










1 I would like to approve item 1 and defer item) 2 and 3, 

2 and I dontt know what there would be in the first approval 

3 that you might not agree to at a later, date in the engi 

4 neering aspects of the plan. In other words, as he says, 

5 you and he will probably get together on the proposal 

6 regarding the method Richfield uses. 

	

7 	MR. HORTIG: I am certain that there is a rational 

8 engineering solution to the questions we have in mind. 

9 However, the questions are more extensive than can be dis- 

10 posed of in a matter of a few minutes of conference, as 

11 Mr. Ball suggests. Now, as I say, I feel the Commission 

12 is committed, and properly, on staff recommendation that 

13 in principle operations of this general type and principle 

14 must be taken in Fault Block VI. 

	

15 	MR. LEVIT: But the thing that bothers me is that 

16 everybody seems to agree that there is no point to this 

17 immediate action unless you are actually going to go ahead 

18 on a particular plan .)f operation; and if you do that, and 

19 if we understand you are going to do that, then it seems 

20 to me we have inhibited any special staff review. 

	

21 	MR, BALL: Mr. Chairman, may I confine this to 

22 facts only, so you will understand what we are talking 

23 about. The staff has already reviewed our plan in the co- 

24 operative agreement and approved it; and as I feel it, the 

25 Commission is committed to a principle now with staff 

28 approval to a course of action of water repressuring throu 
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1 this cooperative flood. It's all spelled out --- nothing 

2 lett to imagination. 

3 	 MR. LEVIT: I think everybody agrees that. 

4 	 MR. BALL: If I can read the amendment -- that 

5 the reason I thought a conference might clear it up -- 

6 this does not commit specific lands to Richfield to work 

7 on. It's very general. 	"It is hereby provided that the 

8 contractor shall be permitted, subject to prior approval 

9 and authorization by the City Council o City, to use and 

10 occupy in such ways or enter upon the said lands which may 

11 have been so designated for use by the City Council, 

12 provided however that the use thereof shall be confined 

13 exclusively to the installation and operation of a water 

14 injection plant, the drilling operation of water source 

15 wells, water injection wells, and the installation and 

16 maintenance of such other related and accessory facilities 

17 as are usually considered incident to water repressuring 

18 operations. Contractor exp 4ssly agrees not to occupy any 

19 portion of the surface lands for any purposes whatsoever 

20 until permission so to do is given by the City Council." 

21 	In other words, the lands that are to be committed 

22 to Richfield in this amendment; to the contract are only 

23 lands which the City Council says they are to use and they 

24 are no specific lands; whereas in the cooperative agreernen 

25 Long Beach has committed itself to specific properties to 

26 Producing Properties, Inc. to set aside these lands which 
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are specifically described. Now, all this does s enable 

all the amendment to the Richfield contract does is to en-

able the City Council to go to speulfic lands. I donft 

know whether I make myself clear or not. This is a very 

general authorization and it means Richfield will do what-

ever the Council tells them to do. 

MR. LEVIT: This is the point on which you feel if 

Mr. Hortig agreed that it would resolve the problem? 

MR. BALL: That's right. 

MR. TRVIT: How about that, Mr. Hortig? 

MR. HORTIG: That is true but we don't have a 

basis for staff review on which tc even assert today that 

we disagree with them. Our problem is we do not have the 

engineering review. As I view this -- and please correct 

me if I state it incorrectly, Mr. Ball -- we have the agre 

ment in principles we have the agreement for Richfield to 

proceed. That will be on the recommendation of the Petroleum 

Engineering staff of the Harbor Board. Certainly it was 

the concept of the Lands Division technical staff that 

there would be opportunity to review and agree or modify 

the concepts of the Petroleum Engineering Section of the 

Harbor Board before being relayed to the City Council, 

being relayed to Richfield. If we do not have that oppor-

tunity to review, we certainly did not contemplate nor wer 

we ever intending to recommend to the Commission that any 

approval of the principle was approval to undertake anythi g 
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• 1 without further review of the staff. 

