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qﬁ& 1 VONDAY, sPRIL ¢, 1957 == 10300 Al
2 Alesteiastasizsiole siesfentaaiesis
3 MR. PESIRCE: The meeting will come to order. Wirash
4| item is the confirmation of the minutes of the meebtlng
5| which took place oun March 1L, 1957. Copies have been mailpd
61 to members of the Commission. Any objections? Any correchions?
7 ¥R. PUTNAM: Ho corrections.
8 MR« PDWERS: ilove that we approve.
9 MR. KIRKWOOD: Seconded.
10 MR. PEIRCE: Moved and seconded that the minutes be

11 | approved and so will be the order. Now, the matter of

12 | setting *he next Commission meeting.

15 MR. PUTNAM: Should be before the 1l5th of May.
Gib 14 liR. PELRCE: Before the l5th of lay. We can work that
15| out later on.
16 MR. PUTNAN: Yes.
17 MR. PEIRCE: Now, Colonel, shall we proceed with the
18 agenda in order?
19 MR. PUTNAM: We will start with No. 1. We have no
=0 appearances., JItem 13 on Page l. Ken, will yéu take over?
2l MR. SMITH: Yes. That's a sale of vacant school land]
=2 An applicationkhas been received for the purchase of 322.8(
=5 acres in Kern County, minimum of $2 peracre or total of
24 645,60, The land was appraised at a value of $2,582.40
= and advertised on that basis. Due to noncompliance by the
QEb 26 Mojave Desert News with publication instructions, the papey
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published the first notice of offer of sale on February 21
L0057 instead of Iebruvary 25, 1957 as ordereds. Under these

clrcumsbtances the bid closing date became L peie Harch 23,

1957. Several bids were submitted on the basis of inforng

s
e

B

CY

tion conveyed to the bidders that the date of first publicp~

tion occurred on Februury 25, 1957. On this basis the
bidding period would have closed L4 p.m. March 27, 1957.
The rules and regulations of the Commission provide lor
submission of bids by 4 p.me of the 30th day following the
date of first publication. Therefore, it is apparent that
the bidders submitted their bids in good faith and in due
bime but based on two different sets of bid information
furnished. Applications and bids received are tabulated
on the following page.

In view of the confusion created by the error in pub-
lication, the equitable recourse appears to be a recommend
tion for rejection of all bids and for authorization for r
publicatior. It is recommended that the Commission reject
all bids and applications received for the 322.80 acres in
Kern County set forth in the attached tabulation, direct
return of all bids and applications received, with nc rele
of information with respect to the uvid prices, and authori
republication for receipt of new bids.

{R. PUTNAM: May I add, ir. Chairman, that when this
wus received in my office I conferred with kr. Shavelson,

our deputy down here, and also lw. lassler, another depubty

a-—

oL

b5 e

™
®©

5T THE 4TCornny Foneral, andthoy fomd—that—weited o
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proper recoursc obher than rejecting all bids in view of
the confusilon.
MRe PulIliCE: Any digcussion? Objections?

MR. POWERS: No, I have no objections.

g s~ o

MR, KIRKWOCD: HMove for recommendabion.

6 MR. PEIRCE: All right, the recommendation is approved.
7 MR. PUTNAM: Now we have appearances from Long Beach
8

and that will be Item 15 on Page 1l&. Will you take that over,
9| please, Frank.

10 MR. HORTIG: On March 11, 1957 the Commission approved

| the costs proposed to be expended by the City of Long Beach

12 including subsidence remedial work, during that month and

13 | estimated expenditures during the first portion of this

14

month for payrolls and similar items. The same items of

15 | subsidence costs which are to be pald during April account-

16 | able under subsidence costs not included in projects approﬁed

7 heretofore by the Commission if credit is ©o be received by

18 the City of Long Beach for such costs under the provisioas pf

19 tsection 5(a) Chapter 29, Statutes of 1956, and the estimated

=0 amount cf 340,000,t0 be expended by the city duriang the

21 month of lMay for payroll force account and voucher payment
22 other than construction, will require approval by the Commjis-

25 - - * - - . .
sion if credit is to be received by the cibty accordiag to

24 rn . . s
the statutess The debailed accounts for which the amount

25 - ] & - - - iy
will be expended are indicated on the vabulation on Page 19}

26 - ' - g o e, B - ]
ﬂg& These have beoon reviewed by the State Lands Division and ar

A
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conformable to similar applicationsg made by the city for
prior months, heretofore approved by the Commission; and,

therefore, it is recommended that the Commission approve

the cosbs proposed to be expended by the City of Long Beach

including subsidence remedial work, as shown on Ixhibit A
hereof, and the estimated expenditures in the month of May
1957 in the amount of 40,000 to cover force accounts and
vouchers other thau constiruction, subject to the sesee

MRe KIRKWOOD: These are the uvsnal conditions. I'd
move the recommendabion.

“Re POWERS: I second.

MR. PEIRCE: lMoved and seconded that the recommendatioi
is approved.

MR. PUTNAM: UNext item -~ We have an appearance —-
Page 17, Item 14 has to do with the Orange County controver
and we have the District Attorney, the County Counsel from
Orange County present, lir. Ogle, who I believe wants to be
heard after I make this presentation.

Iifte PEIRCE: All right.

Re PUTNALM:

As a review of what has happened to date ~- Rarly in
1956 the State Lands Division received advice that a contra
had been consummated between the County of Orange and the A
Harine BExploration Company for the production of oil and ga
from all tide and submerged lands lying within Orange Count]

except from those lands granted by the Legislature to the

Sy
et
nerican

Vi

[

City of Hewporf{ Eeach. The State Lands Commission was adviged
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zl

o this situation at its meetinp of Iebruary 9, 1956. At
that weobing the Conmicsslon took the following actions

#UPOY MOTION DULY MADE AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIWD, IT
WAS RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: THE EXECUTIVE OFFLCER I8
AUTHORIZED, WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF THE ATTORNZY GENERAL,
TO OPPOSE THE ISHUANCE OF ANY LEASES OR CONTRACTS

BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF ORANGE COUNTY FOR THE
PRODUCTION OF OIL AND GAS IN TIDE AND SUBMERGED LAND
AREAS AND TO TAKE SUCH ACTION AS MAY BE ADVISABLE
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES.Y

O B B’ D

o <N O

On December 4, 1956 a Complaint for Declaratory Reliel
g | was filed by Orange County in the Superdior Court for th't
10 | county. The State Lands Comtuission was advised to that efffect
11 | at its meeting on December 5, 1956.

