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SETTLEMENT ‘OF THE CASE OF ROBERIS v. CITY OF T

CARPINTERIA, ET AL., Sarta Barbara County Superior

T S hourt No. 79327 1 |
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This item recommends settlement of this case by accépting
and agreeing to a fixed judghent linhe separating privatée
lands and public lands in the vicinity of Carpinteria State
Beach. The case began in 1968 whén private parties sued
the City of Carpinteria tp quiet title to their beach frontagé
properties. Thée Stave of Caviigrnia was' joined as a party
defendant pukstant to Sectiocni 6308 of the Ruyblic Resouices
Code becausé boundariés of tide and subimergéed lands were
concerned. The Staté and city answefed and cross~complained
on the -basis of implied dedication rights in the Beach
aréﬂéﬁbosated‘iﬂ'%xbnt‘bﬁlthe,pﬁivate'raéiﬂeﬁ¢95,‘ |
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In 1973474, a portidon of the lawsuit cbvgring cetrtain jarcels
of thé subject preperty was settled by stipulation and
approved by the parties, including the State Lands {onmission.
The remaining parcels were bifurcated for purposes of trial
and treated as a sepavrate lawysuit by the parties involved,
In early 1877, & stipulated intérlocutory judgment was
approved by the Scate Lands Commission as to the remaining
lands. That interlocutory decree proposed a judgment line
separating the »ublic and private intereésts which was located
substarntially landward of the mean high-tide line surveéyed
in the area. ‘

The proposed Final Judgment would fix the judgment line

at the same position previously approved by the State Lands
Commission in the interlocutory order. That judgment line
is located, on the average, over 160 feet landward of the
mean high-tide line. The effect of the séttlement will

be to quiet title by virtue of implied dedication in the
public to a portion of the dity beach areas which is over
10 times the widih of the area conceded to the private
parties. Litigation, on the other hand, would be prolonged,
costly and unpredictable in terms of the proof necessary
in this case to establish an implied dedication easement.

After a thorough investiga*.on and evaluatiou, the City
Attornay of the City of C.rpinteria recommended settlement,
and the Carpinteria City Council approved settlement of

the case along the same lines described above. The Attorney
Generalts Office has concluded that this settlement is
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reasondble and pyudent, aund the State Lands Compigsion's
Staff concurs. Appmqval by the State Latds Commission,

as a JOLHEd party, would be entively consisLenL with the
previous interlocutory judgment and with the 197% settlempn*
of the other parcels.

EXHIBIT: A. (Site Map.
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APPROVE th*LEMLNT GF THE CASE OF. ROBERT /.. CITY OF
CARDINTERIA,. BT Au., SANTA, BAREABAﬁvﬁﬁﬂﬁY SUPERTOR -

COURT NO&. 79327, ADOPTING THE Junbmaux;]ruajp‘oposﬁp
IN THE FINAL JUDGMENT. L
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~UTHORIZE THE BXECUTIVE OFFICER AND/DR THE OFFICE OF
HE ATTORNEY GENERAL TO EXE CUTE THE STIPULATION FOR
FINAL JUDGMENT IN THAT CASE AND TO TAKE ANY AND ALL
ACTION,, NEGESSARY. AND APPROPRIATE, TO ACCOMPLISH THE
FOREGOTNG. .




