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58. STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, 1839.20, 503.461, 2875.15,
503.481, 503.521, 503.510, k721, 503.527, 1339, 503.55l, AND 5200,400V,

The attachied Calendar Item 56 was presented to the Commission for information
only, no Commission action being required.

Attachment
Calendar Item 56 (3 pages)

: Glh




TUFORMATIVE CALENDAR ITEM 5/68
564

STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.O.s 2716, 1839.20, 503,461, 2875.15, 503.:81,
203.521, 503.510, k721, 503.527, 1339, 503.554, AND 5200.400V.

The following information is current as of May 8, 1968:

1. Case No. 7h7562 (now consolidated with Case No. 649465) W.0. 2716
People vs, City of Long Peach, et al.
Los Angeles County Superior Court
(Long Beach Boundary Determination, Chapter 2000/57)

No change; i.e., The City is being contacted by the Attorney
Ceneral's Office to urge them to obtain the necesgsary informa-
tion so that this matter may be moved along more quickly than
in the past.

2. Case No. 59L73 (Highway Case No. 55800) W.0. 1839.20
People vs. Monterey Sand Co., et al.
Monterey County Superior Court

(Action for declaratory relief, damages for trespass, quiet
title, accounting, and injunctiocn. It is alleged that the
Monterey Send Company is trespassing upon tide and submerged
lands owned by the State, and is removing valuahle sand
deposi?s from said lands without paying gny royalty to {he
State,

No change; i.e., Trial date of July 8, 1968, has been set.

5. Case No, JokL7 W.0. 503.461
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Luis Obispo and
State of California
San Luis Obispo County Superior Court

(By Chapter 1076, Stats. of 1947, certain tide and submerged
lands in the vieinity of Morro Bay were granted to the County
of San Luis Obispo. On July 17, 196k, the City of Morro Day
was incorporated so as to include the area of the granted tide-
lands. The purpose of the present action is to determine
whether or not the City of Morro Bay acquired titie tu thuse
tide and submerged lands as successor %o the County and whethor
the City must take immedinte title to sSach lands or may posipone
takiong titie to some Tuture date.)

The State Lands Division's survey crew has checked the monuments
covering the description, and has verified that the monuments were
improperly located. They are being relocated, and the description

is being revised. The matier will be completed as soon as the nsy
description is available. The revised deseription has been forwarded
to the City of Morro Bay, and the State it now awaiting theiy approval.
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Case No. 107L90 W.0. 2875.15
Pesple vs. FPacific Fluorite
San Bernardino County Superior Court

(Action (1) %o eject Pacific Fluorite Co. of California (a
Cglifornia corporation) from Section 16, T. 17 N., R. 13 E.,

S.B.M., San Bernardino County; and (2) to culet the State's
title; and (3) to obtain an accounting for rembs and profits ==
mineral trespass.)

Steff engineer inspected the property and found that the
site clearance program had been completed. Satisfaction of
Judgment has been fil :d.

Case No. 21087 W.0. 503.481
Thomas P. Raley vs. State of California
Yolo County Superior Court

(Suit to pulet title to land adjacent to the Sacramento River.)

No ¢ i3 Lega, Bettlement conference has been held to yeview
respt w pppraisals, and revised settlement proposel is under
review.

Cace No. 9037Lh W%.0. 503.521
Standard 0il Company v. City of LDarpinteris, et al. o
YLos Angeles County Superior Court

(Challenge by Standard of the appraised value set by the
State Lands Commission or the State's interest in tide end
submerged lands proposed 4o be annexed by the City of
Carpinteria. )

No change; i.e., Parties Bre preparing a Stipulation of Facts
to be used at the trial, data of which has not yet been set.

Cage No. 892205 W.0. 503.5L0
Miller vs. City of Santa Monica, et al.
Los Angelss County Superior Court

(8n action by private upland owners involving title to tide-
lands that have artificlally acereted, Both the State Lands
Commissicn and the Division of Beaches and Parks have inkerests
to proteet.)

No chauge; i.e., The City and the State have not filed any
Demurrer or Answer as yek. However, the City sud the State have
enterad into s Stipulation with the Plaintiffs in lieu of a pre~
Limivary injunction. Tne Stipvlation restrains the Plaintiffs
from bulldieg in the disputed area, and restraing the City and
the State frowm removing any luprovements thereon.
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Case No. 5 Original in the United States Supreme Court W.0. L721
United States vs. State of California

(Relating to the location of the offshore boundaries between
lands under the paramcunt jurisdiction of the United States
and lands owned by the State, for such purposes as minerals.
A supplemental Decree was entered in this case, settling the
principal controversies between the State and the United
States, but reserving jurisdiction in the United States
Supreme Court to settle any remaining controversies.)

The Solicitor General of the United Ststes and the Solicitor
for the Department of the Interior were notified of oil-and-
gas lease offers adjacent to Carpinteria, and indicated no
objection thereto.

Case No. 57239 W.0. 503.527
thite vs. State of California
Sonoma County Superior Court

(Suiet tifle action against the State to determine a property
boundary skong the Petalums River, Sonoma County.)

Pre-trial conference set for June 17, 1968.

Case No. 48620 W.Q. 1339
Alameda Conservation Association, et al. vs. ‘ W.0. 50%.554

State of California, et al.
United States Distriet Court, Northern Distriet

(Action for declaratory relief and an injunction agsinst
the State of California, certein of its officers and offi-
cials, and Leslie Salt Co., seeking to invelidate the
boundaxy setitlement and exchange of lands between the State
of alifornia aud Leilie Salt Co.)

Liotice of Appeal has been filed by the Alumeds Jonservation -
Association in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit.

Case No. LA 29534 W.0. 5200.%00V
Atlantic O0il Couwpany, et al. vs. County of Los Angeles, et al., and

Hurble Oil & Refining Company, et al. vs. City of Los Angeles

Supreme Court of the State of Californisa

{an action by various oil companies to recover ad valorem
taxes. It is anticipsted that this case may conrtitute a
significant precedent which could affect State revenues

from the Long Beach tidelands in excess of $L00 million.)

Pursuant to the authorization of the Commission on February 29,

1968, the Attorney General on April 19, 1968, filed an smicus
curiae brief of the State Lands Ceoamlss.on.
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