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46. STATUS OP MAJOR LITIGATION - T. 	2716, 1839.20, 50.4610  2875.15, 
50.481, 503.521, 503.510, •721, AND 503.527. 

The attached. Calendar Item 44 was presented to the Commission for information 
only, no Commission action b€ing reviredi 
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INFORMATIVE CALENDAR ITEM 

44. 	 2/68 

STATUS OF MAJOR LITIC4MON W.O.s 2716, 1839.20, 503.461, 2875.15, 503.481, 
503.521, 503.510, 4721, AND 503.527. 

The following information is current as of February 14, 1968 

1. CO.se No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 649466) 	W.O. 2716 
People vs. City of In Beach, et al.. 
Los Angeles 'County Superior Court 
(Long Beath Boundary Determimtion, Chapter 2000/57) - 

No change•; i.e., The City is being contacted. by the Attorney 
General's 'Office to urge them to obtain the necessary informs.- 
tiox so- that this matter may be 'moved along more quickl,y than 
in the past,. 

2. Case lip. 59173, (Righl.nw Case No. 55800) 
People Vs. Monterey Sanas. Co.., et al. 
:Monterey County Superior Court 

tAction for declaratory relief,, damages for trespass„, quiet 
title,„ em-Countiirter„, a'nalmjsinction,' It. is .33:legeri that the 
Monterey; *Sand ;,,,mipany 	trespe.Ssing upon; tide and submerged 
lands owned. by the, State„, end, s removing 'valuable sand. , 
depOsits from Satd. lands withoUt :paying, any , royalty - to, the 
State.),  

Ilearing on Plaintiff's Demurrer to and Motion to 'Strike Parma 
tions of Defendants:' First .Amended Answer is set for Febru-
ary 234', 1968. 

3. Case No. 30417 
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Luis Cbispo and 

State of California 
Sim Luis Obispo County Superior Court 

(By Chapter 1076, Stwts. 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 Bay 
vas incorporated to as to include the area of the granted. tide-
lands. The puniose 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 postpone 
taking title to some future date.) 

The proposed meeting took place-  in January 1968 in Los Angeles, 
but the City Engineer and the City Attorney for Morro Bay brought 
no substantiating data with them. They raised questions concern-
ing the correct starting point, and one of the State's survey 
crews is going to check out the starting point to verify the des-
cription. 

W.O. 1839.20 

W.O. 503.461 
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• Case No. 107490 	 W. 0 . 2875 .15 
People vs. Pacific Fluorite 
San Bernardino County Superior Court 

(Action (1) to eject Pacific Fluorite Co. of California (a 
California corporation) from Section 16, T. 17 N., B. 13 E., 
S.B.M., San Bernardino County; and (2) to •quiet the Statets 
title; and (•) to obtain ari accounting for rents and profits —
mineral trespass.) 

The State has agreed to an additional 30-day period, within which 
the site clears:rice progrsM May be completed. The nev deadline 
for the completion is March 14,1  1968. 

Cast. •  No. 21087 	 W.O.' 503.481 
'Thiimas P. Raley vs. State of California 
Polo Cotuate Superior Court 

Oat to "quiet title to land, adjacent to the Sacramento Itiver.) 

changei; 	Appraisal dc,,ts. has been exchanged., and settle, 
T4 	.conference wj It be held• 

6. Case No. 908714- 	 503.521 
Standard Oil "Company v. City of .Carpinterial  et 'al. 
Los "Angeles COunty Superior Court. 

•Ohallenge by .Statidard of the :appraised value set by the, 
'State LandS Commission on the obs;tel iittere:At 	and. tide 

 lands proposed to be  annexe 	the 0#7 of 
Oarpintenta.) 

NO change; i.e., Demurrers overruled. Respondents given leave 
to answer. 

7. Case No. 892295 
Miller vs. City of •Santa Monica, et al. 
Los Angeles County Superior Court 

W.O . 503.510 

(An action by private upland. owners involving title to tide-
lands that have artificially accreted.. Both the State Lends 
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 
entered. into a Stipulation with the Plaintiffs in lieu of a pre-
liminary injunction. The Stipulation a"taOtrevins the Plaintiffs 
from building in the dIsputed area, atd restrains the City and 
the State from removing any improvements thereon. 
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8. Case No, 5 Original in the United States Supreme Court 	W.O. 4721 
United States vs. State of California 

(Relating to the location of the offshore boundaries between 
lands under the paramount jurisdiction of the United States 
and lands awned by the State, for such purposes as minerals. 
A supplemental Decree was entered in this case, settling the 
prinlipal controversies between the State and the United 
States, but reserving jurisdiction in the United. States 
Supreme Court to settle any remaining controversies.) 

No change; 	As previously reported, correspondence 
between the Office of the Attorney Genera,- and the Solicitor 
'general of the United. States indicates the possibility that 
further proceedings ,may be necessary to resolve legal clues,  
tionts; ,relating to. the ownerahip-, of submerged. lands 3tt the 
vicinity of Santa Barbara and Anacapa IPlatlds and, other' 
merged, Iamb offlying Carpinteria, Califoriala. The Solicitor 
for the Department of the Interior has been contacted i.n -an 
effort to evolve an interim working agreeMent rels.ting'to 
controverted. areas off Carpinteria pending a COurt Adjudicar 

9. Case Ao. 57239 
	

W.0. 503.527 
White vs. State of California 
Sonoma Cotfnty Superior Court 

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

No change; 1.,e., State has answered InterrogatOries sUbmitted 
by Plaintiff . 




