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35. STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 3863, 456k, 4600, 4708 AND 4721.

The attached Calendar Item 33 was presented to the Commission for information '
only, no Commission action being required.

Attechment | S
Calendar Item 33 (3 pages)
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CALENDAR ITEM
INFORMATIVE

a3

SPATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 3863, 456k, 1600, 4708 AMD hr21.

The following information is current as of April 16, 1964 :

1. Case No. TW7562 (now consolidated with Case No. 6L6466)
Pecple vs. City oY Iong Beach,et al.

1os Angeles County Superior Court

(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chepter 2000/57)

The Pretrial Conference previously set for April 23, 196k,
was continued to May 11, 1964, over the oppositica of the
Attorney General's Office. The basis for the continuance
was the unavailebility of Special Counsel for the City of
Iong Beach due t6 dis duties on the Warren Commission
investigating the Presidential assassination.

2. Case No. 757030
City of Hermosa Beach vs. State of California;

State Lands Commission, et al:
1os Angeles County Superior Court

(An action filed by the City for declaratory relief and
for instructions to Trustee.)

Yo change since report of January 20, 196k; i.e., the CGity
Counsel of Hermosa Beach has recommended ithat the partiers
mtually dismiss the case without prejudice. This prorwsal
is presently being evaluated by the office of the Attornsy
General and the Commlssion's staff.

3. Case No. 62-13ul-7C Civil
Lewis W. Twombley wve. CGitr of Long Beach,
State of Califorw:s, =t al. ,
U.S.D.C., Southern Districi, lenbtral Fylzicn
{Iong Beach Oil Revermas}
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Stote. Plaintif] sesxang devermynation 2
Cals “srnia has no intevesd in the long Baonck tids 2rpd sub-

merged lznds, and, thus, 1o interest in the Iomg Beech oll
revenues. }

o chenze sines report of February g6, 1g6h; i.e., the casc
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was orsily arzued on Februsmzy 3, 1964, before tne Nivth

W.0. 3863

W.G. b50h

Cireult Court of Appesls, 3nd we sxe awalting thelr deci:sion.
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@ INFORMATIVE CALENDAR ITEM 33. (CONTD.) e
& -
S L. Case No. 805548 Civil W.0. b600 S
el Carl Whitson vs. City Manager, City Auditor, City of Long o
e . Izach; Stete Lands Commission; State of California L,
L Los Angeles County Superior Court %&«3
RPN (Long Beach Unit and Iong Beach Oil Revenues) e
o ’ . e

w (Complaint for Injunction and Declaratory Relief, praying
N K that City Manager be <njoined from signing the proposed
. ‘ ILong Beach Unit Agrrement; that the City of Longz Beach be
2. : enjoined from paying any oil or gas funds to the Stsbe of

i s . el e

"@ Celifornia; that 1t be declared that the private ~wners of
T Town Lots in the City of long Beach are not bound by the
. Unit Agréement. )

‘ No change since report of February 14, 1963; i.e., "State
S | has not yet been served; however, the City Auditor of the
R City of long Beach has been served, On February 13, 1963,

- a Motion by the City of Long Beach to transfer the case to
T the South District of ILcs Angeles Superior Court (Long Beach)
. was granted. Mr. Whitson stipulated that “he Defendanis
e, nemsd n=2d not plead until ten days after receipt of written
notice,*

h“’(" Q 50 Case NO& 271,707 WOOG h‘708

City of Coronzdo and R. J. Townsend vs.
San Diege Unified Port District, et al.
San Diego County Superior Court
(Fomerly Case Fo. 528,11k, San Franeisce County
Superior Court)

(Complaint for Injunetion and Declsratory Relief filed
in Son Francisco, together with Order to Show (ause
urpeble Januwary 25, 1963, making allegations as to
setive slection procedures for formetion of “he Port
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tnat the State is withouit powes
tur grant of tideZasds. City of Coronado
alle deaize; & cloud on its right to “&am iand
n truet for the heneflt of "iis inhabi.subs®,
iom of its tax structure.)
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All parties haw- TIisd their Briefs. Metiuwn na3 been made
to aavance iz hesring date. It is expected that the case
will be hearu either May 5 or 6, 196k, in the District

Court of Appeals.
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6.

INFORMATIVE CAL-NDAR ITEM 33, (CONTD. )

Case No. 5 Original in the United States Supreme Court W.0. hr21
United States vs. State of California

(Relating to the location of the offshore boundaries

between lands undeir the paramount jurisdiction of the

United States and Zands owned by the State, for such

purposes as minerals. )

(The immediate issues reised are vhether the old case
of the United States vs. State of California, vhich has
bee: dormant since December of 1952, is moot or whether
it can be reactivated despite the passage of the
Submerged Lands Act of 1953.)

The State of California and the United States filed their
Arended Exceptions to the Special Master's Report of

January 1873, and thei Briefs in support of these exceptions,
on Aprik 1, 19€4k. Responsive Briefs are due May 15, 196k,
and such Brief for the State is presently being yrrepared in
the 0ffice of the Attorney Gereral.
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