MINUTE ITEM 9/26/66

bl. sTATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - ¥.0.s 2716, 1839.16, 503.461, 2875.15,
503-1%?95 AND 503'1;'816

The Bxecutive Officer reported re Case No. 30417, San Luis Obimpe County
Superder Court, City of Morro Bay vs. Count of San Iuis Obiszpo and State
of California, that as a result of a conference that had been held and
further conferences to be held next month + 1t was hoped to eliminate the
necessity for having this litigation actually go to Court.
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STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, 1839.16, 503.k61, 2875.15, 503.479,
AND 503.481.

The following information is current as of September 12, 1966;

1. Case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 6L9L66) 7.0. 2716
People vs. City of Long Beach, et al.
Los Angeles County Superiér Court
(Long Beacl Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57)

No change; i.e., The City of Long Beach has submitted to the
Office of the Attorney General a proposed Decree pursusnt to
the provisions of Ch. 138/6k, 1st B.S. This proposed Decree
has been examined by the technical staPf of the State Lends
Division and by the Office of the Attorney General, and UG~
gested revisions have been conveyed to the City of Long Beach.
It is anticipated that a Deeree will be entered very soon.

2. Casc No. 55800 7.0. 1839.16
People vs. Montersy Sand Co., et al.
Yonterey County Superior Court

(Action for deciaratory relief, demages for trespass s quiz
title, accounting, and injunction. It is alleged that the
Monterey Sand Company 1s trespassing upon tide and submerged
lands owned by the Sigte, and is removing valuable sand
depﬁs‘ﬁ;s frop seid lands without payiug any royalty to the
State.

No changes i.e., State bas extended time in which Defenfants
are to answer Incerrogatories to October 12, 1966.

3. vase Fo. 30M17 W.0. 53%, 451
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San ILuis Obispo and
State of California
Sar Imis Obispo County Superior Court

(By Chapter 1076, Stats. of 1947, certain tide and submerged
lands in the vieinity of Morrvo Bay wers granted to the County
of San tils Obigpo. On July L7, 198h; the O3ty of Morro Bav
vas incurporated s0 as to .uclude the area of the granted
tidelands. The purpose of the present acbitn iz to determine
whether xz not the City of Morro Bay scquired title to these
Yide and #  uerged lands as successor to the County and
whetier the City muet take immediate title o0 such lands or
may pockpone taking tivle to seme futuve date. )
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No change; i.e., the State Lands Division has made files

available to the City.

Both Plaintif? and Defendants have

served Interrogatories on each other, and esch is awaiting

the answer of the other.

Case No. 107490
People vs. Pacific Floorite Company, et al.
San Bernardino County Superior Court

(Action (1) to eject Pacific Fluorite Co. of California
(a California corporation) from Section 16, T. 17 W.,

W.0. 2875.15

R. 13 E., S.B.M., San Bernardino County; and (2) to quiet

the State's title; and (3) to obtain sh accounting for

rents and profite -- mineral trespass. )

The Trdal Briefs have been sybmitted by all parties,
including the State, and the question as to the State's

title is presently under submission.

If the State's

title is upheld, further proceedings may be necessary to

determine the queption of damage 3.

Case No. 160925

Tovn of Emeryville vs. The State of California
Secramento County Superior Court

™,

7.0. 503.k79

(Action in declaratory velief to determine whether a pro-
posed plan of development is in conformity with the trust
under which tide and submerged lands were granted to the

Tovn of Emeryville by the State of California.)

The State answered Amendment to Amended Complaint on

August 18, 1966, disproving Flan of Development

Case No. 21087 o
Thomas P. Raley vs. State of Cglifornia
Yolo County Superior Court

W.0. 503.481

(Sust to quiet title to iand adjacent to the Sacramento

River. )

Interrogatories of Defendants snswered.
investigation,

¥atter vnder






