
3. (SUBSIDY= IN 1.0M BEACH AREA - VI. 0. 2064, AND OIL LEASE APPLICATIONS 
MUM SECT/ON 6871.3 OF TIE PUBLIC MEMOS CODE, LOW BEACH AT ORANGE COUNTY 
BOUNDARY, It ANGEIZS AND ORATE comings - W. 0. 1898.) The following reports 
were presented to the Commission: 

"Attention of the Corasission 14 brought to the letter of September 
of Mr. Lloyd C. Leedom,* President of the Long Beach Chamber of 

Casmirrce, ,wherein it was requested that the State take precautions tc 
prevent euhatidence from the oil production offr.ihore from Seal. Beach. 
Sttidies mad* by the staff indicate that t47:7 7^74. Beach oil structure 
its fUndament 	 !_mts that in the tong Beach,  area in that 
there is considerably greater depth. of cOneoLt4ated sadieents at 
Seal Beach than in. the Wilmington-Loft,  Bea'  area. 

"In order to be fully advised at the earlier rxesible moment of -any 
subside, engineering data is being recorded periodically of the 
levels of the *1+ 	y.iland as well as of the etetiguous shore. 
Of course it ie tea early for the 1410601* to disclose ;any subsidence,. 
bUt 'Certainly if thin* is subsidence it would be firtt noticeable at 
the Monterey Mani, 

"The. -Co-504''s- attePtit41. is, lUed to the fact that in the Alal- 
mItos field adjoining 'Seel Beach and at Sig*i. 	_ IA4 
only 814ght evidence of sti---.4sidenee. .'fl.tids the 

4.teti.0- of #14 	rrtinued. since to0204 to-, coacare.4,-,:i1,-,c.e,1y, 
mire extract- _-__ 	:,Y-1.1 is not secesser,14 the dote, 	to fmttizet 

titi4- there will be 	idtnce.o: 

"Applicatictx have been received from Apex Petroleum. ,Corporation, 
Ltd., and from American Shelf Oil CO parry retesting that the- State 
'Landis Commlerdon proceed, purtuant to the *Cunningbaii!**.1T Act, to 
issue a lease. on approximately 800 acres of tide and. Subserged lands  
seaward of the Ala mitop Bay State park. 'The, area involved is, also 
adjacent to, the .State Oil aid Gas .Lease P.A.C. 1064 now being .04-
veloped by the Monterey Oil Company from the artificial island off., 
shore from Seal •Beach. At the present time there ere- nine wells' 
producing on the ,area leased under P.R.C. 186.1. The  ,prortuction 
history of these wells and the geological and geophysical. data 
covering the subject lands have been revieWed by the staff, With 
the conclusion that suteerged lands adjoining 3 )g the emitting offshore 
oil aril gas lease should be leased pursuant to complatitive public 
bidding in accordance with the Public itesources Code. Iai addition 
to the usual problems with respect to leasing of tide and sUbserged 
lands, it is. now neeetsary to consider the, COnningham-Shell Act end 
the fact that the. City of Long Beef* may claim any oil in the tide 
and submerged land area whiCh was quitclaimed to the State for park 
purpmses. 

itstorically, this area is part of the tide and submerged lanis 
granted to the City .of Long Beach by the State of California par-
ivant to Chapter-  676 of the Statutes of 1911, as amended-. Oh 
October 1$, 1932, this area wea quitclaimed to,  the, State of Cali.* 
forni*. be 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 center 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, the 
property hereby conveyed shall imediataly rover ::R  
the'grantor herein, its successors or assigns.' 

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

With respect to the ownership, the Attortay General, •by Opinion 
No. 46/215, dated January 3, 1947 y7-come of Zilch is. attached -here- 
to as 	ibit IA'), concluded with she following language: 

'Clue_Stion O. I. The state -did acquire foe title, 
including zenerals, by the quitclaim, deed to the 
lands in question. 

tqattation No. 2. The state--holds fee title to 
involved, and ttor 1935. 	414 tot rec-51-Tocy 

mt. 1T-44-t-  to tom, .Beach,..- 

 

'f4AZWOrUg titie*tion 	3-f-t -lay 0: 	 Ter'01:'641,4  
300 r coSsietsiOn he* the_Iega rAght to lease 
- .for the extraction of oil-  ant vui, anti- 

withmat Zo4Teiting title- to the land be-Cause of a use 
_ctsztrary to the terms of the- catclaim -deed which. con-
veys-- the -land to 

