’ 3. (SUBSIDENCE IN IONG BEACH AREA - W. 0. 2064, AND OIL LEASE APPLICATIONS
MMOVM3OFT!EPUBLICRWWCESGODE,IOBEBEACHATORMGEOGM
. BOUMDARY, I0OS ANGELES AND ORANGE COUNTIES - W. O, 1898.) The following reports

were presented to the Commmission:

WAttention of the Cosmission is brought to the letter of September 13,
1955 of Mr. Lloyd C. Leedom, President of the Long Beach Chaxber of
Commerce, wherein it was requested that the State take precautions tc
prevent subsidence from the oil production off=*ore from Seal Beach.
N Studies made by the staff indicate that k- Gaal Beach oil structure
SR is fundament2isy Giffereni “rom that in the Iong Beach: area in that
n there is considerably greater dspth of consolidated sadiments at
Sesl Beach than in the Wilmington~long Bearch area.

"In ordexr Lo be fully advised at the sarliest rossible moment of any
subsldence, eagineering data is being reeordod pariodicany of the
levels of the Nonterey Island as well as of the comtiguous shore

Of course it is too early for the recoids to disclose any subsﬁenco,
but certainly if there is subsidence it would be first moticeable at
the ¥onterey Island.

UThe Coxmission?s attention is ~1lled to the fact that in the Ala-
mitoes field adjoining Seal 3sach and at Slgml #1311 thers has besn
only alight evidence of suusidence, Ii: :ih of thees f:.s.s,ﬂs the
ﬁ,».i.szetion of 511 Lsx sontinued sinee the 1920%s, 22, comparaiivels,

: mére extractii. ~F 5il is not Becessarily the detarminate facier
tf“ theare will ‘d"’; EIPRY é@cgo'—":

TApplicaticiic have been received from Apex Petroleum Corporation,
1td., and from American Shelf eieromcating that the State
Lands Comdssion procsed, pursuant to the Cummingham-Shell Act, to
issue s lease on spproximately 800 acres of tide and suizserged lamds
teaward of the Alamitos Bay State Park. The area involved is also
adjacent to the State 011 and Gas lLease P.R.C, 186.1 now being deé-
veloped by the Monterey 0il Company from the artificial island off-
shore from Seal Beach. At the present time thers wre nine wells
producing on the arsa leased under P.R.C. 186.1. The production
history of these wells and ths gwlogical and geophysical data
covering the subject lands have been reviewad by the staff, with
o the conclusion that submerged lands adjoining ths udating offshore
E oil wd gas lease should be leased pursuant to competitive public
in accordance with the Public Resources Code. In additicn
to the usual problems with respect to leasing of tide and submerged
lands, it is now necessary to consider the Cunningham-Shell Act and
the fact that the City of Long Beach may claim any oil in the tide
and submerged land area which was quitclaimed to the State for park

purpoees,

. ; "Historically, this area is part of the tide and submerged lanis

‘ granted to the City of long Beach by the State of Califormia pur-

s suant to Chapter 676 of the Statutes of 1911, as amended. On
October 15, 1932, this area was quitclaimed to thn State of Cali-
fornia. The document states:
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'This conveyance is made upon the exprese condition that
the property conveyed hereby shall be used for a park,
playground, recreational cemter and/or beach used for
recreational purposes, and for no other purposes whatso-
ever, and should said property or any portion thereof be
used for any other purpose, then, in that event, ths
property hereby conveyed shall Miatoly '-eve‘. iz
the grantor herein, its successors or assigns.t

"The deed was accepted by the State and the area included in the
State park system.

Mith respect to the ownership, the Attornwy C-cmral, by Opinion
No. 46/215, dated Jamuary 3, 197 i=opy of waiich is attached hers-
to as Exdibit 12'), concinded with zhe fonmd.tg language:

Question Ho. 1. The state did scquire fee title,
including w*zerals, by the quitclaim deed to the
lands in question.

tasztion No. 2. The stxbc £ti1) holds fee title to
tiw sands involwd, snd the 1935 Act 519 not reconvey
the jdxds to Long Beach.

