MINUTE ITEM 8/28/68

. 66, SIATDS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 503.461, 503.L81, 503.521,
503.510, 472L, 503.527, 1339, 503.554, 5200.L00V, 503.557, 5825, AND 4976.

The attached (alendar Item 64 was presented to the Commission for information
only, no Comission action being reguired.
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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, 503.461, 503.481, 503.521, 503.510,
k721, 503.527, 1339, 503.554%, 5200.400V, 503.557, 5825, and 4926.

The following information is current as of August 16, 1968:

1. Case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 649466) W.0. 2716
People vs. City of Long Beach, et al.
Ios Angeles County Superior Court
(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chepter 2000/57)

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

Case No. 30417 W.0. 503.461
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Iuis Obispo and

State of Californis
San Iuis Obispu 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 Inis Obispc. On July 17, 1964, the Glty of Morro Bay
was incorporated so as to include the area of the granted tide~
lands, 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 teke immediate title to such lands or msy postpone
taking title to some future date.)

The final Judgment Agreemeat was epproved by the Commission at
the July meeting.

This Agreement 1s now being implemented by having a Court
Judgment entered pursuent thereto.

3. Case No. 21087 W.0. 503,481
Thomas P, Raley vs. State of Califormia
Yolo County Superior Court

(Suit to quiet title to land adjacent to the Sacramentv River.)
No change; l.e., Settlement conference has been held to review

respective appraissls, and revised settlement proposal. is under
review.
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1
‘ O k. Case No. 903714 W.0. 503.521
1 Standard 0il Compeny v. City of Carpinteria, et al. T
Ios Angeles County Superior Court

(Challenge by Standard of the appraised value set by the State
Lends Commission on the State's interest in tide snd submerged
lands proposed to be annexed by tn> ity of Carpinteria.)

No change; i.e., Parties are preparing a Stipulation ~% Facts
%o be used at the trisl, date of which has not yet been set.

5. Case No. 892295 W.0. 503.510
Miller vs. City of Santa Monica, et al.
Los Angeles County Superior Court

(An action by private upland owrers 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 nct filed any Demurrer
or Ansver as yet. However, the City and the State have entered
into & Stipulstion with the Plaintiffs in lieu of a preliminary
injunction. The stipulation restrains the Plaintiffs from build-
ing in the disputed area, and restrains the City and the State from
" e removing any improvements thereon.

6, Case No. 5 Original in the United States Supreme Cour® W.0. 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 owned by the State, for such purposes &g minerals. A
Supplemental Decree was entered in this case, settling the

N principal controversies between the State snd the Unlted

" States, but reserving jurisdiction in the United States

o Supreme Court to settle any remaining controversies.)

B No change; i.e., The Solicitor General of the United States end
. | the Solicitor for the Department of the Interior were notified

5 of oil-and~gas lease offers sdjacent to Carpinteria, and indicated
no objection thereto.

T. Case No. 57239 W.0. 503,527
White vs. State of California
Sonoma County Superior Court

boundary slong the Petalums River, Sonome Cowaty.)

L  lo change; i.e., Pre~trial conference was held Juse 17, 1968.
‘? @ A tentative date for trial has been szt for the week September 23,
2 1968. It is estimated thet the trisl will take about two days.

‘ (Quiet bitle action against the State to determine a property
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8. Case No. 48620 W.0. 1339 . ____§
Alameda Conservation Association, et al. vs. W.0. 503.554 :
State cf California, et al.
United States District Court, Nortuern District

(Acticn for declaratory relief and an injunction against the
State of California, certein of 1ts officers and officials,
end Ieslie Salt Co., seeking to invalidate the bourdary
settlerent and exchange of lands between the State of
California and Leslie Salt Co.)

No change; i.s., Notice of Appeal has been filed by the
Alameda Consexrvation Association in the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Cirecuit.

9. Case No. IA 2953k W.0. 5200.400V
Atlantic 0il Company, et al. vs. County of Los Angeles, et al.,
and fumble Oil & Refining Company, et al. vs. City of Los Angsles
Supreme Court of the State of California

(An action by various oil companies o recover ad valoren ‘taxes.
It is anticipated that this case may constitute a significant
precedent vidich could affect State revenues from the Iong Beach

tidelands in excess of $100 million.)

The Reply Brief to the Brief of the Attormey General was filed
by the County of Ios Angeles and the City of Long Beach. It is
anticipated that orsl argument may be on the October calendar
of the State Supreme Court,

10. Case No. 926809 ‘ W.0. 503.557
The Metropolitan Weier Distriet of Southern California W.0. 5823
vs. Norris
Ios Aageles County Superior Court

(A Petitisn for Virit of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory
Relief was filed on February 16, 1968, naming the State Lauds
Commission as one of the real parties in interest. The main
issues in this litigation are the constitutionality of Chspter
1520, Statutes of 1967, and the legal propriety of certain agree-
ments entered into pursuant te that statute., This concerns a
nuclear desalting and electrical plant that may involve capital
expenditures of over $750 million, as well as important questions
as to the Legislature's authority over tide and submerged lands.)

No change; i.e., Oral argument orxiginally sel for July 06, 1968,
will be reset for Ocicber 15, 1968.
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11. Case No. ¥ CiviI 9344 in the Statz Supreme Court
County of Orange, et al. vs. Heim, State of Californig--
Real Party in Interest

(Petition for Writ of Mandate involving the legality of the

Upper Newport Bay Exchange approved by the State Lands
Comuission. )

The Petition for Writ of Mandate was filed in the State
Supreme Court on June 24, 1968, and remanded to the Court of
Appeals of the Fourth Appellate District on July 3, 1968.

The Petition for Writ of Mandaste was denied without prejudice
by the District Court of Appeals. It is anticipated that the

County of Orange will file its petition with the Supreme
Court in the near future.