2 	MR. BALL: Let me say this. The amendment to the 

3 contract does not involve engineering matters at all. It 

4 just is as to where it shall put its water source wells. 

5 As to the cooperative agreement, it does give the location 

6 of the water source wells and water injection wells -  OS. 

7 let's see - - and there are certain engineering details 

8 that have already been inspected. There also is a plan 

9 before the 011 and Gas Supervisor now and hearings have 

10 been helds  and that plan has been submitted to the staff 

11 and has been approved by the staff. So I view the coopera 

12 tive agreement as committed ...... 

13 	MR. LWIT: Mr. Hortig doesn't seem to feel that 

14 way. 

15 	MR. HORTIG: The specific nature of the approval 

16 of the staff of the plan submitted to the Oil and Gas Supe 

17 visor we aren't aware of. Our knowledge of the plan sub- 

18 mitted to the Oil and Gas Supervisor is in the terms of 

19 having attended the hearings being held by the Oil and Gas 

20 Supervisor. 

21 	MR. BALL: Well, you have copies of the plans. 

22 	MR. HORTIG: But the staff approval of those you 

23 refer to, Mr. Ball .... 

24 	MR. BALL: I probably misstated on staff approval. 

25 I think there has been cooperation between the State and 

26 City 
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MR. HORTIG: We have certainly tried. 

	

2 
	

MR. BALL: ... and actual approval will come from 

3 the Oil and Gas Supervisor. 

	

4 
	

MR. GOLDIN: I don't want to appear presumptuous 

5 at all, but there are two possibilities I would like to 

6 suggest to the Commission for consideration. Is it concei 

7 able that if the principle involved seems to be acceptable 

8 to everyone but only the methodology is in question -- is 

9 it possible that the amendments may be approved subject to 

10 the Commissions staff approval of the mechanics and the 

11 Attorney General's opinion as to legality? 

	

12 
	

MR. LEVIT: Well, from what has been said, C would 

13 say no. 

411 	14 	MR. GOLDIN: Then I make a second alternative sug- 

15 gestion. I was turning pages in the Code and I notice tha 

16 pursuant to 6104 of the Public Resources Code "The Commis- 

17 sion shall meet upon due notice to all members thereof at 

18 such times and places within the State as are deemed neces 

19 ary by it for the proper transaction of the business com- 

20 rnitted to it." 	If the Commission feels that this is an 

21 extraordinary situation and has instructed the staff and 

22 the Attorney General's office to give this matter priority 

23 it may be possible, if you gentlemen wish to do so, to 

24 take action on this as soon as both the staff and the 

25 Attorney General's office can act, at a time convenient to 

• 	26 the Commission. 
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1 	 MR. LEVIT: Well, there is no question about that. 

2 I think the answer to that is simply that if the Commissio 

3 decides not to act today, that the thing to do would be to 

4 have Mr. Hortig advise us if, as and when he feels a special 

5 meeting of the Commission is necessary and we will see 

e about calling one. What is your view now,;  Governor? We 

7 have a motion to table until the next meeting of the Com- . 
8 1 mission. 

9 
	

MR. ANDERSON: Well, I'd like to ask a couple of 

10 questions. 

11 
	

MR. LEVIT: Certainly. 

12 
	

MR. ANDERSON: First, now, this crash program was 

13 first presented in December. How much time did you have 

411 	14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 that is post-Attorney-General's-review, because it was im- 

24 possible to get review prior to the meeting. 

25 	MR. ANDERSON: Also it has met approval of the sta 

26 	MR. HORTIG: Yes. • 

on that before it was presented 

agreement? 

MR. HORTIG: 

Governor. 

MR. ANDERSON: But then did your staff approve tha 

the initial co-op? You approved that and the Attorney 

General approved it? 

MR. HORTIG: We received it late enough that in th 

preparation of the recommendation it had to be conditional, 

I can't recall specifically now, 

411110 ANN the original co-op 
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MR. ANDERSON: Has it received both these approvals 

2 Has your staff approved it and the Attorney General's offi 

3 agreed? 