sring (uestion No. 3, iy opinick I5 Tt the siste,
*ﬁmxgh your Commission, hes the laul d.gbt to lease
ths land for the extraction of oil and gas, and that,
without Zorfeiting title to the land because of a uss
comtrary to the terms of the quitclaim deed which con-

mtmumuthemm

' "The ﬁiﬁ} wf Long Bach hu taken tne position that they quit-
claimed the ares for pu'k purposes éxclusively. This matter was
discussed with city officials of the City of Long Beach by the
Comdssion at its meeting on May i0, 1945, at which time a reso~
lution was adoptsd authorizing the rogust to the Attorney General
for the opinion referred to above. No leasing of the arez hes
been considered by the Comrission since 1946, for two redsons: -
First, by reason of the U, S. v, Californis case, and, seconily,

. by reason of the prohibition cortainsd in the Public Resources

’?_" Code prior to September 7, 195)."
Attachment: Ioddbit A" = Attérnsy General's Opinion No. 4§/215




EXHIBIT "A®
(coPY)

OPINION NO, L6/215

Robérs Wo. Kenny
Atto rmy ‘Genersl

600 State Building
Ban Brancisco 2

Jovanyy 3, 1947

State Innds C‘im# #ig
Sﬁg@g ﬁw’iﬁ#?{f«r -

2:3 t,:.ca~ Mr, J. Stam't Watzon,
- Actalng En,ﬂu‘eﬁxa fo:war.

aaze m iﬂf&r-&mm commnication requesting an opinion
: _‘i[mmla:tmamm lut,vhich lstter reads as fol- -

~

©_ "0n (ctober 15, mmCibrotLo:gMbymitchhdud, :
copy of which is ﬁttached erete, quitclaiimsd to the State of California -
for specified purposes and with specified reservations, certiin arces of
tids and sibslerged lands, This quitclaim desd was received upon behalf
of thie State by resolution of the State Park Céemission., These lands
among others, had originally been granted to Long Baach by the St&t.e
under Statutea of 1911, Page 1304 2nd Statutes or. 1925, Page 235, The
sam® class and general extent of lends were alao similarly granted under
Statutes of 1935, Page 793,

%\ proposal his now been advanced by the City of long Beash relative
t0 the dsvelopment of oil and gis from beneath the area conveywd in the

" aforemntionsd quitolain dead. This proposal makes & efinite dstersina-

" tion of title to sach of) and gaz mandatory, in order tmmsumm
Comdsslon may have & proper foundation for action tbsrecm. THerefors,
opinion is respectfully requested us to the followings

¥1. Did the State acquire fes title, including minsrals, to the
ares described in the (gxitcld.n deed by virtus of u:id doed?

%2. Does the Stats still hold complete fee title to ihe aresz in
queation or vae there a reconveyance to ths City of Iorg Beach
under Statutes of 1935, Page 793, Chapter 1587

"3. In the event that the circussiances required by Section 6872
o N 1 X
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Public Resources Code should exist (i.e. threatened or estab-
lished ¢rainage on adjacent lands) could the State Lands Com~
mission lease tha av:z. ssoeived under the quuitclaim deed of
Aztoher 18, 1932 for mne Cxlsaiiisn of oi) and gas withoul
forfeitin~ +itle to the land becauss of a use contrary to the
terma of U.s quitciaim deed?"

The deed referred 40 in that letter, inm iis essential parts, reads
as follows:

"The CITY OF LONG BEACH, & maniaip:l corporation, organizsd and
existing under and by virtue <7 s laws of the State of Californie and
located in the County of ios 2:zeles ihersin, in consideration of +=a
sunm of Ten Dollars (10,00 to it pail, recelpt of which is hersiy
acknowlsdoad, hereby remises, releasz= :nd Zerévar uiiclilss o the

5 I 4 w o AT T e Yy S - % A R ke vy i & g zanz o el o, Y- ammbais oS R
Sﬂ..a - “a—ifi.?m [y for 2 TREPE, Dayommians, TH41 Qe%.&‘:'laﬁ- CEiL s R Wa
. = S QN TV i v

BR _J
A

TRk - o3 o o regm ke ® e L P 325 23a% o e Zocoeoo ma
passbh o3 for PESSTELICTL Y oy TUOsA&, Bil 6 iz z"‘::.;?:f‘,,-,, TI0AS aile LnuBredlv
R LI L P RPN SN S ST | i ad B23% Y v7 Y

A sav o ail lieelands and subeerged lands, whether £i112d or unfilled,

T P P 2 ars s = : =3 X

. : 2 W e Fu T im0 %o - — = 38R TNRA
1adsd within the 2olicwing cteciivsu paitead Ur izl 5it:23sd in the

County of Los Angeles, State of Celifornia, to wits
(Land as describad)"
In the year 1911 the State Logislature xade a certain grant to Long

Bsach of tide and submerged lands within the then City of Long Beach. A% that
tim the lands here in question were not within the City of Long Beach and

hence the 1911 act of the lsgislature is not involved herein,

Between tho year 1911 and the year 1925 the area adjacent to Alamitos
Bay wes trought into the City of Long Beach and in 1925 the legislature pesaged
the act to be found at pags 235 of the laws of that year, by whish the grant
from the state to the City of Long Beach was brought about and title passed
from the state to the city. (The Act of 1935 which you mention was amendatory
only and did not convey additionsi area.)

