Appeals in Sacramente, and that until that court makes a ruling the Comuission
cannot act.

Mr. Ryan then went on to say that on behalf of the Board of Supervisors he
vas taking exception to every finding of the Executive Officer; that not one
finding is supported by evidence; that there is a rule of court that the
examining officer is limited to the facts before him.

The Executive Officer suggested that the Appellate Court unquestionadly would
take action on Judge Chamberlain's ruling, and indicated that he felt it would
be presumptious of the Coomissicn ot the present time to anticipate what action
that court might take.

Mr. Jay Shavelson of the Attorney General's office atated that the matter is
- pending in the District Court of Appeals, and that to the best of his knowl-

: edge there has been no Writ of Supersedeas; that it would be best to see
vhether the Superlor Court”s decisicn is upheld before the State Lands Com-
migsion proceeds further on this protlem. He believes that the court's
opinion as to which agency has jurisdiction would be much better than en opin-
ion of the Attorney General.

Mr. Ryan contended that the Commission erred in accepting as facts certain
evidence presented, whereupon Mr. Kirkwood indicated that an opinion of the
At ney General might be requested on this point.

¥r. jzeen B. Blakeley, Consulting Engineer for the County of Alpine, called

to e a*t.tention of the Commission that there is a tax problem invoived vhich
vitaliy affects the County of Alpine. In addition, the Forest Service repre-
sentative from the Stanislaus and the Calaveras National Forests has indicated
that :mgging is going tu take place soon within the controversisl areas and
that money from this operation will go to the counties. A furtler ccuplica.ticn
is that the boundaries and acreuge upon whizh the tax spiit vwill be made are
based upon the statements of the Forest Service, and they agree that there 1is
no good acreage figure for the County of Alpine because the boundary lines

have never been properly sct.
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. Mr. Shavelson indicated that on the banis of the Court's having taken judicial
notice of all proceedings of the State Lunds Commission in this metter, there
would be no basis for an opinion ¢f the Attcrmey General.
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UEON MOTION DULY MADE AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, A RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED THAT
THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER SHOULD REQUEST TEE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR
AR OPINION AS TO WHETHER THE STATE LANDS COMMISSION HAS JURISDICTION IN THE
MATTER OF SETTLING THE CONTROVERSY AS TO THE LOCATION OF THE BOUNDARY LINE .
EETWEEN ALPINE COUNTY AND AMADOR, CALAYERAS AND TUOLUMSE COUNTIES.

+ 12, (SMALL CRAFT HARBOR PLANNING - W. 0. 2131.) The following report was
présented to the Commission:

"Pursuant to Chapter 1850 of the Statutes of 1955; and as a
preliminary step to the requirements for a rsport by the State
Lands Commiasion, the Executive Officer of the State Lands
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Commission presented a vprogress report on August 6, 1956 on the
Small Craft Harbor Program, to the Senate Interim Committee on
Bay Development and Small Craft Harbors. This report set forth
that in February, 1956 a total of 3% counties were furnished
'Specifications and Criteria for County-wide Master Plans for
Small Craft Harbors'. Out of this total, 18 were coastal coun-
ties and 16 were inland counties. To date, 11 coastel counties
have submitted preliminary county-wide master piars, The re-
maining 7 coasval counties have reported that their plans are
being prepared and will be submitted as soon as possidle. Of
the 16 inlaad counties, 5 have submitted preliminary master plans.
The other 11 inland counties have incicated that they are not in-
terested in the small craft harbir program at the present time.

STANDARD BaP “Noie

"The Senate Interim Committee indicated that it would like to
have the State-wide master plan in its hands by November, 1956.
Tt was explained that it would be impossible to complete such
e plax in this short period of time based on tie review and
study of all completed county-wide plans. Aside from the fact
that 7 preliminary county plans have not yet been received, the
11 plans now in our office are preliminary and incoaplete.
Additions and changes will have to be made in all of the plans.

*Inasmuch as t;r:ere is insufficient iws o Dripsre a complete
Sugte.wide pian Waich wiil encompics wui vake into consideration
211 couniy~vide piens,; and since thie¢ necessit; of some positive
ection before the Legisisture meets is reccgnized, the following
procedure for preparing = immediate State-wide plun was des-
erited o ¢he Senzie Interim Comiltiee:

1. Restrict all present planning by the Commission to barbors
c¢f refuge for small craft.

2. Study all existing U. §. Corps of Engineers and other re-
ports on harbor sites for adaptability as harborg of r=fuge.
Utilize all county plans as far as applicahle.

”
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Select sufficient additionel harbor sites which are not
covered by U. S. Corps of Engineers reports and which are
considered necegsary to complete a properly spaced chain
of refuge harbors. County plans will again be ured as far
as possible, 1f they coincide with a selected harbor-of-
refuge site.”

OIEAR

YPON MOTION DULY MADE AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT WAS RESCLVED AS FOLLOWS:

THE STATE LANDS COMMISSION AFPPROVES THE ABOVE PROCEDURE FOR EXPEDITING A STATE-
WIDE, HARBOR-OF-REFUGE MASTER PLAN, AND THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER IS AUTHORIZED TO
PROCEED AS SUGGESTED ABOVE. COPIES OF THE STATE-WIDE BARBOR-OF-REFUGE MASTER
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