	

4 	 MR. HORTIG: Yes. 

MR. ANDERSON: Then actually we are obligated. 

6 It's only the method that would be different? 

	

7 	 MR. HORTIG: Yes sir. 

	

8 	 MR. ANDERSON: My feeling would then be that we 

9 approve item 1 and not approve items 2 and 3, giving us 

10 assurance that the staff and we do have something to say 

11 about how it is to be done. 

	

12 	MR. LEVIT: The thing that bothers me is that 

13 everyone here seems to agi:,ee that this type of agreement 

14 will carry with it an implied approval of what they intend 

15 to go ahead and do right away. If we don't do that - 
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this particular approval is of no significance if they 

don't go ahead. 

MR. ANDERSON: Does not the cooperative plan that 

was originally presented have the same implication? I 

don't see that we have changed the implication. We are 

committed to the original agreement. 

MR. HORTIG: As the original agreement stands, but 

there is an application for amendment. 

MR. LEVIT: Supposing we are not talking about the 

amendment, just the original; if it weren't for the amend 

ment requested by Richfield, there would be no problem? 
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MR. HORTIG: Yes sir, as to the engineering revie 

which the staff has not completed. 

MR. LEVIT: The approval of the amendment would b 

meaningless with respect to the implementation of this 

particular proposal? 

MR. FRIEDMAN: I want to stick my neck out a litt 

if I may. 

MR. LEVIT: You may, certainly. 

MR. FRIEDMAN: Several months ago the then Govern 

the then Attorney General, and the then members of the 

Lands Commission collaborated on a joint policy statement 

expressing the Staters desire to proceed with all urgency 

on this matter of water repressurization to combat Long 

Beach subsidence. This plan for repressurization repre-

sents the first complete accomplishment, or will represent 

the first accomplishment of a complete program within any 

of the fault blocks down in the Wilmington Field. The lair 

suit is of secondary significance. The problem is to get 

water into the ground and get it in fast. I would hate to 

see a delay of thirty days in the actual accomplishment of 

physical work because of this matter, valid as it is, of 

getting staff review before the Commission acts. Long 

Beach and the operators there are engaged in feverish 

negotiations. It's just not in the cards .... 

MR. LEVIT: You think we ought to catch the fever 

too? 
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MR. FRIEDMAN: No, I am not advocating that, I do 

feel this: If, on this amendment to the operating agreeme t, 

the City of Long Beach had come up with two pieces of pape 

instead of one -- one r=fined to the indemnification 

arrangement and the other confined to the drillsi.tes --

then the Lands Commission would have two separate matters 

before it and would then be in a position to proceed on 

th' indemnification phases of the proposal, and then give 

the staff time for review of the drilisite aspect of the 

matter. 

Now, is it possible that the Commissioners may 

entertain this proposal -- that the Commission may approve 

the indemnification phases of both of these contracts sub-

ject to legal review by the Attorney General, and that as 

to the drilisite matter, the matter would be held in abey-

ante pending staff review and if possible a special meeti 

of the Commission to pass upon that? 

MR. LEVIT: Well, but there is no point to immedia e 

action on the one unless they are enabled to proceed with 

the implementation of the other. 

MR. BALL: There are certain steps in connection 

with the drilisite 

MR. LEVIT: Mr. Bali, you just informed us a few 

minutes ago that if we approved the amendment only as to 

the indemnification so that you can proceed, we simply hav 

got to see it through after that -- there is nothing further 

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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we can do about 1 

MR. SMITH: W. A. Smith, I am also with the City 

of Long Beach .... 

MR. LEVIT: In what capacity? 

MR. SMITH: I am Assistant Subsidence Control and 

Repressuldzation Administrator. It would seem to me that 

approval of the cooperative agreement by the previous Com- 

mission has already implied approval of 	land which is 

already in the other agreement. 

MR. LEVIT: Do you agree to that? 

MR. HORTIG: That is what I say -- this points up 

one of the results of rapid consideration, without delibera 

tion, of such proposals. 