71The--Vitle-tf- _tong Beadh-hts taken the position -that they quit-
-claimed the area for-  pa* purpose exclusively.--  This :matter was 
discussed with city officials-  of the City-of Long Beach by the 
-Ccemiseion at its meeting on Nay :10, 1946, at which time a. reso-
lution was adopted authorizing the /*pest to the Attorney 'General 
ter- the opinion referred to above. No -leasing ,of the arat has 
been _considered. by the Comaission since 1946, for two-  reasons:- 
First, by reason -of the lor S.- T. Q88 fornia case and, secorkily, 

, reason of the prohibition -contained 	Nhic Resources 
cook wtor .4pptispber 7, l955.0  

itttehment: 	ibit 	Atter:UT -General's- Opinion Co.t 46/215 
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(pima NO. 146/235 

Robert V Kenzw 
Attatay -General 

SUM CF CALTPCNNIL 
Legal Department 

Oteherl$2  X932 the -City of .14ngleetth 	cittitClaliei-deed, a 
-0* or-which is -attached lereto" quitcliti*d to the State of =California 
for specified pull*** ,and uitb specified retervifitine," Certain areas of 
tide and subieetted lands. 	tpitcla  - 	Otiad was - received Upon behalf 
Of -the State "by resolution. of the State Perk damnispiOn, These lends 
among -Others,. ha,d, orienallly been granted to Long Beech by the State 
water Statutea- 0_194, Page 1304 4nd 'Statutes-  of 1925, Page 235, - The 
some class and genera extent of - lands Were alipp sisdlarly granted wder 
Statutes of 1935, ttge 793, 

*IL proposal: his now been _advanced by the City of Long Beach relative 
ter- the (*vamps* of oil and gas from beneath. the Area _cones in the 
aforelinfioned quitclaim -deed. 	proposal. stakes a Abeire4 -*Anita** 
tion of title to saOh Oil and -go /ontiatory, in order-  that the State Lands 
Cceidssion may hale a prollor -fOuniaticat for action Ware= Therefor*, an 
opinion. is respectfully requested as to the followings 

1. D14 the state acquire fee title, includible minerals, to the 
area described in the quitclaim deed by virttte of said deed? 

112. Does the State still hold complete foe title to the area in 
question or was there a roComeyance to the ,Oify ,of Long Beach 
under Statutes of I935" Page 751, Chstwer 158? 

*3. nn the event that the circumstances required by Section 6672 
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Public Resources Code should exist (i.e. threatened or estab• 
fished drainage on adjacent lands) could the State Lands Cow,  
mission 1:ease the,. 	feceived ,under 	qu:Aclaim deed of 

14;  114ii? r Or 7.-i"0, 	f 	-and gas ,witiiout, 
forfeitir,  title to the land betause of a use contrary to the 
ter*" of #1e- quitclaim deed?" 

The deed referred to in that letter, in its essential parts, reads 
as follows: 

"The CM ,Ci? WHO- 	mitracipl -corporation, orgar4W and 
existing an, 	and by virtuet±r 	lawe of the State of California and 
located_

, 
 in the ZmnV of Los 44,-Igolos -4berWin, in consideration of t*n- 

eum, -of Ten tollars'($1.04* to, it 11,-: 	t4teeipt of which it r-f4.14 
acknoVIPAtikdr,, ,hereby z*Bieee, Me 	osier ginteadino to ;go. 
STATE 	cf-k141-ti-iiithUp  for =7-.. 	 cere#-t4 7,17-41;4: 

rot 	 rUit..4 	aiga ini4redt 
.4.44ande and-ertiltereed 	'rfftther 	or 

ict-04r1 the' folloi.r. 
Caw-4 	Los- 	-State 'of ditifOrnisk, to wit:,  

(Lend as, described)" 

41 the year 1911 the State_ kgielaturs rade ,a -certain grant to LOA; 
Beileh of tide-and submerged lands within the then City of Long Beach. At that 
time the lands. here in question wart not Within the 'City of Long Beach and 
hence the: 1911 act of the legislature is not involved herein. 

