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MINUTE ITEM 

.)2. STATTJS OF :MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 4564, 4600, 47o8, AND 4721. 

·Th~ attach~d Informative Calendar Item 34 was presented to the Commission for 
informetion only, no Comdssion actir.>n 'being required • 

Attachment 
Calendar Item 34 (2 pages) 
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CALENDAR ITEM 

INFORMATIVE 

34. 

STATUS OF Y.iAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 4564, 4600, 47o8, AND 4721. 

The following info:rmation is current as of October 8, 1964. 

1. Case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 646466) 
People vs. City of Long Beach, et. al. 
Los Angeles County Superior Court 
{Long Beach Bound~ry Determination, Chapt~r 2000/57) 

w.o. 2716 

The first of two Stipulat.:ons reqµired by Ch. 1;8/64, 1st E.s •. , 
waf:; filed on or about September 16, 19640 The second Stipulation 
'\till be filed on or about ·octaber 20, 1964" 

2. Case Nol! 6g-1344-TC C:tvii 
Iewis w. Twombley vs. City of to~g Beach, 

State or California, .et al. 

w.o. 4564 

·U.SoD.c. Sowthern District, Central Division 
(Long Tieach Oil Revenues) 

{Tq enjoiti the City Audi tor of the City of Long :Beach anCl. 
the City t;>f'Long Beach !rom paying oil revenues to the 
State. Pl~inti:ff seeking determination that the State of 
Calif'ornia. has. no .:J.!l.ter.est in the Long Beach tide and sub
merged lands, and~ thus, no interest in the Long Beach oil 
revem,J.es.) 

Petitiqn for Writ of Certiorari in the u.s, Supreme Cou~t was filed 
Sept~mber 21, 1964, and the Attorney General's Office is presently 
preparing a response in oppositicn to the Petition, to be ~iled on 
o~ ~bou~ .O~tober 20, 1964. 

3. Case No. 8055·48 CiVil w .. o. 4600 
Carl vlhitBon vs. City Manager, City Auditor, City of 

Long Beach; St~te Lands Commission; State of CP.:l~fornia 
Los Angeles County Superior Court 
(Long Beach Unit and Long l3each Oil Revenues) 

7 

{Complaint for Injunction and Declaratory Relief7 praying that 
City Manager be enjoined from signing the proposed Long Beaph 
Unit Agreement; that the City of Long Bea.ch be enjoined. from 
paying any oil or ga~ f'unds to the State of California; that 
it be declared that the private owners of Town Lots i·n the 
City of Long Bea.ch are not bound by the Unit Agreement. ) 

No change since report of July 16, 1964; i.e., the State was 
server\ with an Amended Complaint. The parties have agreed 
that the State will have until Januc..ry 15, 1965, to Answer. 
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4. 

.. 

:UWO!='J·!ATIVE CAIBNDAR ITEM 34. (CONTD. ) 

Case No. 271,707 w.o. 47o8 

City of Coronado and R. J. Townsend vs. 
Sa.n Diego Un.tfied Port District, et al. 
San Diego County Superior Court 
(Fonnerly Case No. 528,114, San Frf«:tci~~o County 
Superior Court) 

(Complaint for Injunction and Declaratory ~elief filed 
in Sa.ti Francisco, together with Order to Show Cause 
returnable J'anu~ry 29, 1963, making allegations as to 
defective election procedures for formation of t~e Port 
District, uncon·,t:Zt.utiohality of the implementing legis
lation ~d that the SU;i.te is without power to revoke 
prior grant of t~delands. City of Coronado alleges 
irrep~~bie ~ge, ~ c1Qu4 pn its right to the lart~ 
granted in trust for the benefit of •11 ts i1:ihabi tan ts 11

, 

~d alteration of its tax structure.) 

:Uo change sine~ report of September 15, · i ~ e •. , an Answer 
was filed by the State on behalf of' the State Lands Com
mission to the City of Cqronado's Petition for Bea.ring 
in tP,e CaJ.ifornia Supr~e Court. The Supreme Court denied 
the City of Corona.do., s :reti tion for Hearing, affirming 
the Decision of the District Court of Appe~l i~ b.e~alf 
of the State .and the $an D±eso Unifi~t Port Autho+ity. 
The Attorney General 1 s Offic.e was in:L'ormed Septexnber 15.,. 
1964, tQat Corona.do has directed. its counsel to seek 
appeJl,S.te review ~n the u.s.SU.preme Court. However" 
State has not been served with any p~ad.ings in this. 
lllatter .~s yet. 

Case No. 5 01"'i.gi~ in the Uni~ed States .Supreme Court 
United.States. v~.-State of C~lifornia 

w.o. 4il21 

(Rtla.titig· to the lo_c;-~ior:. ~t 'the 0.ffshore bou..tldartes 
between i.andB under "'clie- J:ta2'fa.·ount jurisdict.ion of- th,o; 
United States ~'!d lands 01r..'1ed by th-e State; for such 
:purposes as minerals~ ) -

(The iinm.edia..te ·~·ssues. :re.ised are v;b.et.!1er ~ha old case 
of the United States vs •. State of California, which has 
been dormant since December of 1952, is IJJ.Oot or whether 
it can b~ reactivated de$~ite the passage of the 
Submerged Lands Act of i9·53.) 

No change since report of September 15; i.e., both the 
State of California and the United State$ have filed 
the third round of Briefs referred to in the calendar 
i tern for the meeting of July 28, 1964. Argument is 

. tentatively set for December 7, 1964, or later. 
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