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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)
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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]
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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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