission on the State's interest in tide and
submerged lands proposed to be snneked by the City of
Carpinteria.)

No chemge; 1.e., Demmrrers overruled. Respondents glven
Jeove t0 answer.
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8, Case No. 892295 ’ W.0. 50%.510
Miller vs. City of Santa Monica, et al, '
Log Angeles County Superior Court

(An sction by priva.ﬁe uplond owmers involving title to tide-
lands that have artificially acereted. Both the State Lands
Commission end the Division of Bzaches and Parks have interests
to protect.) ' /

No change; 1.e., The City and the State hawe not filed any

Demurrer or Answer s yek. However, -the City and the State

‘have entered into a Stipularvion with the Plaintiffs iu lieu of

& preliminary injunction.. The Stipulation restrains the®

Plaintiffs from buil&ing in the disputed avea; end restrams ,
 the Gi’!:.y and the Sta:he from removing eny improvements thexeon. .

) EoR Lk N e Claaa T
91' Qmu Fyie 5 u“‘@iﬁa‘d ix& yu.r.: ’11.:.&::; uuauwa Suj}:ﬂe m

Unita& Sta.tes va. S*ba'he of California

o (Relating 'bo the loca“cion of the offshore boun&aries between
" lends under the paremount Juris@iction of the Tnited States”
“and lende ovned by the Btate, for such purposes as minerals.
A Supplemental Decree wag cantereei in this case, sebtling the
_ principal controversies between the State and the United

States; but reserving Jurtsdiction in the. United States
"cupreme Gour’c o se:ttle auy mmaimng controversmes.}

' No change; i&s. 3 As previms Ly vepoited, correspmnﬁeme

 between the-0ffice of the Abtorney Genersl and the Bolicitor
General of the United States indicates fthe posgibility that .
further proceedings mey be necessary to resolve legal q}las*cions ’
- relating to the. ovnershiy-of subarged lands in the vicinity of
‘Banta Barbare and Anecepa Islands snd other submerged lends off-
lying Carpinteris, Celifornia. The Solicitor for the Departmend
of the-Interier has been contacted in en effort to-svelve sm~ - -
interim working apreement relabing to controverted areus off
Ca.rpin‘ceria, pend.mg & Court aﬂju&ica‘cmn, '

10, Case No. 57239 ‘ ‘ ¥.0. 50%.527
White vs. State of Californis
Sonoma County Superior Co;m: :

(Quiet title action against the Stete to determine a proparty
boundary along the Petaluma River, Sonoma County.)

State has snswered Interrogatories submitted by Plaintiff,






