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MIWOTE ITEM

28. ug’smms OF MAJOR LITIGATION - ¥.0.s 2716, b56k, 40O, 4708, W2L, AND
503, k61,

Supplementing Calender Item 6 attached, the Executive Officer reported in
ronnection with "City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Luis Obispo", that the
Oity has felt some hesitancy in accepting the tyust title to the tide and
submerged lands within their City 1imits fram the County inasmich es this
ayea is subject to 1itigation. At the same time; the County has felt that
the City, 28 & result of incorporation in 1964, has in fact succeeded to the
trust title, and the trust lands, therefore, are 1o longer a concern of the
County. The City of Morro Bey has filed a Petition for Daclaratory Relief
sn the Superior Court of San Tuis Obispo County, and the State Lands Commis-
sion has been nemed 28 2 party defendant, 4o determine that the State'’s
snterests are protected. “The Office of the Attorney General is about to file

an answel.

Mr. Paul Joseph, Asgistant Attorney General; explained the background of the
case, and pointed oud that the trust title issue Was basically a question of
law -- that the defense of the lawsuit and the development of the harbor must
rest with wicmever ‘the 1aw decades has title. Responding ©o a question fram
the Chaixman, Mr Joseph explained that the State Lands Commisslon has a duty
Yo see that grantees of tidelands properly 2 sinister those iidelands, bub
that he @id nobt know hov active it has to be in that supervision. In the
mater of the 1lawsuit, however, it is the ultimate responsibility of the State

to see that the action is propexly defended.

The Attorpey General's office is answering the camplaint of ‘the City, asserting
that the City has title, ond din & cross complaind is alleging that the develop~
ment of the harbor ant \he defense of the 1awsuit is suffering because the City
will not teke ti%le, and asking for an injuncvion against the City to take

title.
o formal ac-‘cioiz was Tuizen.

Attachment
Oalendar Ttem 27 (2 pages )
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CALFNDAR ITEM
DFCORMATIVE

27.

STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, 456k, 4600, 4708, 4721, AWD 503.:61.

The following information is current as of Janusry 15, 1965:

1.

2.

Case No. TW7562 (now consolidated with Case No. 6L46L66) W.0. 2716
People vs. City of Long Beach, et al.

Los Angeles County Superior Courd

(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chopter 2000/57)

The second agresment required by the City of Iong Beach
under the terms of Ch. {38/6k, lst E.S., was filed on or
about October 20, 1964. Further actiun in thess proceedings
will aWwailt final consummation of the Contractors® Agreement
relating 4o The City's portion of the offshore arca in the
I~ng Peach Uait. These cuses have been reassigned.

Cage No. 62-13hL-TC Civil .0, 456k

Tewis W. Twombiey vs. City of Icng Beach,
State of Califormia, et al.

U.5.D.C. Southern District, Central Division
(Tong Beach 0il Revenues)

(To enjoin the City Awditor of the City of Long Besach and
th City of Iong Beach from paying oil revemnues to the
State. Plainbtiff seeking determinstion that the State of
California hes no imhersst in the Iong Feach tide and sub-
merged lands, and, thus, no isterest in the Ionz Beach oil
revenues., ) : o ‘

The Petition for Wriv of fertiorari was denied by the Supreme
Court, and therefore %the State's interest in the Long Beach
tidelands has been upb2ld. A Fetition for Rzhesring was denied
by the United States Supreme Court on Jamwary 18, 1965,
concluding any further proceedings in this mattexr.

Case No. 805548 Civil W.0: 4600
Carl Vhitson vs. City Manager, City Auditor, City of
Icng Beach; State Lands Commission} State 6f California
Los Angeles County Svperior Court :
(Iong beach Unit z3d Long Beach 0il Revenues)

(Complaint for Injunction and Declaratory Relief, praying that
City Manager be enjoined from signing the proposed Long Beach
Unit Agreement; that the City of long Beach be enjolded from
payving apy oil or gas funds to the State of Californis; thad
it be declar<d that the privabte ovmers of Town Lobs in The
City of Iong Beach are not bound by the Unit Agreement.)

P
The time in whichv to file some sort of pleading has been con-
tinged antil April 15, 1965. ’ 10,915
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INFORMATIVE CAUENDAR ITEM 27. (CONTD.)

k., Case No. 271,707

City of Cororado and K. J. Townsend vs.
San Diego Unified Port District, et al.
San Diego (ounty Superior Court
(Yormer: y Case Fo. 528,114, San Francisco Ccunty
gaperictr Court)

(Complaint for Injunction and Decleratory Relief filed in
San Franciseo, together with Ordzr to Show Cause returnable
Jamary 29, 1963, making allegations as to defective elec-
tior procedures for formation of the Port District, uncon-
stitutionality of the implementing legislation and that The
State is without power to revoke prior grant of tideiands.
City of Coronado alleges irreparable damage, & cloud on i%s
right to the isnd granted in trust for the bepeZlit of "its
jrhabitants”, and alteration of its tax stzucture. )

The State filed its Motion to Dismiss Appesl on Jamvary 11,
1965. The City of Coronado mgy now f£ile in opposition.

W.0. 4708

5. UCase No. 5 Original in the Uni%ted States Supreme Court W.0. k721

Unlited States vs. State of Celifornia

(Relating to the location of he ofishore Toundaries between
lands under the parsmount jurisdiction of the United States and
lands owned by the State, for such parposes as minerals.)

(Tae immediste issues raised are whether the old case of the
United States vs. State of Californias, which has been dormant
gince December of 1§52, is moot or waether 1t can be reacti-
vated despite the passage of the Submerged lands Act of 1953.)

This case wzs argued by Special Assistant Attcraey General
Richard Keatinge or December 7 ond 8, 196k. The matter is
now under submission, awaiting & decision by the United
States Supreme Court.

6. (Case No. 30417 W.0. 503.461

gity of Morre Bay vs. founty of San Iuis Obispo and
State of Cajdforniu (
San Luls Obigpo Supsrior Court

(By Chapter 1076, Statutes of 19UT, certain tide and sub-
merged lands in the vicinlty of Morro Bay were granted to
the County of San Ianis Cbispo. On July 1T, 196k, the City
of Morro Bay was incorporated so ag to include the arsa of
the granted tidelands. The purpose of the present sction
is to determine wnether or not the City of Morro Xay
gequived title to these tide and submerged lends, as succes-
gor to the County, and weether the City must take immediate
$i%le to sv~n lands or may postpone taking title to asome
Fukure dzté )

The State of Califorais will Iile an Answer and “ross Complaint
on or sbouk Jemuery 29, 1965. Tne guestion of & possible legis-
lative solution to these problsms is belng liscussed with both
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