Between WI year 1911 and the yam"  1925 the .area adjacent to Ala .t 
Bay WO brought, into the City of Long Beach and in 1925 the legislata:rce ,passed 
the act to be fOund at 'page. 235 of the laws of that year, by which,  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 arendattay 
only and did not .comb additional area.) 

Title thereafter remained in the city until October 15, ,l932 -when the 
city conveyed by quitclaim deed to the :tate all of its right, title and inter, 
est in the' tide and submerged lands involved, "for a park,. playground, ?ogre/. 
time center 'anAior beach used for recreational purposes." That deed contains 
not only the language' quoted but carries. provision r,Jeding as followt: 

"Thi3 conveyance is made upon' the express conation that the property 
conveyed hereby shall be ,used for a parks, plsyground, recreational center 
and/or beach used', for recreatiOnal purposes, and for no other purposes 
whatsoever, and Should said property or any portion thereof be used for 
any othdr turpose, then, in that event, the property hereby conveyed shall 
irenedtately revert unto the grantor herein, its sucaessore or assigns."' 

'The deed vies accepted by the state and- the area included in thti 'State 
Paris System by act of legislature appearing as Chapter 765 in the Laws of 1927. 

Martin v. Butch, 112 So. 274; 
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• Opinion No. 40215 

City of Los Angeles v. Pacific Land Corp., 
141 Cal. App. (2d) 223. 

The convantrze 	Itzrif.L;f, sir tr-1‘,-etivit-A- 	cit! to t-';i;e:. :irt,a+di by 
qui.tc:kste,-datd--  ago--...cep-1154-6d 	 ot title- as (-.2-/-ziatively a$ a grant 
deed, including therein trattter of fee title, of, course, to -any 
serritaides r. in thit instance the right of the people ;o fish and to access 
for that mrpOse. 

Biaggi, v. -wont, 189 -Cal, 075; 

City  of 	4 each 114- 	 (2d) 609) 

Appi. 2M; 

Faust, 2 C4.1, 	2906 

_- -Ge-R-r* *At WI lAnde 
:014.4-71,t4F-. used for v4-ntrtztiv.4,Pr4-41 riutn 0800 ends that title 

%44,t 	
r-t ti? 	 gaattli: :cry" a Rai 	ot4et PirPoiPei 

Tour letter ttStes,  -that :iiiileslivaient subsequent to tatra 000; in 'Vole-
tion has ,disclosed that bodies' oitaf:4 spd.gas ere found in -4jacent, propertt, 
end 

 
barite -you deSire to ascertain -fit  .the lags l effect would-be if the state 

question -for the prodcetic4 ,of oil. and- •gas. 

coxxiibiort involVing Aittelim, *apt be ettit+.37 interPreted against 
the party for whose_ benefit it it, created. (Section 	 Code.) 

tor4tions, subsequent are,  not favored in the law end 'are Construed 
stricta,v'because they tend to 'dettrtfy estates.. 

9 Cal. Jur., page 3141. 

'It appears that profitable -quantities of oil and gas-ate -contained in 
the said UAW deeded to the state by the city, the elristence of which were not 
known at the date of the deed end cot not, therefore, beiti -been_ in CentelePle-
tion of the parties in making the deed. Oil and .gas is fugacious itt .nature and 
col be drained: from the land by oil wells, on contiguous or adjacent land. Such 
leill occur unless went drilled by authority ,of the state penetrate the ,oil and 
gat areas- ins state land and take the etate,movned ,cil and gas. 

Italia policy requires that the state possessing an asset of value as 
in this instance, my expect its officials to realise the most possible for the 
state, 

"The usual test for determining 'whether a statute or contract is 
against public policy is *ether it is injurious to the public or agr,ins'' t 
public good or good mores." 

'Brown v• Brown (Genii.) 89 Ail. 889. 

