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MINUTE ITEM
28. STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0. 2716, 4600, 4708, k721, AND 505.461.

The attached Informative Calendar Item 25 was presented to the Cormission for
information only, no Commission action being required.

Attachment
Celendar Ttem 25 {2 pages)
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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION -~ W.0. 2716, 4600, 4708, h721, AND 503.461.
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The following infomation is current as of March 10, 1965+

1. Case No. 747562 fnow consolidated with Case No. 6h9OUGA)

2.

People vs. City of Long Beach, et al.
Los Angeles County Snperior Court
{Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57)

Smce the Contractors! Agreement, Long Besch Unit, Wilmington
0il Field, has now been executed by the City of Long Beach,
the City and the State are now authomzed end directed, under
the provisions of Section 8 of Chapter 138/6k, Ist E.S., to

enter into appropria’

Chapter 138. Such stipulations are expected to be consummated

in the near future.

Case No. 8095L Civiz

g

stipulations for thi: purpose of
establishing the bounu.iry line described iji Section 7 of

7.0. 2716

W.Q, 4600

Carl Vhitson vs. City Manger, City Auditor, City of

Long Beach; State Lands Commissions State of California
Los Angeles County Superior Ceurt
(Long Beach Unit and Long PBeach Oil Revenmes)

oL e i aRes e Y

D

(Complaint for injunction znd Declar&tory Relief, praying that g
City lManager ba enjoined from signirg the proposed Long Beach 30
Unit Agrezment; that the City of Long Beach be enjoined from
r.-ying any oil or gas funds to the State of California; that

s
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N
-

it be declared that the private owmers of Town Lots in the
City of Long Beach are not bound by the Unit Agreement. )

Ho change since report of Jamary 15, 18653 i.e., the time
in which to file any plear}mg has been continmued until

April 15, 1965,
~ Cuse No. 271,707

City of Coronado and R. J. Townsend vs.
San Diego Unified Port District, et &l.

San Disgo County Superior Court

(Pormerly Case No. 528,114, San Froncisco County Superior Court)

(Complaint for Injunction snd Declaratory Relier filed in San

W.0, 4708

Frarcisco, tegether with Order o Show Couse returnsble
P4

Jamary 29, 1963, moking allegations as bo defective election
procefures for formation of the Port Distriet, unconstitution-

ality of the implementing legislation and th a'f‘ the State is
withoat pover Lo revoke prior grant of tidelends. City of

Coronsdo alleges irrepareble dowage, o clovd or its right to
the land pgranted in trust for the benefit of "its ivhabitunts
znd alteration of its tax strmicture.)
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S INFCRMATIVE CALENDAR ITEM 25. (CONTD.)

Notice has been received from the Supreme Court of the United
States in the matter of the opinion per curiam entered by the
Court on March 1 that the mobtions to dismiss are granted and
the appeal is dismissed for want of a substantial federal
negtion. This action by the Court concludes the 1itigation
in favor of the San Diego Unified Port District.

4. Case No. 5 Original in thé United States Supreme Court 7.0, b721
United States vs. State of California
(Bela.-'bing to the location of ithe offshore boundaries between
lands under the paramount jurisdiction of the United States and
lands oimed by the State, for such purposes as minerals. )

{The immediate issues raised are whethzr the old case of the
United States vs. State of California, wvhich has been dormant
since December of 1952, is moot or whether it can be reacti-
veted despite the passage of the Submerged Lands Act of 1953.)

Mo change since report of Jamuary 15, 1965; i.e., this case
was argued by Special Assistant Attorney General Richard
Keatinge oo December T and 8, 1964. The matier is now under
submission, awpiting a decision by the United States Supreme
Court. ‘

Q 5. Case No., 30417 1.0, 50%.461
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Imis Ohispo and
State of California ,
San Imis Obispo Superior Court

(By Chepter 1076, Statutes of 1947, certain tide and submerged
lands in the vicinlty of Morro Bay were granted to the County

of San Imis Obispo. On July 17, 196k, the City of Morro Bay

was imcorporated so as to include the area of the granted tide-
lands. ‘The purpose of the present action is to determine vhether
or not the City of Morre Bay acquared title to these tide and
submerged lands, as guccsssor to “he County, and vaether the Cify
must take immediate title to such lands or may postpone teging
title to some future date.)

As a result of megobtiations betwesn the City of Morro Bay and
‘he County of San Luis Obispo in vwhich the State participated,
v tentative agryeement has bzen reached wundey vwhich the City of
Morro Bay will undertake the administrotion of the tidelands
trust as successor to the County and will defend litigation
Cinvolving the baundaries of the granted videlsnds. The Stats
has indiecated that it will cooparate fully in the conduct of
that litigation in carrying out its responsibvilities under
Section 6308 of the Public Resources Code. A formal sxrecment,
O _ is e:)cp;ected to be consumated in the near future.
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