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As of January 30, 1976, there were 276 litigdtion projects
involving the Conmisslon up 3 from last month,

1.

‘between 1949 and 1953, reserving all mineral rights.

= 47,
STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATTON

Pariani v. State of California . W 503.737 "4VHL"
San Francisco Superior Court Case No, 657291 r

(Plaintiﬁfs and cross~defendants seek to quiet title
to certain parcels of land im Sonoma and Lake Counties.
State patented said lands into private ownership

Plaintiffs and cross- defendants now seek to deternlne - )
whether geothermal energy was reserved to the State ‘
under‘the various patents.)

A -trial «date has been set for March, 1976. y
Union ‘0il Company of Callfornla V. Houston T. W 503.747

Flournoy, et al, #
U. 5 DlStrlCL Court-'CentraI District K

(An action by Union 0il Company to pzevent the State :
from selling rovalty oil.) B

Under State 0il and Gas Lease PRC 3033 entered. into ¢
with Union 0il Company, the Commission had the right 1
to receive: royulty payments in kind. At its JULV 1973 -
meetlng, the Comm1551on announced its 1nLent10n to !
receive bide for this royalty oil and for royalty oil i
for other Orange ' and Los Angeles County leases, bids A
were subsequenclv received for this royalty oil. the .
contract for the purchase of this 0il was to:be awarvded ;
at the October 25, 1973, Commission meeting, but this i
award was prcvented by Union's £iling and obtalnlng on f
“October 4, 1974, an order to show cause and Lemporary y
re&tralnlng order. ‘Union alleged that the sale was in

violation of the Federal Government "Phase IV" price g -
controls and was hence 1llenal On November §, 1973, ‘
the preliminary injunction obtalned by Union was denied
and the temporary restraining order was dissolved. On
November 29, 1973, the Commission awarded the contract to ;
purchase thé 0il. That same day, Plaintiff applled ]
for another réstraining order to prevent the sale, which :
order was denied. Plaintiff's second application for
preliminary injunction was heard and denied on June 3,
1974, at which time Union indicated they would hold the
case in abeyance pending thé outcome of People v. Simon.
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Union 0il Coumpany. of Cal fornia v. Houston I. W 503.747
Flcurnoy, et al,

U. S, District Court, Central District

(CONTIROED) '

A pretrial hearing was set for December 9, but upon
Union's motion, thé hearing was postponed Union

now indicates that they will file a motion for summary
judgment but to date no motion has beén filéd.

State of Callfornla V. County oi San Mateo W 1839.38
et atl. W 6987

San“ﬂateo.Superior Court Case»No. 144257

Suit seeking Declaratory Judgment to protect the
public property rights in land covered by the open
watérs of South San Francisco Bay westerly of the

deep draught ship channel, the areéa of which has been
subetantlally increased with. the f111ng of a cross-
complalnu by Westbay Communxty Associates to be an
approximate 10,000 dcres and 21 mlles of shoreline
including most of the ‘westerly portion of the Bay
betwién the San Francisco International Airport and

the 'southerly San Mateo Courity line. ' Titles. to other
adja¢ent substantial areas o6f salt. ponds have been
brought into the dasé by Leslie Salt Company, ‘Pretrial
and dlscovery proccpdlngs are now in progréss, with
factual investigation, relaving to substantial and complex
issues, continuing.

The ﬁatties have been parLicipa*ing in qertlement
negotlations but have not yet arrived ~t .any compromise
which could. be recommended to. the Commxssxon
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People v. Jonathan Club, et al. , W 503,773
Los Angeles Superior Court No, 35486

(Complaint to quiet title 4.5 acres of artificially
filled tidelands in the Clty of Santa Moni.ca.)

In 1921, the . Legislature granted tidelands to the
City of Santa Monica. .Since that time, the area
granted has been artificially filled, resulting

in an additional 4.5 acres of beach. Plaintiffs--
‘the City of Santa Monica, the Department of Parks

and Reereation; and the State Lands Commission--
contend that this artificially filled area is State
owned. Défendant's demurrer to the State's complaint
was overruléed. The parties will not proceed with
pretrlal procedures.