We reach the conclusion that representatives of the state nay not 
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stemi idly by and see oil and g  cirPiltfid .=.1-,cm the state lands simply because 
the deed carries the provision mentioned relating to forfeiture. Furtherzatk, 
if oil and gas wells are drilled with due regard to the las to which the quit- 

Ct.«, 

	

	claim deed ascribes the land, that is, for park or4 other acurface use, there is 
no substantial vielatim of the conditiont subsequent -erobodiedi in the deed. 
Ure116 drilled vit_11 0=41 if.ri.._11 not be violative of the purpose of the grants 

The case Of Central Land Comm?* v. City of Grand Rapids, It N. W. 
-(2) 18 (Mich.) is a Wj is case anet appeal* to be detervrthativo Of the wes-
Lion mentioned: In that case a deed eonveyed to the defendatt -city Certain 
land-  for perk, 'street -and boulevard purposes. The deed COUttirit the provisions 

U) itThis 'e_oirteyance is given -upon the; exprees. -condition that Ile two 
parcels of land abOve- described -shall be used solely for pari,c, 
street, or- bedeviced-r4rp'-  metal ar ft any part the$of be Mt:  -111%34 fOr 
*kr -of auto purpoeet, or at 4.1)T time cease- to Wad' for suak ,parpose„ 
or_ et any time be used, for art otter purpose, said Piart- Oi. perto-  shall 

reVert,  to-  the -grairbeir, its .ffoAsettors or asai"t.a-_ind it  
Shall be lawful for the,  grantor, its suoweestore, or astaign 	I'VeUtait 
and repoteetie the- same or art' part or Portion thereof, and tne,:,teafter 
peaceably hold and enjoy #10, 0  -e---as :if these pit-stints *awl rt,o4.#' been seed.' 

Aibeequently, the Oeteridatt- city  entered, into,  a ac-.---fahrtot, Vith 
oonpany Whereby the latter was to drill for oil c the land Old& 13,1*Intii:It 
centred to the .defarviantt -cilgt .for park,. *treat and boulevavi. Imk-tOsee. The 
plaintiff -imissdiately to, .sty to protect it-it saeltititi :deft u_v-Ider the abatis 
-condition in the deed. The man ttmationa implarod 	the-  title to-  the 
oil and gas Under the lard of plaintiff conveyed to the 0.k.fftitialapt Vest in the 
;it? and 'second, was there .a ,breach a 'the 	 tittrii-4'Which he 
Oauted a reverter of -an -the 1-01, -or Of the putts ?siotiatt14 used in 
'operations? 

The Court in deciding that question 0403 (p. 1481) 

ItAt 	bit* it tight seem that the tainterativa toti. operation -ot 
ore :or more oil wells on this park prOperty, would be in viol ation Of the 
restricted purposes for which the land- was conveyed to the- city .but in 
determining whether there hat been :such a real and substantial Violation 
Of the conditiOn in the deed to the _city, consideration, should be given. to 
the piwpooe obViously sought to be accOMPlished,by the condition embodied 
in the grant. this park land was so located..- 44 of such a Character that, 
it might have well been used for contercial or industrial -Sites. Plain-
tiff ,and the railroad coma had nearby acreage of like character. 
Obviously, and tie think primarily, plalAtiff and the railroad comps were 
interested in haying the grant to the city limited in such a way that the 
property. conveyed to it could mot be developed as cossercial or industrial 
sites in -competition with like property owned-by plaintiff or the railroad 
company. It also- see reasonali):y certain that in a strict sense it was 
not contemplated by the aityta .grantor that the land in suit should be used-
on4 for boulevard, street and perk papoose. 

In that _can, it was held that the operation of oil wells, upon land 
conveyed to the city for park purposes was not of raeh naubsteritiel breach" of 
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condition gmbsequent upon which land was conveyed as to work a reversion of 
title to grantor, where condition was imposed to prevent development of land 
for oommercial or industrial sites. 

The principle of estoppel is also involved herein as that principle 
is developed ,and at- cussed in the case of WedusWadahl Co. v. Hiller, 18 Cal. 
App. (2e.) 7145. In that case certain lands were conveyed with the restriction 
that intoxicating liquors should not be sold on the Premises, and that, if 
sold, title should, revert to grantar. Subsequently, the grantor conceded to 
the  sale o.f. liquor-  on other lands stodlarly situated, In the case last mem. 
toned it Was held that a grantor may waive the right to enforce a restriction 
with respect 'to the use of land hy its acts and conduct and thus estop .himself 
from asserting its fUture validity. 

The condition as set forth in the case involving the sale of liquor -
it parallel to the drinitg for oil. The City of Long Beach claims the 
to forfeit the title of thii state if it grants leases for production of oil and 
gas altheugh the city itself grants such leases on similar la..sds. That being 
true, the estoppel recognised. in -the Wedum case is applicable to the situation 
Item mater conadiration, and we believe that the City of Long Beach is estorpod 
by its aim conduct fra contending that there is reversion of title to the 
lands in question. 