4 Title thereafter remained in the city until October 15, 1932 when the
¢ity conveyed by quitclaim deed Lo the tate all of its right, titls and inter-
ést in the tide and submerged lands involved, "for & park, playground, recrea=
tiomal center and/or bteach used for recrestionsl purposes," That deed contains
not only the language quoted but carrios provision rsading as follows:

"This conveyance is mads upon the expresss conc'ition that the prcperty
conveyed hereby shall be used for a park, plsyground, recreatiomal center
and/or beach used for recreational purposes, and for no other purposes
whatscever, and siiould said property or any portion thereof be used for
any other yurpose, then, in that event, the property hereby conveysd shall
irmediately revert unto the grantor herein, its successors or assigns,"

‘The deed was acospted by the staté and the area included in thy State
Park System by act of logislature sppearing as Chapter 765 in the Laws of 1927,
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City of Los Angeles v, Pacific Land Corp.,
11 Cal. App, (2d) 223.

The co-'va:&awa nf +ka "g'.;g i o5 23.:";;' iy Tos eitg o Lae shate by
quitciaim d9zd sscompiished the fwsnufer v:zf?; titls 28 s2Zcevively as & grant
deed, imclucdivg therein transfer af fee title, subiest, of course, to any
servitudes « in this instance the right of the people to fish and to access

for that purpose,
Blaggi v, Ramont, 189 Cal. 675;
City of Lgng BageR v, Marshall, 11 Cal. (2a) 609;
- Dus ¥ arrell; 168 Gal. Avn, 209

!‘0 i.l
o *‘43

o gﬁ&;ﬁ‘ s I*‘E’m . 2 i‘atr., t2d) 256
- The mileels :‘;‘in &a& ;aﬁzgemq GO ﬁi&.‘; A pivvizicn that the Jands
shall ?s- ussd Tow ﬁaﬁ‘éa :?Wwwm-\ s radrasbional TUrposes and that title
rETYY 08 used Iur any omr Purposs,

-

Tour ]atter states that ¢ -vm‘* iczaent subsequent to the deed in muess
tion has disclosed that bodies of ¢i: and gas are found in adjecent property,
: ;nd hence you desire to ascertain iha *‘M“ the lsgel effect would be if the state

Isssas ﬁs Iands 4n quggtion for ﬂn grodnction, of oil and gas. ,

A comﬁiﬁr invaﬁ..:g f’@rx’azme mst be strictly interpreted against
the party ror whose benefit it is crested. (Section L2, Civil Code.)

Conditions subsequent are not fzvored in the law and are sonstrued
strictly because thay tend to destroy estates..

9 Cal, Jure; pRge 3’4’1.

It appears that profitable quantities of oil and gas are contained in
the said lands deeded to the atate by the city, the existence of which wére not
known at the date of the deed and could not, therefore, have been in contempla-
tion of the perties in making the deed. 01l and gas is fugacious in nature and
can be drained from the land by oil wells on contiguous or adjacent land. Such
will occur unless wells drilled by authority of the state psmetrate the oil and
gas areas in state land and take the atate-owned oil and gas.

: Publis policy requires that the state possessing an asset of value as
in :heis instance, may expect its officials to realize the most possible for the
state.

Tha usual test for determining whether a siatute or contrsct is
againat public policy is whether it is injuricus to the public or agzinst
public good or guwod morals, "

Brown v. Brown (Conn,) 89 Atl, 889,
We resch the ﬁomlnad.qn that repmuﬁ'utivos of the stats may not
b ~ _ 2450
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stand idly by and see oil and gus dreinsd frem the siate lands simply bacause
the deed carries the provision mentioned relating to forleiture. Furthammurs,
if 0il and gas wells are drilled with due regard to ths uss tc which the quit-
claim deed ascribes the land, that is, far pavk and other surface use, there is
no substantial violatios of the conditions subsequent embodisd in the deed.
Welis deiiled wiih s2re w1l not be viclative of the purpose of the grant.