12 On March 22, 1957 a letter was received by the Execu~-

13 | tive Officer from the County Gounsel of Orange County requpst-

14 | ing that a conference be held before extensive litigation
15 | was enter:d into to see¢ whether or not there is a middle
16 | ground for discussion. This conference was held in the
17 | office of the State Lands Division on March 27, 1957, and
18 | was attended by representatives of the office of the

19 | Attorney General, and of the State Lands Division, and by

20 | ¥ir. Joel D. Ogle, the County Counsel.

21 I think we got your initial wrong.
22 MR. OGLE: Joel E.
23 MR. PUTNAM: dr., Ogle suggested that the litigation

24} night be terminated if arrangements were made so that whab-

x

25 | ever royalties accrued would be distribubed on some basis

26 | among the State, the county, and the county's lessee, the
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American Marine Explorabion Compuny. Ile was nobt prepared
bo otate what the bagsis of distribution might be. He
further sugpgested that future leasce should be offered by
the county in view of his opinion that the county would ha
greater latitude than the State in their issuance. It was
decided by the State's representatives present to take the
matter under advisement.

A meeting was held in the office of the Attorney
General on March 29, 1957. It was the unanimous decision
of all those present that the State had a good ce3e, shoul
not compromise in any manner, and it was suggested that th
executive officer be authorized to advise the County Couns
of Orange County that no compromise will be effected and
that the case should go to trial.

LR. PEIRCE: Mr. Ogle, County Counsel of Orange Count

IMR. OGLLE: Uir. Chairman and gentlemen, you have heard
an accurate report up to this poilnt. You have heard the
recommendations of the staff. As you know, this is under
litigation at the present time and you are well aware that
in the Long Beach case, moneys in excess of those usable
for harbor purposes, which was the btrust, could be recover
able by the State. I agree to that but I want to point ou
that Orange County has never had 5¢ from oll moneys or har
bor purposes which come from off the coast of Orange
County. I want to further point out, leaving out Long

Beach, that between &0 and 90 percent ~-~ you!ll correct ne

e

[V o

L]

[

i
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Mre Hortig, 1L I am in erropr -- between &0 and 90 percent
of the entire State rovenue, leaving out Long Doach, comes
from off the coast of Crange County. I merely want to go

on record at this time in indicabing where we go from here,

O & WY O M

and i you will bear with me for just one moment I would
like to review ite.

In the year 1919 a grant was made from the State of

o =N &

California to the County of Orange for all tide and sub-

9 |merged lands bordering upcn and under Newport Bay, except
10 |that granted to the City of Newport Reach. Pursuant to

11 jthat grant and in reliance upon that grant, the County of
12 |Orange did build into the ncean, in the unincorporated area

13 (I mean, outside the city, on a bond issue voted by the

14 jcounty of a half million dollars. A half million does not
15 |sound like much today, but I believe the population -~ and
18 |IT am not sure of that -- was somewhere around 30 to 35,000,
17 lmaybe less, in the year 1919. It was a pretty good, sizeable
18 |bond issue, so that I contend in reliance upon that grant
19 e did do something out there to the limit of our then

20 lability. I understand no oil was ever under consideration
2l |in 1919, not a thing.

e The City of Newport Beach was likewise granted in the
%3 lyear 1919, the same year, title to submerged lands borderin%
24 upon land then owned by the City of Newport Beach, which wa$
25 lyery, very small. The Citv of ilewport Beach, recognizing

B Ithat fact, came back into the State Legislation in 1927,

L

P&V-1014-2-53
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& 1| got another grant from the State to the tide and submerged

21 lands in the inner bay not heretofore granted. Then, in
3 1929, they came back to the State Legislature again and
41 asked the State Legislature for the submerged lands in the
51 ocean. That dealt only with the ocean. In that grant, in
o 1929, they granted to the City of Newport Beach such lands
7! out in the ocean as wer~ not theretofore granted to the

8 County of Orange. Again that legislative confirmation.

9 | Gentlemen, we are not, we believe, greedy in wanting
10 to rest upon our grant and have some moneys for the deVelop~
1 ment of harbors within our county where they are entitled
12 to it under the law and we think they arewentitled to it
15 equitably. Our records show that our recreation and harboy
14 facilities in Orange County are used by -~ that is, 90 per+
15 cent of the use, approximately, comes from people outside
16 of Orange County." I, therefore, say that we are not selfigh
o in that respect. It's just too bad that we have one of thg
18 most beautiful coast lines in Southern California -~ or, in
o fact in California, I dontt care which -~ and we want to
20

develop it.

2 Now, I realize the recommendation of your staff; and
% if we are forced to that recommendation, gentlemen, we are
% not going to give up. We are going forward to the last
2 court of the land, believe me; and if we do, we will be
25 compelled to ask the State of California for an accounting [for

1!’ % every barrel of oil or royalty taken by the State since the

D' SION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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year 1919 if we are forced to that position. I leave it
in your hands, gentlemen.

MR« PEIRCE: Thank you, ir. Ogle. Colonel Putnam?

Mi. PUTNAM: No further reply, sir.

MR, KIRKWOOD: Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the
recommendation made by the staff is concurred in by the
Attorney Generalts office and it is their request also
that we pass it. I move the recommendation.

MR. POWERS: Itd like to ask the Attorney Generalt's
office -~ is it your conception that you have a case here
that you can definitely win? Is the State in the right on
this?

MRe. SHAVELSON: That?'s the consensus of opinion in oux
office.,

LiRe POWERS: The Attorney General feels that the Statg
is absolutely in the right and Newport Beach is in the
wrong?

MR. SHAVELSON:

Orange County, yes sir.

MR. POWERS: Orange County. Thatts all I have.

MR. PEIRCE: Ilr. Kirkwood mMoves see

MR. POWERS: O.K. with me.

MR, PEIRCE: And Governor Powers seconds the motion,

that the recommendation of the staff with regard to this
matter be approved, and so will be the order.
MR. POWERS: This was 14, wasn't 1iv?

[R. PSIRCE: Page 17, yes.

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE, STATE * ~ CALIFORNIA

&



a & « v

U =~ @

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19

21
22
23
24
25

P&V-1004-2-53

MReo PUTHAM: I think we might go back then. You have
no appearances, have you, Frank?

MR. HORTIG: lo gir.

MR. PUTIIAMz To Page L, where we begin =-- a number
of land sales items winich are all standard, advertised,
highest bid been taken, and we recommend the authorization
for sale of the land as listed in this tabulation.

liR. KIRKWOOD: Ivd move the recommendation on Page L.

MR. SMITH: That carries through 15.

MR. PEIRCE: 4 through 152

MR. PUTHAM: TYes, the details are on the following
pagess.

