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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION 

As of January 30, 1976, there were 276 litigation projects 
involving the Commission, up 3 from last month. 

1. Pariani li, „Srate of. 'California 
n'-7FifiElsco,guagIFFETETTase  No. 657291 

(Plaintiffs and cross-defendants seek to quiet title 
to certain' liarcelt of land in Sonoma and Lake COuntiet. 
State patented said lands into private Ownership 
'between 194,9 and 1953, reserving all mineral rights., 
'Plaintiffs arid cross-defendants now seek to determine 
whether geothermal energy Was reserved to the State 
under 'the various patents.), 

Atrial date has been set for March, 1976. 

2', Union,:011 Cotuny of California v. Houston,  I.  
FIFEEFioyet'  

District,Court,Central Dittrict 

(An action by Union,  Oil ComPany to prevent the. State 
Irpm selling royalty 

Under State, Oil and 'Gas Lease ;PPC 3033 entered, into 
with bnion Oil. Company, the Commiasion,had.  the -right 
to receive rOyalty,payMents in kind, At its Juiy 1973 
Meeting the ComMiSsion announced its intention to 
receive 'bid's for this royalty oil and. for royalty, oil 
for other Orange ',and Lee Angeles 'County leaSet. Lids 
were eubtequently received for thts royalty' oil. The 
contract for the 'purchase of thit Oil was to,'he awarded 
at the OCtOber 2S, 1973, ComMission meeting, but this 
award •  was prevented by Union's filing and obtaining on 
bcteber 4,' 1974, an order to show' cause and temporary 
restraining Order. Union alleged that the sale was in 
violatiOn of the Federal Government "Phase IV" price 
controls, and Was hence illegal, On November 5, 1973, 
the preliminary injunction obtained by Union was denied 
and the temporary restraining order was dissolved. On 
NOvember 29, 1973, the ComniissiOn awarded the contract to 
purchase the coil. That same day, Plaintiff applied 
for another restraining order to prevent the sale, which 
order was denied. Plaintiff's second application for 
prelithinary injunction was heard and denied, on June 3, 
1974, at which tiMe Union indicated they would hold the 
case,  in abeyance pending the outcome of peopley: §1inon. 

W 503.737 

W 503.74,7 
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Union Oil CoMpan of Cal'Lfornia  v.  HoUston 	 W 563.747 
naTno v et a t . 	" 
T. 	District  ourt , ,Central ;District 
(011701303' 

A pretrial ,heating as set for DeCetber 9, but upon 
Union's motion, the hearing,was PoStPoned. Union 
now indicateS that they will file a motion for summary 
judgment, but to date' no motion has been filed 

3. 'State of California v. ,Ccala5i, of San Mateo, 	 W 1839.38 
 W 6987 

ganlateo,Sualrior  Court  Case ,i1O. 144257 

2 

Suit seeking DeclaratorJud,ment to protect the 
public property rignts in land covered by the open 
waters of South  San Francisco Bay Westerly of the 
deep draugHTifilp chariii-JIT-W—Yfea of which has been 
substantially increased with,the filing of ,a cross-
complaint by Westbay 'Community, Associates to be 'an 
approxiniate 10,000 acres and 21 miles of shoreline 
including most of theveaterly portion of the Bay 
betwtthn the Sah Francisco International Airport and 
the 'southerly San Nateo County line. Titles to other 
adjaent Substantial area Of salt, ponds hae been 
brought into the case by Leslie Salt Company, Pretrial 
and discovery proceedings are now,  in progress, with 
factual investigation, relating to substantial and complex 
issue:, continuing, 

The ,Parties have been participating in, settlement 
negotiations but have not yet arrived ^.t ,any Comproml'se 
which could, be recommended, to the COmMission. 

2- 
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4, People  ,V„eJonathan Club, et al. 
Los 	 er o r 715617E—U67-35486 

(Complaint to quiet  title  4,5 acres of artificially 
filled tidelandsflTithe'Ciaalanta  Monica.)  

W 503,773 

lh 1921, the legislature granted tidelands to the 
City of Santa Monica. Since that time, the area 
granted has been artificially filled, resulting 
in an additional 4.5 acres of beach, Plaintiffs-- 
the C1,t;;,  of ,Santa Monica, the bepartment of Parks 
and Recreation, and the State Lands Commission-- 
contend that this artificially filled area is State 
owned. Defendant's demurrer to the State's complaint 
was overruled. The parties will not proceed with 
pretrial procedures. 

5. Cory v. State  
Ya-cramento  Superior Court Case No.  252295  

(Complaint to vacate the approval of PRC 4977 
offshore ElCapitanu SEta  Barbara  Couna.) 

Or DeceMber 9, 1974, the' State Lands Commission 
„authorized the issuance of a lease to Exxon 
Corporation and EXxon Pipeline Company. In so 
do4ng, the CommisSion adopted' an anvironantal 
•statement prepared pursuant to the Netional 
Environmental Policy ACt. The CoMplaint alleges 
that the project, as approved' by the COMmission, 
differs significantly from the project as described 
in the environmental statement and that the 
-Commission's approval was an abuse of discretion. 
Plaintiff, now represented by the Office of the' 
Attorney General, asks that the approval of the 
lease, be set aeide,. 

A trial wae held on, September 8, 1975. B) agree-
ment, Mr. Cory, as a private party, dismissed his 
petition for mandate. The issue tried and currently 
under submission dealt with the legality of the 
State terminating the lease. 

Superior Court, Sacramento County, issued a Memorandum 
Opinion and entered judgment upholding the issuance of 
a lease to Exxon Corporation and Exxon Pipeline Company. 
The Office of the Attorney General is preparing an 
appeal of this judgment. 