The caze of Centrsl Land Company v, City of Grand Rapids, b N. ¥.
(2) 485 (Mich.) 42 a =inilar case and supsars to be determinative of the ques-
tion mentioped: In tiiat case a deed conveyed to the defendant city portain
land for park, street and boulevard rmposes, The desd coniain:s $he provision:

“This convsyance is given upon the express condition that ihs o
parcels of land above described shall be used solaly for park, h:tg!ﬁnv,
strest, or boulévard: Frposes; and ff any part therof be not uzsd for
any of such purposes, or at any time cease 10 be used lor Mich Fmsrpose,
or at any time be used for eny other purpose, saidpartorpaﬁ; sha)l
imediately revert to the granton, ita successors or assismt: wnd it
shall be lawful for the grantor, its suscessors, or assigns Lo roenier |
and repussess the same or any part or portion theweof, and fneipalber o -
peaceably hold and enjoy the game 2z Af these présints had nod been m*—;

STANDARD B s P “N&TEAr

Subsequently, ths dafendaszs city éntered into & s*:*ﬁ‘mﬁ with an oil
comparny whereby the latter was to drill for oil on the land wich plaintiff had

conveyed to the defendant city for park, strest and boulevasd surcoses, The
plaintiff immediately tock Beps G0 nrotact its alsimdd righis urder the abovs
condition in the deed. The muSn questions involwed swres 14 the title to this
oil and gas under the land of plaintiff conveyed o the deZsadury vest in the
city? and second, was there a breach of #he cousiiiion sboer gruisd which bas

caused a reverter of -all ﬂu land; or of the s :.:,tmny usod ix drdlliing
operations? ,

The court in deciding that question says: (p, L87)

At first blush it night seem that the mainteravics ard operation of
ome or more oil wells on this park property would b2 in violation of the
reatricted purposes for which the land was conveysd to the citys but in
detsrmining whether there has bsen such a real and substantial violation
of the condition in the deed to the city, consideration should be given to
the pirpose obviously sought to be sccomplished by the condition embodied
in the grant. This park land was 30 located and of such a charapter that
it might have well been used for commércial or industrial sites. FPlain-
ti0f and the railroad company had nearby acreage of like character,
Gbvicusly, and we think primarily, plaintiff and the railroad company were
interested in having the grant to the city limited in such a way that the
property conveyesd to it could not be developsd as commercizl or industrial
sites in competition with like property owned by plaintiff or the railrcad
company. It also séeme ressonably certain that in a strict sense it was
not contemplated by the cityts grantor that the lamd in suit should be used
only for boulevard, street and park purpoues, « » o

In that case 1t was held that the operation of oil wells upon land
conveyed to the city for park purposes was not of such "substantial breach® of
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condition svosequent upon which land was conveyed as to work a reversion of
titls to grantor, where condition was imposed to prevent development of land
for commercial or industrial sites,

The principle of estoppel is alsc imvolved herein as that prirciple
is developed and discussed in the case of Wedum-Aldahl Co, v. Miller, 18 Cal,
App. (22) 7h5. In that case certain lands were conveyed with the restriction
thet intexicating liquors should not be sold on the premises, and that, if
sold, title sh~uld revert to granter. Subsequently, the grantor conceded to
the eale of limor on other lands similarly situated. In the case last men-
tioned it was held that a grantor may waive the right to enforce a restriction
with respect to the use of land by its acts and conduct and tims estop himself
from asserting its ftuture validity.

The condition as set forth in the case involving the sales of liguor
is parallal to the drilling for ofl. The City of Long Béach claims tha right
to forfeit the title cof the state if it grants lesses for penduction of oil and
gas although the city itself gramts such leases on similar lx.ds. That being
true, the eatoppel recognized in the Wedum case is applicable to the situation
now under consideration, and we belisve that the City of Lorg Beach is estorand
by its owm conduct from contending that there is reversion of title to the
lands in question.

The law protects beneficial uses of property, and therefore, there
his arisan in the law the principle of permitting the land to be applied to any
additional beneficial use beyord those described in a deed, with die regard to
the surface uses described in the deed. That principle has bec: upheld in the

fallowing cases:

Los Angeles University v. Swarth (C.C.A, 9th 101, 19(1),
107 Ped, 7983

Bumphreys z. City and County of San Francisco, 92 Cal,
App. 693

City ?;ﬁ)(}ounty of San Francisco v. Linares, 16 Cal.
d.