The lax protects beneficial uses of property, and therefore, there 
his arisen in the 1w the,  principle of permitting the land to be applied to arq 
additional beneficial use beyond those described in a deed, with due regard to 
the surface uses described in the deed. That principle has be upheld in the 
following cases: 

Los Angeles University v. Swarth (C.C.A. 9th 101, 1901), 
107 Fed. ?981 

Humphreys v. City and County of San Francisco, 92 Cb.l. 
App. 691 

City and. County of San Francisco v. Linares, 16 Cal. 
(2d) 441. 

It and leen a lease or leases are granted for production of oil and 
gas froaa the lands in question, you will, of course, provide in such contracts 
for least possible invasion of the uses described in the quitclaim deed. 

We answer your questions as follows: 

Question No. 1. The state did acquire fee title, including minerals, 
by the quitcleist deed to the lands in question. 

Question No. 2. The state still holds fee title to the lands 
involved, and the 1935 Act did not reconvey the lands to Lang Beach. 

Answering Question N. 3, wq opinion is that the state, through 
your Commission, has the legal right to lease the land for the extraction of 
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oil and gas, and that, without forfeiting title to the lane because of a use 
contrary to the terms of the quitclaim deed which conveys the land to the 
state., 



• The Chairman 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 
pup. 

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. Lewis D. Reese, -City Councilman, representing the First District 

of the City of Long Beach 

During the discussion that followed, Mr.-  Peirce asked if Opinion -No. 46/215, 
of the Attorney General, dated January 3, 1947, had been reviewed recently 
by the office of the Attorney General, and if that office still concurs with 

conclusions-  therein, particularly in light of' the Mallon ewe and recent 
legislation. The Sxecutive Officer said this, had not been done. lei. Lamb 
-ilvted the Ctiliaitsio `to request the Attorney General to review this opinion. 
Mr. Watson offerer 	euggestion that perhaps the Attorney General. would be  
reluctant to put forth ny acre opinioni because of the -effect they might 
have on litigation now _panting or on possible litigation ,on. the Long Beach 
picture as,  a whole. 

The Chairman mailed up: the problen before the Coamdeidon as follows: (1) 
Shou341 the Ocemdssion proceed at all on the applications to issue,  an oil 
lease on approximatelY SOO 'assess of tide and sUbserged. lands seaward of the 
Aleadtos Bay State' Park; and (2) If the Comad.ssion does proceed, are there 
questions to be worked 'out on the problem of subsidence? 

'There was a general di scuteion -on the -queetion. Of the State already being-
protected on drainage, for the reason that all drainage was by weds frame_ 
which the, State is receiving iwaltiet.- The lloacutive Officer was &eked if 
development of the area under discussion Would bring in greater income to 
the State. The answer was. in the affirmative, the staff pointing out that,  
any drainage might adversely ,affect the ultimate total. production from a 
field because of the resulting lona 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 because of the possibility of the lessee being 
involved in a lawsuit and therefore not being willing to bid the maximum 
bonus and royalties that might otherwise be realized. Mr. Lamb indicated 
that Long Beach feels it has title to the mineral. resources in the area under 
discussions  and that while it is the ultimate desire of the city to develop 
the resources.  and he believed that there should be development, no matter who 
undertakes it, this should not NI done until such time as it could be defi-
nitely ascertained that the interests of the people who own property in that 
area would not be endangered. 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 8021.01.13 threat of subsidence with which Long Beach is 
faced. Nrther, he believea that the City of Long Beach was better qualified 
to administer such a development, being in a position to make the necessary 
restrictions to prevent subsidence and to protect the interests 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 anyone 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 Camd.ation of the Alaantos Bay State 
Park area, -  showing the valuable type Of property in the section under con-
sideration, and. stating that, a letter had been written to Governor Knight ask". 
int for his support- and adviaing him that Long Beach is going to seek' legisla-
tion to permit mandatOry represtautisation awl unitization. Long Beach wants-
this legislation to cover the entire offshore_ area, not only the 803 acres 
presently under consideration. 

