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The attached Informative Calendar Item 24 was ,submitted to the -Commis6ioti 
for information only, no action thereon being necessary. 
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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION 

As of November 30, 1974, there were 240 litigation projects involving the 
Commission, up one from last month. 

1. 21AL!ILTELILLIItt 
Milielia.2tiii1OiColifCase No. 428 6 

(Plaintiff seeks dieskaLea242121with regard to the 
State Lands Commission finding that the 1961 tideland grant 
to the City of Albany had not been substantially improved.) 

The court of appeals modified its injunction to prohibit 
any further fill within the waters of San Francisco Bay. The 
new order, however, allows the additional piling of material 
on the existing fill. 

W 503.726 

On January 21, 1974, the court of appeals ruled on the merits 
of the ease before it The court ruled that the formation of 
the State Lands Commission at the meeting terminating the Albany 
grant was proper. The case is remanded to the Superior Court for 
trial on the issue of substantial improvement. The date of trial 
is not yet determined. The City of Albany petitioned the 
California Supreme Court for a hearing on the matter and the 
petition was denied. 

The State's motion for summary judgment in the matter was 
denied in the Superior Court of Alameda County. The Office 
of the Attorney General filed a cross-complaint in quiet 
title. In conjunction with this cross complaint, the 
Attorney General sought injunctive relief to prohibit 
all piling activity on this area. A preliminary injunction 
was, granted on November 25, 1974, assinst the City of Albany 
and its dumping operator, prohibiting further horizontal 
filling of debris that intrudes upon San Francisco Bay 
waters, The order, however, does not preclude further 
piling. %bus, the order of the Superior Court is identical 
to the prior order of the District Court of Appeal and in 
effect allows continuing 'piling upon the dump site and does 
not completely prohibit the activity of the land fill company. 
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I State A4  'California 	 -. 
ISITinZaWrire:f..1T3ras 

-Mectitelit- action 'to :compel removal of purprestUres from 

On'. 

irnt"173717fEe..): 

JUly:?,,193, the. ,State filed, complaint ,in. ejectment 'for 
deMageie, and to compel the  removal and -preVent the main-.  
tenance of. purpreetureS 'Which Obstruct 'navigation and _inter-
fere with the ,exercise of the public' trust over naVigable,  
waters, of Donner Lake. The purpreattires are in the fort of 

landfill, a _concrete beat launching ramp, and a- water intake 
pipeline which encroach waterward into the lake. 

Defendants in this action have been served with summons and 
complaint- and have been granted an indefinite extension 'of 
time in which to answer, coingent upon their application 
for and attainment of the 'appropriate leases and permits'. 
(The draft environmental impact report by the 'Tahoe ,Donner 
Public Utility District has been prepared in draft form and 
is currently being circulated.) The 'lease applications have 
been received. The EU and exchange agreement were approved 
by the Commission at its June 6', 1974, meeting, and the docu- 
ments have now been recorded in order to complete the exchange. 

W 503.737 3. Pariani v. State of California 
an717—'cluvirsc.-an. 	o Su erior Court Case No.152222z  

(Plaintiff seeks to quiet title to three narcels of land in 
Sonoma and Lake Counties. State patented said land into 
private ownership in 1953, reserving all mineral rights. 
Plaintiff now seeks to determine whether geothermal encrw, 
was reserved to the State under the 1953 patent.) 

The Attorney General's Office filed a cross-complaint in 
July 1973, and in October 1973 a demurrer was filed to 
certain answers filed by one group of plaintiffs. On 
December 4, 1973, the Court upheld the State demurrer, 
thereby eliminating three of the plaintiff's defenses in 
the case. 