MR. POWERS: That's a big group of land sales, isntt
it? MR. PUTNAM: Doing a land office hisiness.

¥R. POWERS: This 1s going to slow down some day,
isntt it?

MR. PUTNAM: TYes, there won't be any left. If you
will recall, a couple of years ago I asked for authority
to employ two new appraisers to appraise school lands. I
have them busy on current sales.

MR. KIREKWOOD: UO. K. with me.

MR« POWERS: Thatt's O.K. with me. Everything is in ord

MR. PEIRCE: It has been moved and seconded that the
sales be approved and so will be the order.

MR, SIITH: One more item on Pagw l@. I¥11 read the
recommendation, It is recommended that the Commission dete

mine it is to the advantage of the State to select &40 acre

10

er?

r‘m
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in Mendocino County; that the Commission find that said
Federal land is not suitable for cultivation, and that thd
Commissilon approve such selectilon and authorize the sale
to Ray L. Spillers at the appraised cash price of $&,400
subject to all statutory reservations including minerals.

MR. PEIRCE: Any questions?

MiR. POWERS: Thatt!s 0. K. I move.

IR. KIRKWOOD: Second.

MR+ PEIRCE: Moved and seconded. Recommendation is
approved.

MR. PUTNAM: We covered 17, 18 ard 19. We get dowm
to Page 20.

MR« HORTIG: To 33.

MR. PUTNAM: To 33 inclusive. They are minor trans-
actlons which were counsummated by the executive officer.

MR. KIRKWOOD: Those have been reviewed by my office.

MR. PEIRCE: I have looked them over and they seem to
be in order.

MR. KIRKWOOD: Is there a recommendation there?

M. PUTNAM: Yes, it is recommended that the Commissiorn

confirm the action of the execubtive officer.

IR. POWERS: That's O.K.  MR. KIRKWOOD: I will secon
MR. PEIRCE: All right. loved and seconded and so

will be the order.
MR. POWERS: The State retains the mineral rights to

most of these lands?

d.

OIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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MR. PUTNAM: Yes. How, it is left to you for legislas
tion. You've got a final supplement?

MR. HORTIG: DBebtween Pages 34 and 65 are a tabulation
of those bills that were heretofore suggested for legisla~
tive consideration by the staff, with the Commissionts
approval These appear on pages 34 and 35 ceoss

MR. POWERS: DMine runs out at 33.

MR« HORTIG «.. you have a new calendar there, Covernomp.

+

«o» and the following pages cover those bills that are pending

which -~ starting on Page 37 -- which could affect the
adninistrative cognizance of the Commission. These are a
repetition and status report on the bills considered by the
Commigsion at the last neeting, with the exception, as indi
cated on Page 65, that Senate Bills 978 and 2220 and Assem-
bly Bills 2400, 3831, 3154 and 3812 were not previously
reported and have been included in this tabulation. There-
fore, it is recommended that, in conformance with the approv
at the last meeting, the Commlssion authorize the stafl to
discuss all measures as tabulated hereinbefore with the
authors and attend the committee meetings for the purpose o
presentation of reports of facts and existing Commission
administrative procedure‘and regulations pertinent thereto.

MR. PEIRCE: You have heard the recommendation.

[R. POWERS: That!'s O.K. IIR. KIRKWOOD: Second.

MR. PEIRCE:; All right. Moved and seconded that the

recommendation be approved and so will be the order.

al
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will be of specific and primary interest to the Commission.

MR, PEIRCE: Now, Mr. Hortig, are there any highlights
of bills pending before the Legislature that should be |
called to our particulas attention?

MR« HORTIG: T believe this appears in particular, Mr|

Peirce, this morning on the last page of the supplement

which we haven't come to yet, which also refers to legislad

tion and on which possible Commission action is required -4

approval. And interpolating at that point the four bills
introduced by Assemblyman Miller, two by Assemblyman Shell
and one by Assemblyman Bruce Allen, which relate to the
phase of setting royalty rates under the Cunningham-Shell
Act and which will be heard by the Assembly Committee of
Hanufacturing, Oil and Mining Industry on the evening of
April 16th. All bills proposing to change those phases of

the act are to be heard in a series and this, of course,

MR. PUTNAM: Well, it is proposed, Mr. Chairmen, that
Mr. Hortig and I attend that session on the evening of the
16th and discuss the matter factually, because we haven'!t
Commission approval in any form.

MR KIRKWOCD: Ir. Chairman, I would think that at oumn
next meeting if possible -~ that will be subsequent to this
first public hearing on these bills and when we know a 1litt
more as$ to what the attitudes are ~-- that we have an agenda
item that would explore the possibility of a recommendation

by this Commission on the subject of amendment to the Shell

13

Le

i
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Cunningham Act., It seems to me that we, as a Commigsion,

should take a position as to whether the bill or the act

needs amendment and some guldance, at least, as to the typle

of amendment we think would be satisfactory. We did go

on record two years ago with the Assembly as supporting anii

agsking for legislation and I think they are entitled to

know whether we are satisfied with it and, if not, what

changes should be proposed. So I would like to see includpd

a calendar item. My own thi-king is that we cantt be satip-

fied with the existing law. My reaction to it has been thht

it is too restrictive. I can't see that the classificatioh

between wild cat areas and proven areas ~- that ilsn!'t the
definition u§ed in the act but that's what they are essen-
tially talking about —- if it has proved helpful, it's a
difficult one for us to administer; and I don't think the
way the act is set up il is of any benefit to the State.
I would think if we are left with *the present provision,
the only way Lo protect the State would be to restrict wilg
cat areas to three miles and checkerboard them. I think we
ought to explore that.
As far as the royalty setup is concerned, I can?t feel
that we have adequate discretibn. Ifd like to see us have
exactly the same discretion as the Federal sovernment has
and have some leeway here., I think this ought to be explor
and the Legislaturc and the people of the 3tate of Californ

should know a little of our thinking as a Commission on the

ad

i 4

3¢
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different problems. So I would ask that we do put it on the

agenda for the next meeting.

FiR. POWERS: Well, we cen look it over. I dontt know
Bob, I don®t want to go in and tell the Legislature whab
to do.