Mr. IsT-4.  asked if there Gras any evidehce of subsidence in the Long Beath per-
-tiOn of the Wilmington field soon after the first well was drilieci. The- staff 
stated that there was nOt„ but that thin was the reason for continuous obser 
nation at present. Mr. -Lamb was interested in preventive measures that could 
be taken, and' Was informed that the Monterey Oil CoMpany had iraticated 
mess to- maintain proteure if necessary. 

Mr. Neighbors expressed the appreciation of the bong Beech -Chamber Of =Commerce 
for the cooperation of the Comedsalion„ and stated that the Chamber wants all 
the help it can get in meeting the problem. of evhsidenceo They are aware of 
the fact that ,sObeidenca did- hot r]occome evident for several ,years after oil 
production Oommenced, and asked that the State. do everything reasonable to 
anticipate lux1 -prevent subsidence in the area being drilled by the Monterey 
Oil =Company. 

Mr. Hortig reported that the engineering staff ,of the Conoission is fully aware 
Of the problem, end is watching careftlly- for any microscopic -differences which 
-might indicate the onset. of _subsidence; and, in response to a question. by 
W. Lomb about whether it would be poseible to impose conditions on the Monterey 
Oil 'Company _in connection. with preventing subsidence,_ he pointed out that illite-
aOich. as the lease requires' all operations to be in :accordance 'with best engin-
eering practice, there is a likelihood that the State could require: a reasonable 
preventive program, even though the lease 'has no specific clause covering the 
problem. The staff is- to consider amending the Lease to cover this point. 

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

The staff was requested to present the following points to the Attorney General 
for consideration: 

1. Suggest review of Opinion No. 46/215 of January 3, 1947 to deter-
mine if a current opinion would be the sane in the light of later 
litigation and legislation. 
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2. Request an opinion as to the possible results of any action by the 
Commission in connection with authorizing the Executive Officer to 
proceed with publication of a notice about 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 Poltnission cease lazier the word "may", as used in 
Section 6871.3 of Chapter 1724, Statutes. of 1955? 

3. Request advice as to the ,adviSability and method of clearing the 
State:" title to the lam, in question before proceeding with a 
lease offer, through declaratory relief or other court action. 

4. Rectitlit the drafting -of lease provisions to be included in new 
leases that would require' the lessee,. at the option of the State, 
to conduct production .operation& through pressure maintenande, 
either throUgh gas or 'later injection ,or-other stalls. 

5. Request assistance in tiorkim out an agreement 'with the lessees 
to. modify 	1860.1 to provide rot preatUre maintenance as 
tirade r4 above. 

No formal action -was taken by the tkil'Ocksilion. The natter is to be set for 
hearing-  as ;soon as the necessary information can be obtained fixes-the Attorney 
General, with- a representative frois the Attorney General's Office to be present 
at the hearing. Long Beath its to be furnished a cow of -int opinion -or infor-
mation received from the: Attorney. General and given. an  opportunity to review, it 
in advance of such hearing. 

4. OIL 1.240- ArifigAnoN UK= SEPT= -687143- OF 11U1 PUBLIC MC A= CODE, 
SANTA BARBARA cot s& - W. 0. 2644.) The' following report was presented- to the 
Commission: 

"Application has been received from the St. Anthony' Oil Corporation 
requesting that the State Lands golimission proceed pursuant to the 
Cunn .i.ngham-Shell Act to issue a lease on -approxisietely 1,670 acres 
of tide a.ni submerged landie seaward. Of the ordinary high water mark 
and easterly of bUt adjacent to the excluded area in Santa Barbara 
County (Section 6871.2(b) of Chapter 1724 of the Statute& of 1955)• 
The area involved' includes in- .pout the tide and Submerged lands in 
the Smenerlsixt areaupon whic:h -Oil was produced in 1895 And upon 
which 'the last lease (Lease 16 under .chapter 303 of Statutes 'of 
1921) was cancelled in 1940. Specifically, the area for -which the 
application has been made extends frog the .easterly boundary .of the 
area excluded in Santa Barbara County ulster Section 6871.2(b), 
easterly along the ordinary high water mark a distance Of 4,700 
feet and seaward a distance of three miles. For a number of years 
the ComMissionte ,staff has considered the area applied for as being 
possibly productive of oil; in fact. _approximately 3,450,000 bar-
rels of oil was -produced from the area heretofore, and at the 
present time there is one well producing on the -Upland landward of 
this described area, 
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