Cory v. State , W 503.780
Sacramento Superior Court Case No.1252295

(Complaint to vacate the approval of PRC 4977
offshore E1 Capitan Santa‘Barbara Couhty )

Ot Decenmber 9, 197+, the Stat9 Lands Commission
authorized the issuance of a lease to Exxon
Corporatlon and Exxon Plpellne Company. In so
doing,. the Conmission adsptcd an anvirordiental
statement prepared pursuant tg thé National
Environmental Polidy Act. The Complaint alleges
that the project, as approved by the -Commission,
differs 51gn1flcant]y from the project as described
in the envxronmental statemént and that the
-Commlssmon approval was an abuse of discretdion.
’PlaLntlff now represented by the Office of the:
Atitorney Cennral asks that the approval of the
1ease be set aszde.

A trial wasiheld on September 8, 1975. By agree-
menht; Mr. Cory, as a private party, dismissed his
petltlon for mandate. The issue tried and currently
undér submission dealt with the legality of the
Staté terminating thae lease.

Superior Court, Sacramento County, issued a Memodrandum
Opinion and tntered judgment upholding the issuarice of
a lease to Exxon Corporation and Exxon Pupellne Company.
The Office of the Attorney Genora1 is preparing an
appeal of this judgment.
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Peodple v, Halvor G. Schultz, et al.
YoJo Councy Superior Court Case No. 32197

(Ejedtment action to compel removal of tres-
passing marina from-the Sacramento River,
and damages therefor.)

On February 13, 1975, the Stdte Lands Commission,
filéd a Gomplaxnt in ejectment and for damages

for trespass to compel the removal and to prevent
the continuing trespass and maintenance of a marina
gituated on the Sacrament0¢R1ver in Yolo ‘County at
the confluence of the American River. Defendants.
in this action have been served with a Summons and
Compldint and meetings have been held with the
Division to discuss settlement of the matter and
leasing arrangements. It is ahticipated a gettle-
ment will be reached in the near future.

Pegople v. Patricia Avila, et al. o
Y010<County’8uperior Court Gase~ No. 32249

(EJectment action to compel removal of tres-
prassing marina and restaurant from the
Sacramento Rlver and damages therefor.)

On February 25, 1975, missicon
filed a complalnt in, ejectment and for damages
therefore to compel the remdval and to. prevent
tha continuing trespass and malntenance of a
marind and restaurant situatec on the Sacramento
River in Yolo County at the coafluénce of the
American River. Defendants in this action have

'bean served with a Summéns and Complaint, and
have entered into settlement nebotlatlors with

the DlVlSlon

People v. Zarb, et al.

'U ST District Court Central sttrlct

V {F#75~-854 B

(Complaint for injunction and declaratory relief.)

The State Lands Commission has fiiled an .action
against the Federal Energy Administration and

the Burmah 0il Company, challenging the validity

of a determlnatlon by the FEA that Burmah is entitled
to the State's royalty oil despite sell-off agree-
ments to World Qil Company and U.S.A. Petroleum
Company. A hearing on a preliminary 1n3unccson was
scheduled for April 21 in the U. §. District Court.

s
L8 ATy Eeter

W 503.785

W 503.787

503,788
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People v. Zarh, et al.

U, S, District Coust, (Gentral District
»V #75_§§4,WMB ‘ ‘ ‘
(CONTINUED)

in Los Angeles. That hearing Wwas put over and
Burmah has $tipulated to discontinuing the
Supplier-Purchaser Agreement. A motion to dis-
miss the case was denxed on the condition that
USA present its contentions to the FEA prior

to presentation to the court. On- October 8, 1975,
State filed with the FEA a request for lnterpre-
tation covering the i$sues in USA's counter claim.
This claim was filed at the request of the court
in order to exhaust all administrative remedies.

California State Lands Commxssmon et al, v,
Standard OLL Company, et al. ‘ o
U oS DlStTlCt Cour vCentral'Dlstrlct

(Compldlnt for breach of contract and violation
of Fedéral and Stafe antitrust law. )

At the Junhe 27, 1975 special meetln - of the Stdte
Lands Commises‘on, .the. Commission approved thHe
employment by the. City of Lomg Beach.of the law

£ ol I I ~ls i
fiim O*', 1=Ch€3r,1 \.aula.:.us & chyma« LL{ lﬂo»a.c_dt(l

litigation on behalf of the Commiisgion and the

City to recover damages arising from the action
of the City of Long Bgach tideland contractors.
A complaint .on behalf of the Commission and -the
City was filed on June 27, 1975.

Defenddnt's motionh to dijmiss State s.ccomplaint

was heard and denled on November 26, 19/5

W 503.788

W 503.802
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