Fie KIRKWOOD: I dontt think it is a question of
telling the Legislature what to do, but I do think that we
found in administering the law that there are certain dif-
ficulties and I think they are entitled to know what those
difficultiles are and tc know whether with revisions in the

law we would feel that we could do a better job on behalf

of the State; and that was what they asked us two vears agp

and at that time we said "we do want this law" and thatts
why I think wetre under some obligation eosess

MR« POWERS: I would be willing to look them over. I
don't know how far I would be willing to go and Hell them;
but I would be willing to look them all over.

mile PEIRCE: Well, I have no objection. I believe it

would be a good idea for us to review this legislation carg

fully and surely, if we are invited to comment thereon, it
should be our duty - if we have anything to say = to speak
up, 8o that the Legislature may have the benefit of our vid
As T recuall, two years ago all three of us appeared before
the Senate Committee and expressed our support of the
legislation.

wite KIRKWOOU: Thatts right.

b ]
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QE? 1 Mie PUTHAM: TYou wish specific referocnce to those
2| four bills wibhout having to plow throush this?
5 VR. KIRKWOOD: fThab!'s what I would think.
4 MRe HORTIG: Separabe review of what the results are
5| from the hearing, which will take place on the 16th, and
6 | suggestions for further consideration by the Commission?
7 MR. KIRKWOOD: That's right.
8 MR. YUTHAM: Can't you put in the record, then, Franl,
9 | the numbers of those bills -~ the designations of them?
10 IR« HORTIG: Yes, I callee.. Ao B 40, 47, 2237 and
111 3869.
12 MR. PAIRCE: Why can't you give us a progress report
13 | with respect to this matter as soon as the legislative
qiﬁ 14 hearing is completed on April léth and in advance of the ndxt
15 meeting of the Commission?
16 MR. HORTIG: I can do that, sir.
17 MR. PETRCE: Any furbher discussion? A1l right.
18 MR« PUTNAM: Is the resolution approved? We are
19 authoriged to continue cseeas
20 MR. PEIRCE: Yes, th:.. was approved.
2l MR+ HORTIG: Then, the very last page of the calendar,
= zentlemen, the typed page ... Assembly Bill 2073, to be
23 heerd by the Committee on Governmental Efficlency and
2 Geonomy on April 16. Would add Section 6109 to the Public
25 Resources Code, to require that all meetings of the State
di} 28 Lands Conmission be public; and 6110, to make all records of
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vhe Commission open to public inspection. TYou genblemen hape

a copy of the bill before you., While all scessions of the

Commission have boen held heretofore as public meebings, th

1¢2]

necessity for prompt aztion in a few instances has not per-
mitted the giving of substantial advance notice as to such

meetings, therefore it is suggested that consideration mighi

L

be given in the proposed addition of 6109 to the occasional
necessity for Commission action without complete public
advance notice.

Proposed Sectilon 6110 would open State oil, gus and
other mineral lease accounting records to public inspectioni

0il, gas and other bid and lease documents have been consid

A

ered as public records at the State Lands Division. Howeverp

F2

the operating records are required by Division 3 of the Pub
lic Resources Code to be filed as confidential information
with the Division of 0il and Gas. Such records cannot be
obtained from that division even by subpoena. Lease account
ing records have been made public in the form of total actly
ity in a specific oil and gas field, or total activity as
to a particular mineral. It is not felt to be of interest
to the public (including the State's lessees) to publicize
financial data 6n individﬁal competitive lessees.

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the stg
to inform Assemblyman Brown of the Assembly Committee on
Governmental Efficiency and Economy of the following recom-

mendations on 2073: (1) In proposed 6109 Public Resources

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

g

fowe

£f

L)

7



g & K W M

©« 0 =N &

10
11
12
13
) 14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
2%
25

26

P&V-10M-2-83

Code, consideration should be given to the occacional
necessity for States Lands Commission action without compls
advance public notice; (2) Individumal oil, gas and other
mineral lease and exploration permit operating and account
ing records should be excluded from the records to be made
available fecr public inspecuion under Section 6110 Public

Resources Code.

MR, PEIRCE: Now, on Item No. 1, the bill says 2ll meet-

ings of the Commission shall “e open and public.

MR. HORTIG: HRight, sir.

MR. PEIRCE: And all persons shall be permitted to
attend any meeting of the Commission. Now, we have always
followed this rule so far as I know, and the only question
is publication of notice or giving of notice with respect
to meetings, so that the general public uay have scome advay
notice of such meetings.

MR. HORTIG: Thatt?s correct.

“R. PEIRCHE: What 1f this section remains as is? Therd
is no other requirement in the law that advance notice be
given? |

MRe HORTIG: o sir, the current requirements of the
law are'simply that the Commission shall meet on due notice
to all members thereof, at such times and places in the
State for the proper transaction of the business committed
to it. Our problem, as we see it, [Ir. Peirce, 1s one not

as stated specifically in the law, but simply the practice

L&
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that h~s been followed. As you have indicated, current an
past Commission action has accomplished oxactly what this
law says in words. Seemingly, therefore, the addition of
this section shouldn't change anything, as veu have indi-
cated., However, in practice the only objection we have
to it is that in some few instances it had been necessary
to have prompt Commission action and there had not been
full scale broadcasting of advance notice, statewlde, that
the meeting was to be held. So, therefore, it is felt thaf
simply as a matter of forestalling further objections in th
future, if this is now to be spelled out in the law, that

possibly that point shovld be covered. Admittedly, we coul

proceed with the addition of this feature without apparenb%y

a single necessary change in administrative procedure cr
actlon by the Commission.

MR. POWERS: IMr. Chairman, let me ask this -~ this

would prohibit us from resolvirg into an executive sessgsion?®

MRo PUTNAM: I believe that is the intent.

MR. POWERS: Personally, I think that is wrong. To go
back, every committee of the Legislature has the right on
specific occasions to resolve into an executive session.
The Legislature itself has that. The Senate has the right
to resolve into an executive session. Itts usually been
very rarely, because the press usually takes care of it o
see there are no private meetings. So I don't think there

is any violation of anything that's in confidence or that a

19

e

d

hy
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1| bad could come from revaining that privilege. I wouldn't

2 | want to take it away from the legislative committees or the
“ 5 | Legislature itself, and I do not think, speaking personally,
: 41T don't think it should be taken away from any duly authord

5| ized committee., There may be occasions, and I have seen it

6

in e Senate, where the Senate has resolved itself into an
7 | executive session. 8o I think you are taking something hexe
81 that is uncalled for. There has never been an execubive
9 | session so far, maybe there never will be; but we should

10 | glways retain that right, in my opinion.

11 IMR. PUTNAM: If that were followed, we would change

12 | Ttem 1 in the recommendation so as to oppose this.

13 MR. POWERS: I am just speaking personally. I think
4 | the Legislature and every committee and every commission =—-
15 | und I assume that they will -~ exercise a great deal of

18 judgment in calling an executive session. I think, as 1

17 mentioned a moment ago, I think they have to; as I said, the
18 press has always taken care of that.

