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14, (Surety bond for removal of structures = P4R.C4 226 - ¥W,0. 42) Tho
Commission was informed that) with respect to the McMurphy lease at
Vallejo; thot suéh o small businessman, because of financial rating,
cannot obtain a bond gunranteeing rcmoval of the structure without de-
positing with the surety full collateral. PFurthermore, the financial
condition of the small businessmen is such that he does not have oven
the collateral required.

The Commission may wish to consider the advisability of inecreasing the
ennual rental in lisu of the filing of the bond in this case by the
amount of the annual cost of a $5,000,00 zurety bond for removal of the
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farilitics,

Upon motion duly made and unanimously carried, a rosolution was adopted

aubthorizing the waiving of Rule 2020, Rugulation A in this ecase, in -
consideration of increasing the annual rentnl to be paid wnder Lease HNo.

P.R.C. 226 as zuthorized on June 12, 194T7. Said rontal to be paid from -t
and after Jums 12, 1947, at the rate of $472,56 plus $100.00 or a total
of $572.56 annually, ' | -

15, (State Lands Commission - Audits) The Cormission was informed that
Mr, Dean has submitted a letter from ¥r., Rouble with respsct to determinn-
tion of policy as %> the effective dete of leases upon State land.

There are three categories of' occupancy of State lands which seadsto be
considered: Pirst, occupancy for a new installation. Second, continued
nccupancy under an expiring Board of Supervisors' Permit. Third, occupancy
where no lease has been issued by the State or permit by the Board of
Supervisors and sbructures have been built upon the State land.

As to the first category, it is only reasonable that the date of the lease
should be from the effoctive datc of Commission action.

As to the second category above, where a valid authority from the County
Board of Suporvisors undsr the earlier act was given, the date of the new
lease should commeonce as of the date of the sxpiration of the Board of
Suporvisors' Pernit.

As %o the third category where no Board of Supervisors' Permit exists or has
expired, and no State leasc has been issued, the cccupant is ¢ troespasser.
In connection with this problem, tho Commission was informed Informally by
tho Attorney Goneral's office that the cffeoctive date of any lease wms a
matber of Commission policy.

Upon motion duly made and unanimously carried, a resolution was adopted
authorizing the Exacubive Officer to notify the Audits Division that the
policy of tho Commisgion in regard to the offective dates of loascs will be
as follows:




l, Lease for land upon which new installations are to be built
and where thores aro no presontly constructed installetions
shall be the date of tho Commission mseting giviag authorization
for the lsase,

2. Leasss for land wpon which structures have been built under an
unexpired Board of Suporvisors' permit shall datse from the
oxpirqtion of the Board of Supervisors®! permit.

3. Lenses for land where occupant is a trespasser even though the
structures wore built under a valid though expired Board of
Supervisors® permit shail bear the date of notice to the tres-
passer as suthorized Wy the Commission that he is a %respassers

6. (Report for Semate Committes on Local Governmental Agencios - We O, 153)

The Cormission was informed that on January 9, 1948, the Commission directed

that the proposed Congressional biil as submitted by tho Department of ¥abter

and Power, City of Los Angeles, relative To lands in Mono and Inyo fiounties,

be referred to the office of the Attorney Seneral for review, and inat a

report be prosented st the nesrt mesting of the Commission as to ths effect
of the amended bill on any State lands,

After full discussion, upon motion duly made and unanimously earried, a
resolution was adopted approving a letter to the Senate Cormittee on
Local Governmental Agencies for signature of the Chairmon of the State :
Iands Commission, wheérein it is reporbed that the Department of Water and g
Power of the City of Los Angeles concurs with the State Lands Commission
and the Attorney General in the opinion that the bill is rostricted to

public lands of the Unitod States, nnd rothing in ths hill as amended shall

be conmstrued to affect any Stabte land whaiscever. Furthermore, in sending %he
lottor to ths Sonate Caumittou, thore shll be nttrehsd < copy of the lottor from
the Dopertriont of ‘abor ~nd Power indic~ting <such-oomcugronce and alse a copy of
the lettor from the Attorney General,

The Congressiomnl bill was re-drafted on April 10, 1948, and a formal

request is to be submitted to the State Lands Mivision by the Comitteo

for a letter regarding the new bdill, which appoars to be egqually or more
advantageous to the State than the old bill for the reason that leeal

interests have removed their objections to the Uity owming in foo the

littoral land around Owons Dake. This ir turn removes the implications

of “he phrase in tha carlier bill which provided the City with the right

to affoct these littoral lands by raising or lowerinz the levsl of tho lakes
Purthormore, tho context of tho lebtor from the Dopartment of Tmter and

Powsr, vwhich n coomnanied the bill, is now incorporated in the »ill, and is

in stronger language than in the original letter,
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Mossrse Tillman and Goodsel, Attormeys for the Department of Water and
Powor, City of Los Angeles, Assistant Attorney General Walter L, Bowers,
and Mx". Edwoard J. Ruff, ropresenting the State’s lossees of Owens Lake,
appeared before the Commission in connection with the bill as now framsd
end as discussed befors the Commitbtee in Sacramento on April 10, 1948,
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