If and when a lease or leases are grantsd for production of oll and
gas from the lands in question, you will, of course; provide in such contracts
for least possible invasion of the uses described in the quitclaim deed,

Ws ansver your questions as follows:

Question No. 1. The state did acquire fee title, including mirerels,
by ths quitclaim deed t0 the lands in question.

Qusstion No, 2. The state still holds fee title to the lands
involved, and the 1935 ict did not reconvey the lamds to lLong Beach.

Answering Question Moo 3, my opinion iz that the state, through
your Comxianion, has the laegal right. to lease the land for the extraction cf
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0 oil and gss, and timt, without forfeiting title to the land because cf a use

& contrary t¢ the terms of the quitclaim deed which conveys the land to the

<< state.

0

E Very ¢ ruly yours,

t}E (Signed) Robexrt W, Kenry
ROBERT W, KERNY,
Attorney Ganeral
L. G, CAMPBELL,
Deputy Attorney Genersl,
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The Chalirman reported receipt of a telegram dated October 7, 1955 from
Lloyd C. leedom, President of the Long Beach Chamber of Commerce, informing
him that Durrell Neighbors would appear at the meeting on behalf of that

£Inup.
Appearances were made by the following:

Mr. Joseph B, Lamb, Assistant City Attorney for the City of Long Beach

Mr. Darrell Neighbors, representing the Long Beach Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Lswis D, Reess, City Councilman, representing the First District
of the C:Lty of Long Beach

During the discussion that followed, Mr. Peirce asked if Opinion No. 46/215
of the Attorney General, dated Jarmary 3, 1947, had been reviewed recently
by the office of the Att.omey General, ard if that office still concurs with
the conclusions therein, particularly in light of the Mallon case and recent
legislation. The Executive Officer said th{s had not been done, Mr. Laxh
urgsd the Commissic to request the Attornsy Genaral to review this opinion.
Mr. Hatson offere .he suggestion that perhaps the Attorney General would be
reluctant to put forth any more opinions because of the effect they might
have on litigation now pending or on possible litigation on the Long Beach
picture as a whole.

The Chairman suxmied up. the problem before the Commission as follows: (1)
Should the Commission proceed at all on the applications to issue an oil
leass on approximately 800 acres of tide and sulmerged lands seaward of the
Klaxitos Bay State Park; and (2) If the Commission does proceed, are there
questions to be worked out on the probla of subsidence?

‘There was a genoral discussicn on the question of the State already being
protected on drainage, fortheremnthatalldminagombymllafm
which the State is receiving ivyalties. The Executive Officer was asked if
dévelopment of the arca undm- discussion would bring in greater income to
the State. The answer was in the affirmative, the staff pointing out that
any drainage might adversely affsct the ultimate total production fyom a
field bacause of the resulting isss of pressure.

Before any definite action is taken towards leasing the land, Mr. Lamb urged
that the situation between the State and the City of Long Beach as to owner-
ship be resolved, as otherwise any lease issued probably would not be as re-
munerative as it should be becanse of the possibility of the lessee being
involved in a lawsuit and thersfore nct being willing to bid the maxdimum
borus and royalties that might otherwise be realized, Mr, Lamb indicated

that Long Beach fesls it has title to the mineral resources in the area under
discusaion; and that while it is the ultimate desire of the city to develop
the resources and he telieved that there should beé development, no matter who
urdertakes it, this should not ve done until such time as it couid be defi-
nitely ascertained that the intserests of the people who own property in that
ares would not be erdangered. He felt that there was no hurry for action,
that any action at this time would be premature, and that it is more important
first to consider the serious threat of subsidence with which Long Beach is
faced, Further, he beliesvec that the City of long Beach was better qualified
to administer such a development, being in a position to make the necsssary
réstrictions to prevent subsidence and to protect tne intcrests of the property

OWners. _
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The question of impounding the royalties on any lease issued, until the ques-
tion of ownership could be determined, was brought up, but Mr. Lamb stated
that Long Beach would never let anycne start a drill in the area until the
question of ownership is determined. Long Beach would welcome institution by
the ‘Attorney General of an action for declaratory relief, or perhaps a suit
to quiet title.

Mr. Reese presented two pictures to the Coumission of the Alamitos Bay State
Park area, showing the valuable type of propérty in the section under con-
sideration, and stating that a letter had besn written to Governor Knight ask-
ing for his support and advising him that Long Beach iz going to seek legisla-
tion to permit mandatory repressurisation and unitiszation. long Beach wants
this legislation to cover the entire offshore area, mot cnly the 800 acres
presently under consideration.