19 MR.KIRKWOO: This is the provision which Brown is taking
20 up with each of the Commissions, isn't it?

21

! MR. PUTNAM: Thatt!s right.

22 MR. PEIRCE: Seventy of them.

23 , i . X
MR. POWERS: None of them have been resolved in
24 . .
gxaecutblve Sessione
5 e . . . . .
2 iR. HORTIG: I note that with the Committee on Fish
26 .
‘i’ and Game, that sn agreement was reached according to the
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press, between the Commission and Assemblyman Brown, to
bo accept such oxcepblions where execubtive sessious can be
held on special occasions for certain examinatvions and
personnel hearings,

ME. KIRBKWOOD: He is not including that kind of an

exception generally?

MR HORTIG: No sir. Lach one of the bills has started

out in this general, all-inclusive form, and then being
amended as a result of discussion as to the full operating
problems, It is my feeling that in this instance we have,
unfortunatiely, so many unique problems that we do not fall
into the general hopper and this should be considered by
the committee - on the basis of Commission approval.

MR. PEIRCE: Well, so far as I am concerned, I can't
recall any instance where the State Lands Commission has
found it either desirable or necessary to go into executivg
session and I gain certain comfort out of having representd
tives of the public and other interested groups present, so
that we may have the benefit of thelir counsel whenever we
consider matters that involve the public interest. While
I am mindful of what iir. Hortig has pointed out, that if we
are required to give, we will say, two weeks! not.ce or
thirty dayst® notice or something of that character, so that
the general public may know of our anticipated meetings, we
may be precluded from taking care of emergency mathers

which do arise from time to time. Now the law, or rather ©

1C
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bill as it iy written in this record, apparently does nob
require any public notice or written notice, so that may

not be a problem unless it comes about by some inference

that is not readily apparent.

MR. HORTIG: Certainly there is an inference. How
public is a meeting on which there wasn't a certain extens
amount of nctice? As long as it isn't defined, it is alwa]
subject to attack. On the other hand, we don't have to
borrow trouble. We have operated effectively and, as you
say, with public meetings up to now. As to that phase =~
why the bill does not appear to do anything beyond the
points as raised by Governor Powers - that it should pre-
clude executive sessions if ever there should become a
Necessitly seese

MR. KIRKWOOD: Well, I can't sce any occasion when,
from the standpoint of the Commission, there would be occaf
sion for executive, non-open sessions. The only thing wou
be where it was from the standpoint of protection of indi-
viduals dealing with the Commission, that perhaps there
should be confidential relationship.

MR. POWERS: Well, Bob, that isn't the theory. I
probably would be the last one -- It've always voted for»
open sessions ~~ I probably would be the last one to want
to go into an executive session, but in cases of hiring
personnel and so forth it might be possible. I don't want

to sacrifice a right. There probably has never been a

Ae!

S
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present Commission and tlhe prior one, where an emergency

violation of this rule. We never had one, so we haven't
violated, so why sacrifice it?  The Schate in twenty-two
years has only gone inbo executive session once, s8o I thin}
it is very right that they did do it at thab particular

time. I don't see any use of sacrificing a right when you

haven't violated it. It could be in the hiring of personngl

we would go into executive session. It could be to the
benefit of everybody concerned.

MR« KIRKWOOD: Butch, I just don't see how we can run
into trouble by moving along with the gpirit of this law.
I do think there should be exploration with Brown on the
notice of the thing and as to what he has developed as to
other commissions. But I can't see anything unique about
this commission as far as our meebings are concerned, the
subject matter that is brought to our attention at those
meetings. I would feel that the same protection should be
set up for people appearing here that would be granted in
other cases. Now, that might be true in personnel, althoug
personnel records are available to the public.

MR. PUTNAM: We have had occasions, gentlemen, the

came up about a very important lease of some kind or other
and I would contact you gentlemen by phone, you would hold
a quickie session and there was no notice given, and actio
was taken. Now, that?!s almost equivalent to executive acti

Rut the action thus taken is conflirmed at the next open mee

£y

1

)

)
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ol the Commisgion. Thabt'y happened a few timesg.

Viite KIRKWOOD: Well, the problem of notice of a meeb-
ing is somethinsg different from being open and I think tha
they do contemplate ... I hadn't heard that they had nob
contemplated that you couldn't put supplemental matter on
the agenda or things of that sort, or even, if occasion

arose, call a meeting. My reaction would be that this

o« L part of the recommendation is O.K. and that you
should explore and adjust. I don't feel we should be
treated differently from any other commission and we shoul
be just as fully compatible with the provision that our
informabtion should be fully public.

~MRe PEIRCE: Isnt't there a distinction between the thr
members of this Commission sitting down for lunch to discu
a delicate matter involving personnel, where no action is
taken, and a meeting where we are acting as a Commissilon
under the law?

IR PUTHAM: I think there is. 7You could have a con-
ference that wouldntt be an executive session -~ that
luncheon meeting. .

“R. PEIRCE: But is it a meeting that --- in other
words, if we have lunch together, discuss informally some
rather delicate matter concerning the personnel, suci as
drunk driving, thatfs not a meeting of the Commission. Ve
merely discuss the facts informally and later on, 1f 1t is

necessary to take action, the meetiny ol the Commission is

b

[43]
@®
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called, the meeting ig copen Lo the public, and i the
general public is concerned protests can be submilted, and
the thing is right out in the opeh. I don't see any prac-
tical difficuliy to Becbion L3 but Secevion 2 is a very
serious matter, with respect to these records which are
confidential or semi-confidential, and would upset the
entire tideland development program if those records with
respect to core drilling and sawples and so on would be
made public, because bthe various oil companies are competi:
tors aund they dont't want thelr information to get into the
hands of thelr competitors, as I understand it.

iRe HORTIG: The additvional practical difficulty is
that there are so many interested percentage holders in
various leases, who seize upon any opportunity to acquire
records to serve as a basis for litigation, that we would
probably need considerable additional effice space sinply
to give them a place to sit while we give the public a
place to investimbte these records, bo no advantage of the
State or the general public,

IR PEIRCE: Well, gentlemen, we have before us these

two reconmendations of the staff, one relative to Sectlon

1 of the billvmm;~

Ve KIRKWOCD: Is there any bill which removes the
confidentiality from these records so far as the Division
of 0il and Gas is concerned?

Jle HORTIG: Ho sir.