W 503,780 
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6. People  v.  Halvor C. 'Schultz, et al. 
Yblo 	 Lairga.  32197'  

(Ejetment action to compel removal of tres-
passing marina from•the Sacramento River, 
and damages therefor.) 

On February 13, 1975, the State Lands Commission, 
filed a Complaint in ejectment and for damages 
for trespasS to compel the removal and to 'prevent 
the continuing trespass and maintenance of a marina 
situated on the Sacramento Rivet in Yolo'County at 
the confluence of the American River. Defendants 
in this action have been served with a Summons and 
Complaint and meetings have been held with the 
Division to discus6 settlement of the matter and 
leasing,arrangementS. It is anticipated a settle•
ment will be reached in the near future. 

7. peaple v. Patricia Avila, et al. 
Y61-46-tounty:TITTETZOTEETase. No. 32249  

(Ejectment action to ,compel removal of tres-
passing marina and restaurant from the 
Sacramento River,  and' damages therefor.) 

On February 95 1 975, the St to 1,nds• Cotmise4 ch 
filed a complaint ihneiectMent and for damages 
therefore to cOmpei, the reMOval and to,  prevent 
the continuing trespass' and 1:,aintenance of a 
marina and restaurant situatec: on the Sacramento 
River ih Yolo County at the cOafluence of the 
Affierican River, Defendants, in this aetion have 
been served with a Summons and Complaint, and 
have entered into settlement negotiations with 
the Divisien. 

8. People v. Zarb,  et  al. 
'U. S: District Court, Central. District 

—7,71 37,77TW--  

W 503.785 

W 501.787 

W 503,788 

(Complaint for injunction  and  declaratory relief.) 

The State Lands Commission has, filed an action 
against the Federal Energy Administration and 
the Burmah Oil Company, challenging the validity 
of a determination by the FEA that Burmah is entitled 
to the State's royalty oil despite seri-off agree-
ments to World Qil Company and U.S.A. Petroleum 
Company. A hearing on a preliminary injunction was 
scheduled for April 21 in the U. S. District Court. 

-4- 
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8. Peo le v. Zarb,  et al. 
J. istrIct CoU:t,  Central  District 
Mft3783 	

'
"4—WB 

(CONTINUITY 

in Los Angeles,. That hearing was put over and 
Burmah has Stipulated to, discontinuing the 
Supplier-Purchaser Agreement. A motion to dis-
miss the case was denied on the condition that 
USA present its contentions, to the PEA ,prior , 
to presentation to the court. Qn October 	 9 r 8, 	75, 
State filed with the FEA a request for interpre-
tation covering the issues in USA's Counter claim. 
This claim was filed at the request of the court 
in order to exhaust all administrative remedies. 

9. California  State Lands Commission, et al. v. 
StandardWajr,zet al. 
T-17bistrict.Court, 'oCentral DiStrict 

(COmplaint for breach Of contract and violation 
of 'Federal and State antitrust law.') 

At the JUne 27, 1975 speciaI,meeting.of the State 
Lands dommiWon, the, Qq#1issioli approVeC1 the 
employment ',by the. City of Long leach, of the is 
firm_of Blether, Collins.4 ileecker tO institute 
•itigation on behalf of the COmMiOion and the 
City to recover 'damages' arising from the, action 
of the City 	50ach tideland Cohtraquirg, 

A complaint on beh4k of the CoMmigg4.0 anif ,the 
City was filed , on June 21, 1975: 

"Defendant's motion to •diSmias State' :cOMplaint 
was heard and denied" on - NOVCipber 24J  

W 503.788 

W 503.802 
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10. Leslie Salt  Company,  et al.,  Littaaalu 

a. State Lands ComMiSSion v. Leslie 

ratra, County Superior Court No. 
(SOL 1725) 

State  Lands, Commission, v.  Leslie 
etal. 
Tiaida County Superior Court NO. 
('TL 75 & 76) 

State Lands  Commission v. Leslie 	Company,  
et' al, 	' 
Miaa .County Superior Court No. 463902-6 
(T 4, S, R 3 W,A1P141),Itatsh) 

COmmiSsions Complaints, to quiet the States 
titles,  0:041 property ,in the Hay4ard,area in the 
aboVe three casesWere filed' on April 30, 1975, 
parauant to Resplqtion,  of the 'CoMmission, ,Leslie 
Salt 	 and' Crocker Nations`] Bank filed 
their answers and Croas,CoMplainta 	pr'abOut 
September 5, 1975,, claiming .ownerShip,based on 
allegedState patent; Wamp—and.Verflowed land 
character, adverse pciaSeasion; estoppel: and 'aches' 
Against the State; and on Federal .arid State can= 
stitutional grounds. The 'respOnsive\pleadings and 
th'e,  answers to interrogatories submitted ty Leslie 
are being Prepared. 

. Lealid Salt ,Cqmpan22 y,State 
lirgrountY'Superibr-,Court'N . 	- 
Baumberg 

Leslie Salt Co„, Inc. filed its Complaint tO Quiet 
Title against the State ,on April 24, 1975, claiming 
to own,  abo4t 300 :acres of dry .marsh lands. By 
Amended—CoMplaint filed.  September 3, 1975, Leslie 
increased, the teal property in the rase to about 
70Q Wed. The 'State's responsive pleadings to 
the Amended' Complaint are being, prepared, 

Salt CoMpany, 

03904-4 

Salt Company, 

4639035 

W 503.795 
W 503.796 
Iv 503.797 

W' 501..794 
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