Mr. Lob asked if there was any evidence of subsidence in the long Beach por-

tion of the Wilmington field soon after the first well wes drilled. The staff
stated that there was not, but that this wes the reason for continuous obser-

vation at presemt. Nr. Lubm irterested in preventive measures that could

be taken, and was informed that the Monterey 0il Compiny had indicated willing-
ness to maintain pressure if necessary,

Mr. Neighbors expressed the appreciation of the long Bsach Chember of Commerce
for the cooperation of the Commission, and stated that the Chamber wants all
the help it can get inmatingmproblaof subsidence, They are aware of
the fact that subsidencs did not vccome evident for several years after oil
production commenced, and asked that the State do evérything reasonable to
anticipate and prevent subsidernice in the area being drilled by the Monterey

Mr. Hortig reported that the engineering staff of the Commission is fully aware
of the problem, and is watching carefully for any microscopic differences which
might indicate the onset of subesidence; and, in response to a question by

Mr. Lamb about whether it would be possitle tec impose conditions on the Monterey
0il Company in connection with preventing subsidence, he pointed out that inas-
much as the lease requires all operations to be in .accordsnce with best engin-
eering practice, there is a likelihood that the State could reguire a resasonsble
preventive program, even though the lease has no specifi¢ clause covering the
problein. The staff is to consider amending the lea.se to cover this point.

Mr, Reese referred particularly to the Naples area, where at present they have
less than aix inches of safety at high tide, stating that they cannot afford
to wait until subsidence sets in as it would then be tco late. He gave as
another reason for wanting to avoid subsidence, the sewage problems that would
be created.

The staff was requested to present the foilowing points to the Attorney General
for consideraticn:

1. Suggest review of Opinion No. 46/215 of Jamuary 3, 1947 to deter-
mine if a currsnt opinion would be the same in the light of later
litigation and legislation.
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2. Request an opinion as to the possibie results of any action by the
Commission in comnection with authorizing the Executive Officer to
proceed with publication of a notice shout its consideration of a
lease; i.e., would the Commission, by such action, lose discretion
to discontinue such proceedings; furthermore, when does the dis-
cretion of the Commission cease under the word "may**, as used in
Section 6871.3 of Chapter 1724, Statutes of 1955?

3. Request advice as to the advisability and méthod of clearing the
Statets titleé to the land in question before proceeding with a
lease offer, through declaratory relief or other court action.

4. Request the drafting of lsase provisions tc be included in mew
leases that would require the lessee, at the obtion of the State,

to conduct production operations through pressure maintenance,
either through gas or water injection or other means.

5. Request assistance in working out an agreememt with the lessees
to modify P.R.C. 186.1 to provide for pressure maintenance as
under 4 above,

No formal action was taken by the (wmizsion. The matter is to be set for
hearing as soon as the necessary information can be obtained from the Attorney
General, with a repreésentative from the Attorney General’s office to be present
at the hearing. long Bsach ia to be furnished a copy of any opinion or infor-
mation received from the: Attarney Gensral and given an opportunity to review it
in advance of such hearing.

4. (OEMMWMWMJQFMWCWW,
SARTA BARBARA COUMIT - W. O. 2046.) The following report was presented to the
Comnission:

"Application has been received from the St. Anthony 0il Corporation
requesting that the State Lands Commission proceed pursuant to the
Cunningham-Shell Act to issue a leazs on approximately 1,670 acres
of tidée and submerged lands seaward of the ordinary high water marlk
and essterly of but adjacent to the exchzdadareainSantaBarb&m
Courty (Section 6871. 22!:) of Chapter 172, of the Statutes of 1955).
The area involved includes in part the tide and submerged lands in
the Summerland ares which 6il was produced in 1895 and upon
which the last lease (Lease 15 under Chapter 303 of Statutes of
1921) was cancelled in 1940, Opecifically, the area for which the
application has been made extends from the easterly boundary of the
area excluded in Santa Barbara Courty under Section 6871.2(b),
easterly along the ordina-y high water mark a distance of 4,70C
feet and seaward a distance of three miles. For a mumber of years
the Commissionts staff has considered the area applied for as being
possibly productive of oil: in fact, approximately 3,650,000 bar-
rels of oil was produced from the area heretofore, and at the
present time there ia one well producing on the ipland landward of
this described ares.'!
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