L3

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

[RW)
hEr

- o




Qe N o O K’ » K

P&V-10M-2-53

wite KIRKWOOD: 8o LD the argument Lor conflldentilality
theroe is rood, it ought to be in our position, too.
MRe HORTIG: It would seom t0¢ be an unbenable position

o have bthe same records confidentvial in 01l and Gas and

not confidential. with Stabte Lands, yebt we need these recorfls

boo, pursuant to ssee

IiR. PUIRCE: Well, let us dispose of Section 1 first.
What shall be our advice to the stafll with regard to
Section 12 The recommendation deals with the advance pub-
lic notice.

IiR. POWERS: Well, my objection -— I am just going'to
recalin it, hecause we have never held an execubive session
we probably never will, we haven't violated anything on th
so I oppose a law to prohibit us from doing something we
have never done.

MR. PHEIRCE: You recommend a "no% vote?

iR. POWERS: That'!s my porsonal opinion. I would
retain for every commission, every committee and every
commigsion, the same rights.

iR PLIRCE: Bob?

e KIRKWOOD: I would recommend as the stafl has
recommended on No. 1 =~ would so move.

iiR. PEIRCE: All right, I concur.in lir. Kirkwood?s
reconmendatbion.

. POWERS: And mine is no.

=
b

T
I

LR, PATIRCE: Aand Covernor Powers is vobting no. IHow,

3

e
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on Recommoendabion lio. 2, which deuls with Secetion 2 of Lho
bill, which readss "ALL records of the Commisgion shall be
opon to inspection to the public during rezular office
hours?, recommendation is that the individual oil, =as and
other mineral lease and exploration permit operabing and
accounting records should be excluded from the records to
be mede available for public inspection under Scetion 6110
Public Resources Codo.

MR, PUTNAM: May I suggest here, ilr. Peirce, that per-
haps there ought to be a line drawn a little more closely.

I don't see why there should be public records of our pre~

liminary negotiations with a potential lessee for a pler of

gomething of that kind. The burden on the office to dig
out those records for any, It1ll call them snoopers, and
that!s what they are, would be terrific.

HR. PEIRCE: Do you have much trouble with people
coming it?

{R. PUTHAIL: We have had several who give us plenty of
headaches and we have refused to let them see the records.

MR. PEIRCE: I can't recall any instance in the Depart,
ment of Finance where that is truly a problem; and when anj
newspaper man or any»oitizen comes in and asks to seec a
certain file or certain record, I have found it quite con=-
venient to make that information available and 1t has not
created any piroblem. Now, there may be other lnstances

with which T am not familiar...

~

DIVISION OF AGMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

o



W

@” 1 wabe POJUIRSS  VWell, docos bhils o boyond the point?

o | We have this counilidentlel infomaabion rosurdius the oxplon,

-l

b5

3 1 Llon that you have nade on cortain tidelunds that should npt
4 | be made public; but the other -~ I dontt see why uot muko

5 | vhat public to the press or anybody colse. In Kirkwoodts

6 | ofdce the press has the right to po and see all the rocords.
7 | they should have the same with the Land Comaission, with e
g | cxception of the bidding.

9 L. KIREVOOD: This shing gets awfully complicated

wiere you are balling of coniideiitial papers of an individial
10 o

11 | cibizen and somethinsg where you gre tallking aboub our action.

<3

12 | Isnt't this the same thing they have been discussing on the
13 | superintendent of banlks? And I would think the same line
QEB 14 | of distinction sheuld be observed herc? In your discussion
15 | with Brown, 1t would e on that basis -~ to the oxtent thap
16 | matters are obbtainable because of their confidentiality
17 | we should be able to rcasonably keep in confidence; but
18 | anything that is a working paper, in effect, of this agency

19 | should be a public record.

20 IiR. PCUERS: You just have to pub up with snoopers.
o1 LRe HORTIG: iAs a practical matter, I thinlk we should

oo | present to the Commission that while it has been a burden
23 | we have had no rcal operational difficulty proceedin; exacily
o4 | in the manner that would be accomplished if thess recommend
o5 | dations were adopbed. I think that probably should be as

o | mood an arpuneits bto Assemblyman drown why vile statutory

Q :
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cuntt do with, for instance, the IFranchise Tax Board,
there agoin we would have something incongruous -- its
being unobbainable throush the Francise Tax but obtainable
through State Lands as a public record.

Fie EIRRWOOD: I would think the staflf should explore

that with Hr. Brown -~ the problems that are raised and

what his understanding ils as to the records of the Commission

as against records that arce rccords actually of the indi-~
vidual who is dealing with the Commiesion and which are on
file with us for specific purposes and which would not be
avallable i1f they weren't to be kept confidential; and be
sure that there is no misunderstanding on this secticne

It may be that some definition there should be included.

I think that is basically what they arc asking us.

R. POVIRS: Let me ask you this -- what records do yoi
have that are strictly confidential besides the datae on
State lands priov to being leased to an oll company?

MRe HORTICG: All the data on actual lease operations
during the period that there is development and production
of o0il and gas. Iow, the development records with respect
to the individual wells are filed with the Division of 0il
and Gas under Division 3 as a confidential record, not evel
available to subpoena. The same dabg, nabturally, we nust
have if we review the engineecring and give advance anprova.
as a part of lease operabilons.

[k

R. POJERS: Let nme ask you one further quastion bhen.

—

f==a

X
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What confidential data do we have other than our oil landsk

kilte SHITH: I might mentlon our school land applicatiohs,

)

where competitive bidding might occur -~ applications priof

to advertising. As a gameral mabver and practice, we dont

L )

give out that informuation even though we have requests, as
bo who the prior applicants ares I do not think it's good
practice to glve it out because individuals could band to-
gether and refuse to bid if they know who prior applicants
Were.

Mle KIRKWCOD: I dont't think there is any intention on
the part of this legislation to .ee

MR, POWERS: I don't think the intent is to get things
like that.

MR, KIREWOOD: I don't think that would be considered
as a record.

IRe POWERS: I dontt think it pertains to executive
sessions, elther,

iRe PEIRCH: Well, on this Item llo. 2 iv would seem
that lr. Hortig or iixr. Putnam should discuss with Assembly-
man Brown the practical problems involved so that this wonb
be enacted as it i1s and make these records public, which I
don't think is the intent.

MR. £IRKWOOD: Just looking at this bill, it doesn't
look that way to me.

IRe [IORTIG: This is the sum total of what is proposed

50 be done to the Public Resources Code as such.
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FRle PEIRCH: Are you roady to indicate vour desires
wibhh respect to Reconmendation No. 27

File KIRKWOOL: It seems to me to come close enough Lo
what we have been tallidng abouta

Iille POWERS: O« K.

IMR. PEIRCE: The second part of the recommendation is,

therefore, approved unanimously by the Commission.