'On' May 	1974, the San Francisco _Superior Court. clenied, 
defendants motion fer summary jukevnent 	judE= eat onr. ,the 
pleadings. - 9n :July ,25', 4.974., the' ,Attorney, Gonera'.► s 
Offide seared interrogatories on al.l, parties is the 

'date,, no reaponeeil haVe been re06.0:ed. 
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..COUrt -Centred 'Dii3tridt, 

, 

( ,:actionl# Union Oil tompany.  prevent the, .State from selling 

Under' State Oil: -and G. LeaSe, 	zent6red' into -With 
Union Oil Company.,, the ,COMmission had the right to receive 
royalty payfriente, 	At 	1973 'Meeting, the 
Cemmiesion. announced its intention to for 

	
bids, for 

this royalty oil and, for .royalty oil for other.  Orange p.*1 
Loa,  Angeles County leases. 'Bide were subett,cinently received. 
for this royalty oil. The contraot for the'pnrchaSe of this 
oil was to be awarded at the October 25,, 19733, cemmission. 
meeting, but this award was prevented' by Union's filing and 
obtaining on October 2/f.,,, 1973, an order' to shew,  cause and 
temporary restraining 'order. Union alleged. that the sale WO; 

of the Federal Goverment "Phase, IV" price con-
tras and wee: hence 	On 	 - , November 5, .1973, the pre 
liminary injUnction obtained by Union 'Wes 'denied and the, 
temporary restraining order Was dissolved. 

On November 29, 1973, the -COnutti5.0.on awarded the contract to 
purchase the oil. That same day, Plaintiff applied for, another 
temporary restraining order to prevant the sale, 	ch order 
was dent?de Plailitiff;s second' application for preliminary 
injunction was heard and denied on December 17, 1973. A 
pretrial conference was held on Jnne 3, 1974, at which time 
Union indicated they would hold the ,case in abeyance pending 
the outcome ofPeso 	 Another preliminary pretrial 
hearing has been set for December 

Peo le v. Milli= E. 	et al. 
.'''W -113:7fiza-riiiii;:rict of -California 

samms:74;gaz 
(Action to declare invalid Federal, Energy,' Office, revpoation 
of State crude' oil, exemptiou issued February 21, .1974.) 

The District Court granted- a fina, judgment in., favor 
and ;an. appeal .wars,  t*on, by the Federal -Dnergy‘.0ffice (1444 to 
the tetapOr.cry.aiyarfOrecy ',961•;:rt ,or 'Appeals, ,(T CA). t o July 2(i, 
1, 704,,, the .court 'heard ardent and reversed 'tried (tOurt 
4ecision'c  'thuS.upholding the revocation,  ,Of the ,Sta'p,6 exemp-
tion '.by the ItO,,on:70rOary ,?i, 19741 ''Which revoc#,tion,,Wfie 
ioade: retroactive to October' .25, 1973. 	rejeoi;e& a pot:Ltien 
for .rehearing filed by, .the ,Attopley Generttl,,thp: .4ttornOw General 
then, filed ,pctition for a,  vr# 	c*.tiori*i ix): ;the :upy,ienile,  
Court of the .United States.• 'This,  -,petitiOnf4aS, 

W 503.766 



W 503.762 
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Suit, seeking, DeclaratIrd 	to. ,proteot t)1.0,  public 
•roperty rights. ilti7iyhd” ceVeredYby the. open-waterg of 

Francisco,; 	westerly of the -deep. drought, ship, 
channel, thearea 	whiCh:haS, been substantiaiit increased 
with the filing Of:ia croSscoriipiaint by WeStbay 
4sociates to '-be 	approximate 10,000' acres' and 	miles 
of shoreline incls4ing,mOst .of the westerly portion of the 
Bay between the Sari Francisco' international Airport and the 
southerly San. Mpteo County :line. Titles to other. adjacent 
substitntial arte.??.0, of Bait ponds have been brought into the 
case with the idling of a complaint, in intervention by 
Leslie Salt Crd. i'ketrial and-  discovery proceedings are now 

progress, with factual investigation, relating. to sub-
stantial and complex issues, 'continuing. 

6. 222ple v. ;Ha or  a...A Es......latal 12id. 
San Francisco Su erior Court Case No. 12281 

(An action in e 	 laittlit.222) 

This action was brought against Magoon Estates, a 
development company owning property in Lake County. 
Magoon EstateE3 claims to be the adverse possessor of 
a part of a lieu section which is surrounded by 
private holdings of Hagoon Estates. It is the State's 
position that lieu lands and school lands caznot be 
adversely possessed as they are subject to a tr.,,,st 
for the support of the public schools. The matter 
is presently in negotiation with the Attorneys for 
Magoon. 
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