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MINUTE ITEM
21. STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, 4600, 4708, 4721, AND 503.461,

On Calendar Item 17 attached, Assistant Attorney General Jay L. Shavelson
reported that there had been no substantial changes since the last meeting
excer't in Case No. 30417, City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Iuis Obispo and

ate of California, San Imis Obispo Superior Court. Tnis case Involves the
q,uestmn a8 to vhether the city has succeeded to the trust title of the county
to the tidelands now located within the limits of the Ci-by of Morro Bay. The
{"-H--w and the Qeuphr are mppi"x'nrr 1O 'r'r'v tn wvark out a sa iBJ.aCbOI"i St:ou.f.cun:u».
Itepresenua.tives from the Offa.ce of the Attorney General have been attending
these meetings, trying %o encourage cooperation rather than litigation on this
question, if at all possible.

Attachment
Calendar Ttem 1T (2 pages)
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CALENDAR ITEM
INFORMATIVE
17. B
STATUS OF MAJOR LITIGATION - W.0.s 2716, h600, 4708, k721, AND 503.461.
The following information is current as of February 10, 1965:

1. Case No. 747562 (now consolidated with Case No. 649L66) W.0. 2716
People vs. Ci'ty of Long Beach, et al. '
Tos Angeles County Superior Court
(Tong Beach Boundary Determination, Chaprer 2000/57)

No change since report of January 15, 1965; i.e., the
second agreement required by the City of Long Beach under
the terms of Ch. 138/6k, lst E.S., was filed on or about
October 20, 1964, Further setion in these proceedings
will await finel consumation of the Contractors’ Agreement
relating to the City's portion of the offshore area in the
Long Beach Unit. These cases have been reassigned.

2. Case No, 805548 Civil . W.0. 4600
Carl thitson wvs. City Merager, City Anditor, City of
Long Beach; State Lands Commission; State of Zalifornia
~ Los Bngeles County Superier Court
{Long Eeach vnit and Long Beach Oil Revenues)

(Compia:int for injunction and Declaratory Relief, praying that
City Manager be enjoined from si aing the proposed Long Beach
Unit Agreement; that the City oi Long Beach be enjoined from
paying any oil or gas funds to the State of California; that
it be declared that the private owmers of Town Lots in the
City of Long Beach are not bound by the Unit Agreement.)

o change since report of January 15, 1965; i.e., the time
in which to file some & rt of pleading has been "ontmued
until April 15, 1965.

3. Case No. 271,707 . .. W.0. k708

City of Coronade and R. J., Townsend vs. . s

San Diego Unified Post Distriest, et al.
San Diego County Superior Coux: oo
(Formrly Case lo. 528,114, San Prancissp County Supervior Courtd)

(Complaint for Injunciion and Declarstory Relief yised in Ssn
Francisco, together with Order to Show Cauvse retirnable

January 29, 1963, making allegations as to defective electinn
procedures for formation of the FPaxt Dlatri*t, u¢»cnst1tution-
ality of th~ implementing lzgislation and that the State is
without power to ravoke prioy graut of tidelazds. City of
Coronado allezes irreparzble denaae, & alovd en ite right to

the lend granted in trust for e benefit of “its inhabitants”,
and alberation of its tax mtrocture.)

Brief in Goposition to Hotien of !%,,;pellaa: v Dismiss Appeal
wag Tiled by the City of Coronado in thz U.S5. Supreme Court
on Jamwmry 20, 195%. Ve zre now awalting action by the courd.
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INFORVMATIVE CALENDAR ITEM 17. (CONTD.)
O k. Case No. 5 Original in the United States Supreme mert W.0. 4721
’ United States vs. State of California '
i (Relating to the location of the offshore boundaries between
lands under the paramount jurisdiction of the United States and
o lands owned by the State, for such purposes as minerals.) "
(The immediate issues raised are whether the oid case of the o
United States ve. State of California, which has been dormant :
. since December of 1952, is moot or whether it can be reacti- L
: vated despite the passage of the Submerged Lands Act of 1953.) o
F @ No change since report of Jamuary 15, 1965; i.e., this cage
was argued by Speclel Assistant Attorney General Rictmrd
o Keatinge on December T and 8, 196k. The matber is now uvnder o,
' submiseion, awaiting a decls::.on by the Lnited States Supreme : B
e Court., | o
EE e . 3 e T
\ 5. Case No. 30417 ¥.0. 503.461 | =
City of Morro Bay vs. County of San Inis Obispo and :
, State of California ‘ A
> San Luis Obispo Superior Court ‘ SRR Y}
{By Chapter 1076, Statuves of 1947, certain tide and sub- T 3
o o merged lands in the vicinity of Morro Bay were granted to T
. .1 - the Councy of San Iuis Obispo. 0Oa July 17, 196k, the City LA
3 Q of Morro Bay was incorporated so as to include the area of . A
KR the granted tidelands. The purpose of the present acticn R
is to determine whether or not the City of Morro Bay SRS
! acquired title 1o these tide snd submerged lands, @s succes- B N
U | sor to the County, and whether the City must teke immediate A
S title to such lends or may postpone takih * tle to some R
o future date.) ‘ B
7 ~ ) - -y
( The State filed an Answar ami Cross C‘amplaint on January 29, ,
1965. Discussions are continuing with City and County
ay representatives. : 8L
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