¢ N o O & G o

FRe PUTNAM: Thab leaves us with Santa Barbara.

(e}

PEIRCE: low, the Santa Barbara question was set
10| {0 be heard at 11:30, which is almost twenty-Ffive minubes
1l | from now. Senator Hollister of Santa Darbara desires Ho bk

12 | present. There are several people here already. I am

13 | reluctant to suggest thabt we proceed with this hearing i
QE?- 14 | view of the fact that we set 11:30 as the time to hear it,

15 | gssuming that by that time we would be through with our

18 regular agenda. Colonel, would you suggest a recess?

17 MR. PUTNAM: I would suggest one to 11:30,
18 IiRe PEIRCE: Ladies and gentlemen, the State Lands Conp

19 | mission will e in recess unbil 11:30, at which time we arp
20 soing to consider certaln testimony Irom people from the
2; Santa Barbara area in regard to annexing certain tide and

2 submerged lands along the coast of that vicinity.

=3 (RECESS)
24
25
26
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1 BOVUDAY, APRIL O, 1957 ~= 11:30 Aoii.
2 Wzl ngsianly e slesie e
3 MRe PEIRCE: all »ipght, the meobing wiil come vo order
4| and, as I indicated previously, this is to discuss a question
O | involving a proposed annexation to the Cisy of Santa Bacbarae
6 | Several locasl citizens are present who desire to be heard,
7] in order to give us background information. Colonel Putnad,
8| will you supply us with whabever information you desire.
9 MRe PUTHAM: Yes. We have on Page 65 of the calendar
10 | an item entitled PROPOSED AMNEYATINIS BY THE CITY OF SANTA
11| 3ARBARA. Ou March 22, 1957, this office -~ that is the
12 Scate Lands office =~ received advice that the City of Santd
13 Barbara had indicated that it proposed to extend its boun-
14 daries to the east and the west along the cost so as to
15 include all of the tide and submerged land s in the so-~called
16 ftganctuary area’ as sebt forbh in the Cunningham-Shell Act.
o Upon consultation with the office of the Attorney General,
18 a telezram was sent on Harch 23, 1257 by Deputy astorney
19 General John IMe Hasgler to the Chairman of the County
2 Boundary Commission, which was to investigate and report
o as 50 its recommendations with respect to the change in
22 |

boundariese.
23 . s

It was learned that the County Boundary Commission

- nad the matter in hand and was expected to render a report
25 .

to the City Council of Santa Barbara at its meeting April
= 11, 1957 -- to interpose at this peinv, I understand that ghe
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County Boundary Committee has been meeting this morning in
connection wibth this mabiter --

It was further learned that upon receipt by the City

3,

Council of recommendations from the County Boundary Commisgion

the Council would set a date in the future, 40 to 60 davs

ahead, abt which time a hearing would be held by the Council.

Following that hearing, the Council would probably take
such action as 1t would deem legal and appropriate.

The question of the authority of the State Lands Com~
mission in cases of this character is presently under con-

sicderation by the office of the Attorney General. This

office has been the reciplent of telegrams and letters from

residents of uplands communities such as Suwmmerland and
Goleta, protesting the proposed annexation, which covers
tide and submerged lands adjoining these communities.
It is understood that representatives of these communities
are in attendance at this meeting and desire to be heard.
On April 1, 1957, the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Santa EZarbara passed and adopted a resolution
opposing the proposed annexation and requesting that the
Governor of the State, the members of the State Lands Com-
mission and the Attorney General of the State of Californi:
protest before the Council ol the City of Santa Barbara at
such time as the public hearings on this matter wmay be held
inclusion of any of the tidelands beyond the east and west

1limits of the boundaries of the City of Santa Barbara. It
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the Commission agrees, it is proposed bto have this resolu~
tion incorporated in the transcript of this meebirnp.

MR, PEIRCE: Before we proceed, Senator [ollister and
Assemblyman Holmes of Santa Barbara are here., Do eitcher
or both of you want to say anyshing by way of introducing
the other people from Santa Barbara? IMr. Holmes.

ASSEMBLYILAT HOLMES: Mr. Peirce and members of the
Land Commission, I would like to have this opportunity to
introduce my friends from Santa Barbara County who are her:
I thirk first I will introduce lir. Vern Thomas, who is
District Attorney of Santa Barbara Counby, and next to him
is Mr. Harrison Ryan, who I understand is the Counsel; Iir,
Duncan of Summerland, aﬁd, Ikbelieve, the Secretary. And
next to her is ilayor Rickard of Sanla Barbara and Ir.
Kleveland, who represents the Santa Barbara News-Press.

e have here as an interested visitor too, my County
Auditor, Albert Eaves, and ir. Sexton from Hope Ranchj and
my good friend, lir. Garrett Van Horne from the Goleta area
and, of course, Senabor Hollister.

VOICE: Russell Williams.

ASSEMDLYMAN HOLLES: I am sorry -~ lir. Williaws.

Have I missed anyone else? I would like to make this
statement to the Oommissi&n ~- that as a representative of
Santa Barbara and the Assembly, I an not taking sides pro
or con on this because I feel it is a little family fight

among thoge down there, and 1 am very sratefnl that you

LY

P
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have set up the hearing through the work of Jack (phonetic

p -

$0 that they can at least present their views; and I am
thanking you very much now for the hearing and the Pairnesls

I know you will give both sides in this hearing.

U & KV W =

MRe PEIRCE: Thank you, Mr. Holmes. Now, Mr. Thomas,
would you care to lead off please?

IR TIOMAS: TYes. liembers of the Commisgsion, I didn?

L4

expect that I would be back before this Commission so soonl

© 0 =N o

Ag I recall the tidelands matter, the sanctuary, and COop-
10 | erative work between the Commission and the City and County
1l | of Santa Barbara and the oil industry, there was a full