MR. LEVIT: We have a motion to postpone the matte 

until the next meeting of the Commission -- and I take it 

that you make it subject to the thought that if the staff 

can hurry this up and feels urgency is required, we can 

arrange for a special meeting of the Commission? 

MR. CRANSTON: I am available at any time for that 

purpose. 

MR. LEVIT: All right. I will for two reasons 

approve or go along with the motion to table: First, 

because it seems to be agreed that these things are so 

linked together that it is difficult to know what we are 

really getting ourselves in for and as a corollary to that, 

the staff feels it wants further time for completing its 
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review; and, secondly, because of the very nature of this 

very last minute presentation. While I don't in any 

respect wish to criticize Long Beach -- it was probably 

unavoidable -- I do think we have to take into considera-

tion the fact that for this Commission)  composed as it is 

of three people relatively unfamiliar with this problem, 

to bypass its staff recommendation would to me be unwise. 

So we now have a motion to table. I'll second the motion. 

We have a motion to postpone with the understanding that 

if the staff can complete its review substantially before 

the next meeting of the Commission and recommends an earli 

meeting to dispose of this matter, we will have such a 

meeting. Are you ready for the question? 

MR. ANDERSON: That's all three items? 

MR. LEVIT: All three items, yes. 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, I am going to vote no, only 

because T feel they should be separate. I think this firs 

agreement could be approved at this time and the other two 

deferred. 

MR. LEVIT: Are you ready for the question, then? 

Those in favor say "aye". 

MESSRS. LEVIT and CRANSTON: Aye. 

MR. ANDERSON: Nb. 

MR. BALL: May I say something, Mr. Chairman, as 

regards future proceedings? 

MR. LEVIT: Yes. 
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MR. BALL: I am so certain that if we sit down 

with Mr. Hortig in the noon hour we canthrash this out. 

I feel confident this is just a difference in facts. 

MR. LEVIT: There is certainly no objection in do-

ing that and if you can do that we could probably have a 

very early subsequent meeting of the Commission. 

MR. BALL: I was going to suggest the possibility 

that you were available in the building this afternoon. 

MR. LEVIT: No, I am not going to q.gree to that, 

Mr. Ball, because I think that puts the staff right under 

the gun and I want them to feel the Commission is not doing 

in the situation, why we will try to get a very early meet4. 

city that is damaged day by day by withdrawal of oil, so 

much so that there is much sentiment in the City that would 

ask that all oil withdrawal be stopped. We are trying 

every day -- our people are trying to accomplish repressur-

ing. We have been impatient with delay. 

MR. LEVIT: I believe that. I am sure there is no 

3 

4 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 that. If, on the other hand, at any time within the next 

13 two or twenty-four or forty-eight hours there is a change 

14 

15 ing of the Commission, possibly as early as next Monday. 

16 	MR. BALL: I don't want you to think we are 

17 impatient .... 

18 	MR. LEVIT: Well, I do. 

19 	MR. BALL: 	but we have a very tragic situation 

20 in Long Beach. We not only have a law suit but we have a 

21 

22 
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26 
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intention on my part, and I am sure on the part of Mr. 

Cranston, to cause delay; and I fee]. I can say the same 

for Mr. Hortig and the staff. But I see no reason why, 

if the matter is so simple as you suggest with respect to 

clarifying the points between your selves, the City and the 

staff, that we cant have a sufficiently early meeting of 

the ComMission to satisfy even your questioned impatience. 

MR. HORTIG: TO implement that, Mr. Chairman, migh 

I suggest if it is possible and feasible for the engineer-

ing representatives of the City of Long Beach, who really 

have the problems and the answers which we seek, to meet 

with me and my staff in Los Angeles at two tomorrow after-

noon, we will have at it. 

14 	MR. -BALL: Sure, we can do that. 

15 	MR. TRVIT: Very well. Is there anything else to 
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come before the Commission? 	(No response) If not, the 

meeting is adjourned. 

16 
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19 ADJOURNED 12:14 P.M. 
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