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STATUS OP MAJOR LITIGATION 

As of April 30, 1976, there were 2R0 litigation projects 
involving the Commission 

1. Pariani v. State  of California 
-5171-17WFIETTET—Superior Min—Case  No. 657291 

(Plaintiffs and c.oss-defendants seek to quiet title 
to certain parcels of 'land in Sonoma and Lake Counties. 
State patented said lands into private ownership 
bet.;een 1949 and 19530  reserving all mineral rights. 
Plaintiffs and cross-defendants now seek to determine 
whether geothermal energy was reserved to the State 
under the various patents.) 

A trial date has tentatively been set for June, 1976. 

2, State of California v. County of San  Mate  
et 11.  
San Mateo Su)erior Court Case No. 144257 

W 1839.38 

    

Suit seeking Declaratory Judgment to protect the 
land public property rights in ariacovered by the open 

waters of South San Francisco Ba westerly of the 
deep drauglifs ip c annex ; tie' area of which has been 
substantially iv-Teased with the riling of a cross-
complaint by Westbay Community Associates to be an 
approximate 10,00• acres and 21 miles of shoreline 
Ltcluding most of the westerly portion of the Bay 
between the San Francisco Internationa• Airport and 
the southerly San Mateo County line. Titles to other 
adjacent substantial areas of salt ponds have been 
brought; into the Lase by Leslie Salt Company. Pretrial 
and discovery proceedings are now in progress, with 
factual investigation, relating to substantial and complex 
issues, continuing. 

The parties have beep participating in settlement 
negotiations but have not yet arrived at any compromise 
which could be recommended to the ComMission. 

W 503.737 

723 
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3 	Peoplev. Jonathan Club, et  al. 	 W 505.773 
T.Esliirre.L..2F—Supszi Court RFT-55486 

(Complaint to 0,_04 title 4.5 acres of artificially 
filled tidelanTs—inflie naLsR.) 

In 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 City of Santa Monica, the Department 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. (See separate Calendar item.) 

4. Corry. State 	 W 503,780 
7TY5Teent5—ViiiT erior Court Case No. 252295 

(Complaint to vacate the approval of PRC 4977 
offshore El CailLial f2EILIIgIbera• County.y. 

On December 9, 19/4, the State Lands Commission 
authorized the issuance of a lease tie Exxon 
Corporation and Exxon pipeline Company. In so 
doing, the Commission adopted an environmental 
statement prepared pursuant to the National 
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 abu,e of discretion, 
Plaintiff, now represented by the Office of the 
Attorney General, asks that the approval of the 
lease be set aside. 

A trial was held on September 8, 1975. By agree 
menu, Mr. Cory, as a private party., dismissed his 
j.etition for mandate. The issue tried and currently 
onier submission dealt with the legality of the 
State terminating the lease. 

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

-2- 724 
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5. People v. Halvor G. Schultz et al. 	 W 503.785 
'YolocaTlalE12r Court Case No. 32t97 

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

On February 13, 1975, the State Land:, Commission 
filed a Complaint in ejectment and fur damages 
for trespass to compel the reMoval and to prevent 
the continuing trespass and maintenance of a marina 
situated on the Sacramento River 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 disucss settlement of the matter and 
leasing arrangements. It is anticipated a settle-
ment will be reached in the near future. 

6. People  v. Patricia Avilapt al. 
Yoloiluilipfaar Court-Case  No. 32249• 

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

Op February .5, 1975, the State Lands Commission,  
filed a complaint in ejectment and:for damages 
therefore to compel the removal and to prevent 
the continuing trespass and maintenance of a 
marina and restaurant situated on thd Sacramento 
River in Yolo Ciunty at the confluence of the 
American River. Defendants in this action,  have 
been served with a Summons and Complaint)  and 
have entered into settlement negotiations with 
the Division, 

poile v. Zarb, et al. 
. VIstrict Court -"Central District 

67777T3T-Wgh 

W 503.787 

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 PEA that Burmah is entitled 
to the State's royalty oil despite sell-off agree-
ments to World Oil Company and U.S.A. Petrol.tum 
Company, A hearing on a preliminary injunction was 
scheduled for April 21 in the P.S. District Court 
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W 503:.788 
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7, 	People v. Zarb,  et  al. 
UT—s DEfFICT Court, Central District 
tro-emir 
CONTINUED) 

in Los Angeles, That hearing was put over and 
turmah 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. On October 8, 1975, 
State filed with the PEA 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 udthinistrative remedies. 

8. California State Lands Commission,  et al. v. 
StanUaTTOirtompany2/..ar7--  
U. S. District  Court, Central  District  

(Complaint for breach of contract and violation 
of Federal, and State antitrUst law.) 

At the June 27, 1975 special meeting of the State 
Lands Commission, the COmMission approved the 
employment by the City of 1,04g Beach of the law 
firm of Blether, Coliins 	Hoecket to institute 
litigat ion on behalf of the ComMission and the 
City to recover damages arising Trem the action 
of the City of Long Beach tideland' contractors. 

\ complaint on behalf of the Commission and the 
City was filed on June 27, 1975. 

Defendant's motion to dismiss State's complaint 
was heard and denied on November 24, 1.975. 

W 503.802 

Defenda's have now made a motion to transfer 
Plaintiffs' case to Connecticut to consolidate 
it with other oil cases being tried there, Oral 
argumnt on that motion is scheduled for March 26, 
1976 in Washington D. C. On March 30, 1976, the 
Federal Multidistrict Panel reqUested all parties 
involved to brief the issue of transferring all oil 
cases to California. Oral argument was held, parties 
are now awaiting court decision. 
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5 	Leslie Salt Sam_ianyj  et al.,  

a, State Lands Commission v. Leslie  Salt_glailana W 503.795 
et al. 	 W 503.796 
ATEffia'a County Superior Court No. 463904-4 	W 503.797 
(SOL 1725) 

State  Lands Commission  v. Leslie Saltcaepla 
et al. 
AIWUJa County Superior Court No. 463903-5 
(TLS 75 f 76) 

State  Lands Commission v. Leslie Salt gmalL, 
et al. 
Wriiiii-Ta County Superior Court No. 463902-6 
(1 4 S, R 3 W I  MDM, Marsh) 

The Commission's Complaints to quiet the State's 
titles to real property in the Hayward area in the 
above three cases were filed on April 30, 1975, 
pursuant to Resolution of the Commission. LeSlie 
Salt Co., Inc., and Crocker National Bank filed 
their answers and Cross-Crimolaints on or about 
September 5, 1975, claim:;:ng ownership based on 
alleged State patents; swamp and overflowed land 
character; adverse possession; estoppel; and 'aches 
against the State; and on Federal and State con-
stitutional grounds. The responsive pleadlngs and 
the answers to interrogatories Submitted by Leslie 
are being prepared. 

b. Leslie Salt,g2maaaya  v, State 	 W 503.794 
AIWall5.nuntk- SUperior -tours No. 4630'-9 
Baumberg 

Leslie Salt Co., Inc. filed its Comp taint to Quiet 
Title against the State on April 24, 1975, claiming 
to own about 300 acres of dry marsh lands. By 
Amended Complaint filed September 3, 1975, Leslie 
increased the real property in the case to about 
700 acres. The State's responsive pladings to 
the Amended Complaint are being prepared. 
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