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SETTLEMENT -OF THE CASE OF ROBERTS v. CITY OF
CARPINTERI%, wt Al., Santa Eénﬁarﬁﬂtouncy Superior

T"Pourt No. 79327 '

H

This item recommends settlement of ¢his case py accepting
and agreeing to a fixed judgment 1ihe sepazating private

lands and public“lands ingbhe‘viﬁgnipy gf'Caypthcef;auStane

Beach. The case bepgan in'1963‘whéﬁ'ﬁtivhﬁe‘patbtes sued

she City of Carpihteria to quiet fitle £o theip beach frontagé

o ty

properties. Thé $cé§a~6£”6§kf£¢;ﬁ;é was‘jbineﬁvas'a:pgrby

defenqant‘pursuapj td‘ﬁecﬁidﬁgﬁﬁps,oﬁ‘thé‘Pgbiit Resources
Code becaliseé bdqﬁda#&és'b? tidb‘ahﬂ'sgﬁme?géd"lan&s-here
concerned. The Stagée and clby gqsweted aﬁd“gfdss@ccmpla¥hed
on ﬁhglba$is‘of‘;mprigd’gegicgu;pn_;ighgsih phe beach
aréanhogqﬁediﬂ'@xbnt‘bﬁlthe,pﬁivgte-rg%;deﬁ&es,' T

: Lo Lo N \
In 1973+74, a portion of the ldwsuit coverimg certali jarcels
of the subjéct pfbpeﬁﬁy was settled BY stfpukatioh~é§&’
approved by the parties, including the State Lands Conimission.
The remaining parcels were bifurcated for punposes.of trial
and treated as a separate Tawsuit by the parties invelved.
In early 1977, a scipulated inteérlocutory judgment was
approved by the gcate Lands Commission as to rhe remaining
1znds. That intexlocutory decree proposed a judgment line
sepatating the public and private interests which was located
substantially iandward of the mean high-tide line surveyed
in the area.

The proposed Final Judgment\would fix the judgment Line

at the same position=previously approved by the State Lands
Commission in the interlocutory order. That judgment lipe
is located, on the averageé, over 160 feet jandward of the
mean high-tide line. The effect of the settlement will

be to quiet t{itle by virtue of implied dedication in the
public to a portion of the diy beach areas which is ovex

10 times the widkh of the aread conceded to the private
pacties. Litigation, on the other haﬁd,rwould*bu prolonged,
costly and unpreéictable in terms of the proof recessary
in this case LO establish an implied dedication easement.

After a thorough investiga® .on and evaluatiou, the Ccity
Attorney of the city of Gﬁrpingeriarrecommended settlement,
and the Carpinteria city Council approved settlement of

the case along the same 1ines described above. The Attorney
Generalts Office has concluded that this settlement is
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reasonable and prudent, and the State Lands Compigsion's
Staff concurs. Apprqval by the Sktate Lafids Commission,

as a JOlnEd party, would be entively consisLenL with the
previous ithterlocutory julgment and with the 197% settlempn*
of the other parcels.

EXHIBIT: A, [gite Map.
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1T 1S Rshomwnwonn THAT THE COMMISSION:

B

et 1

APPROVE th*LEMLNT GF THE CASE OF. ROBERT /.. CITY OF
CARDINTERIA,. ET Au., SANTA BAREABAﬁvﬁﬁﬂﬁY SUPERTOR -

COURT NO.. 79327, AD ADOPTING THE Junbmaux;]ruajp‘oposﬁp
IR THE FINAL JUDGMENT. L

b

~UTHORIZE THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER’ AND/DR THE OFFICE OF
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL TO EXE CUTE THE STIPULATION FOR
FINAL JUDGMENT IN THAT CASE AND TO TAKE ANY AND ALL
Acwomi NECESSARY, AND. APPROPRIATh TO ACCOMPLISH THE
FOREGOING