12 | exchange of data and information, so that this Commission

13 | had the advantage of knowing the position of the various
QED M1 parties; and consequen ly{*puﬁ of that discussion, finally
15 | came a law which Qﬁ**:- - the sanctuary, which represented
16 | the joint efforts of everybody to try to solve a rather
17 pressing problem.
18 Similarly, with respect bto other arcas of the coast
19 line, in which Santa Barbara was interested, you will recall
20 that unincorporated areas of the county were represented
2 before your Commission hearing in an attempt ~- and the
R oillindustry -~ 28 an aﬁtempt %0 devise a system of reason-
% able regulations which would enable this Commission to explioit
2 the tidelandé and arcas were they should be exploited in the
% interests of the people of California; and I think thab ao
eﬁb % a result of thabt cooperation the Commilssion has seb up a
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system of rules and repulotions thab are resuonable und

as viewed from the csbandpodlnh of the County of Santa Darbaley ~e

I don't know how the city feels about it, beecause they
didn't have any representative thabt participated in any
way, shape or form in those repgulations -~- but as far as
we were concerned, we were satisfied with the powers that
reside in this Commission in order to probect inberests on
shore -- protect against Yeedlusien :;d all the multiple
problems that can arise from exploitation of the tidelands)
I regret the necessity of appearing here before you
today. Ordinarily, annexation matbters involving cities
are purely a local matter in which the county does not
take any active participation. The local communities are
allowed to work out their own problems =~ it is self-
deternination, it is democracy -~ any action under ordinari

annexation procedure. But this is not a family feud, as it

were, solely and exclusively a famlly dispute. We sincercly

and honestly believe that the State interests of Californig
and the powers and duties of this Commission are involved
in this matter.

tfow, with respect to this proposed annexatlon ab Sants
Barbara -- different from the procedures that I have heretd
fore mentioned, where there was ccoperation, discussion and
understanding and attempti..g to work out a sensible,
rational program -~ along comes oub, withoub this discussig

withont this interchange of information, a sudden attemplt U

Ly

o]

¥ ot fon BB G YIS T P Tt
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annei certain boundariocs, inecludins the entire sancbuary

[\

arvea beyond to the east and to the west of the boundaries
of Santa Barbara.

Jow, cerbainly, as the county ~- ofilicially, I thinlk,
I represent the thinking of most of the Board of Supervisors
aad other officials interested in planning -~ we are only
boo anxious to gee that the City of Santa Barbara will in

o
time expand s land and take over certain areas which nay

0 < O G =

9 l1be in need of city services. We hope that, for oxauple,

10 |py creating a city growth which creates understanding, which

11 \creates a public reputation for ability to solve the prob-

12 |1eme and to handle them efficiently and capably, that there

13 |will ve an expansion in certain areas of the city limits.

M7 think that it!s inevistable in time, but they have got to

(5

15 demonstrate it before unincorporated areas are going to

16 permit annexation of their areas to the City of Santa Barbapa.

17 L) - i - o 3
There ig not in tnis proceeding, gentlemen, an over-~

18

]

whelning demand by the unincorporated areas who are directl)
19 . . . ]
affected by this annexations They are not asking for the
20 « . o 4 2

benefit of thess services which some day Santa Barbara might
21 ; . - . . o
be in a position to give thems They prefer to work eut theilr
22 . o
own destiny and it*s for that reason principally that I
23 ‘ |
appear here todaye
24 i . .
The City of Sanba Barbara has suddenly, without an

25 » . . . * £ (3
interchange of thought and public dissemination of information,

dﬂb sought to annex all the tidelands involving bthe sancituary.
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that's where this power resides.

They certainly maberially contributed vo its groabtiocn, Lub
this Commission can certainly vouch for the fact that I
appeared as the sole representabtive from Santa Darbara in
order to try to do something about thig problon. Then
later there was refular attendance by the City of Santa
Darbara. 8o it cannob be claimed from the history of this
legislation that they should be regarded as the paramount
protector of the tidelands area ~- the unincorporated arca.
The County of Santa Barbara as a whole is willing and
anxious that this Commission have full discretion with

respect to the tidelands and as an administrative body

How, way are we concerned? Why 1s this a matter of

State interest? And why are yvou nmen directly concerined

39

about this matter? I think the answer is very, very cbvious.

This annexation, involving some fifteen miles way beyond
the easterly and westerly boundaries of the City of Santa
Barbara, crzabes a precedent, creates a practice which
could very well set up a chain reaction in this State up
and down the coast, where cities would be abtbempting to
take in the tidelands for many purposes. Cerbainly, as faz
as the tidelands are concerned, gentlemen, they cannot
render the municipal service which is the basic motivating
force behind annexabion of land -~ police protection, fire
protection, better water development, and all the numerous

advantagses that sometimes follow from municipal annexabiong
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1| Lus with respect Lo the tidelands, how can it be romotely
2 | claimed, particularly when the area is to be far removed
3 | Lrom sholr land awvea,(at least in this case most of it)
4| how can it be claimed that there is any reasonable benefit
51 that the tidelands area involved here would receive from
61 thls annexation? Other cibics along the coast could very
7] well, if an annéxabion of this kind is permitted to zo
8| through without protest by the State, why woulda't it be
9 | natural for them and in order to annex tidelands which may
10 | involve possible oil activities in the tidelands. It will
11| mean a burdensome matter, I am sure, for the oil industry,
12 considering the fact that if bids are to be secured the
13} oil industry is cerbtainly going to take cognizance of the
14\ matter as to whebther or nos the area is within city boun-
151 daries and whether city taxes will be imposed in the event
16 they get a particular lease.
17 Isn't the State interest directly affected when, under
181 that situation, if there is to be exploitation, ilsntt it
19 possible chat the royalty interests would be affecteq ~-
=0 of course depending on what action is taken by the Legis-
2l lature, what royalty interest would be offered to the Stabg
22 of California for the exploitation of these reso:rcos?
23 It would seem obvious., ‘The answer I would offer to @very
2 representative that is here 1s that under those circumstanges
% the royalty that the State would recelve would be less thar
26 . \ . . - .

0 if such territory was not in city boundaries. I think that
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bhis thing can set up a viclous eyele of compebition waony

cities along the coastline to be pure and prab tidelonds

819

areas which may oifer a poseible oll resource in the futurd

or which can be exploited; and it's a vicious circle. We
wlll have cities up and down this‘coast controlling Lo gong
exvent every inch of tidelands territory.

hat is to stop Santa iaria, for cxample, now that
Santa Barbara 1s seeking to go fifteen wiles, what's to
stop Santa waria from seeking to immediately go to‘the coas
and stretch twenty or thirty miles down the coastline?

I think this matter is importaiic from the Statel!s
interests. It is not purely a local squabble. It is a
ratber where vital State interests are involved and 1 think
as trustees of this property, charged with the duty of ex-

ploicing the tidelands, thatwnere cities are seeking to go

1Y

beyond their easterly and westerly boundaries to an unreascpn-

able degree and where the particular unincorporated areas
that abut these lands, where they are frankly opposed to
such annexabion, that the Coumission could very well take
their grievances into consideration and,along with the
paramount interests of the State, protest annexations of
this type.

You will recall the difficulty that was created when
the United States claimed paramount interests in the tide-
londs and the resultant long litigation dispute that occurr

as a regult of ity and when one cilvy, withoub inverchange o©

ad
i
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