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December 14, 1972

Honorable Ronald Reagan
Governor, State of California
State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Dear Governor Reagan:

I am deeply disappointed, as I know you are, that our jointly-
sponsored Assembly Bill 2376 - the Z'berg-Way Environmental Protectio-
Act of 1972 - failed to pass the Assembly. We concur in your
statement that passage of this constructive, broadly-supported, and
delicately balanced legislation, which was hammered out during count-
less hours of hard work essentially by your Assistant Resources
Secretary Ford Ford and my Principal Committee Consultant Jim Pardau,
i leed would have been a milestone in the history of environmental
management in California.

The irony of the situation is that the fatal opposition came
not from conservationists - who supported the bill as a r 1ilistic,
responsible, phased approach to solution of the State's environmental
ills in spite of their deep conviction that much stronger, more rapid
action is necessary - but from major segments of the business, water,
and agricultural communities, who apparently cannot bring themselves
to support any change in the environmental status quo, including the
minimal reorganization of the State's pollution control efforts con-

.

Although in all honesty I must tell you that most environmental sts
regard AB 2376 as the minimum-acceptable compromise approach toward
reorganization of California's environmental control activities, I
would like to suggest that we continue with our good faith negotiations



to determine if there are any reas of ¢ """t »nal give and !
which might produce a bill we can both support in good conscience

in the 1973 Legislature.

To this end I propose that you and I jointly convene a series
of meetings of all major groups with an intere¢ : in State environ-
mental reorganization, beginning as soon ¢ possible after convening
of the 1973 Legislature. The purpose of these discussions - which
would include top-level representatives of the State Chamber of
Commerce, the California Manufacturers Association, the Metropolitan
Water District, the Irrigation Districts Association, the League of
California Cities, the County Supervisors Association of California,
the Sierra Club, Californians for Environmental Quality, the
California Coastal Alliance, the Southern California Association for
Tomorrow, and the Planning and Conservation League, for example -
would be to review in detail all the provisions of Assembly Bill 2376
with the objective of determining the modifications, if any, which
would be acceptable to both business/water/agricultural/local
government interests and environmentalists.

As I am sure you are aware, my 1971 State Environmental Quality
Board le Lslation (AB 1056) - which would not only have consolidated
and broadened the State's pollution control activities but =1e=o
would have required the development and enforcement of comg ensive
State, regional, and local land use plans - was broadly and enthu-
siastically supported by citizens throughout the State under the
banner of Californians for Environmental Quality. Even the most
cynical Capitol observers were surprised when this citizen effort
succeeded in gaining sufficient Assembly strength to pass this far-
reaching legislation with votes to spare in its first year - a
remarkable achievement indeed.

In 1972 this organized citizen effort was concentrated on the
highly successful campaign to pass Proposition 20 - the Coast
Initiative - an outcome which once again confused the conventional
political wisdom.

In 1973 these same highly effective citizen forces clearly
would like to pick up where they left off in 1971 - and press for
passage of the State Environmental Quality Board legislation.

It is my view that none of us - and least of all those who
opposed Proposition 20, which was essentially the culmination of
many years work by my Natural Resources Committee - should take
. A S ST ) Ta
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L . by the Legislature.

Therefore, it is my best judgment that either we hammer out
and pass an acceptable, phased approach to environmental reorgani-
zation - which I believe is within our grasp - or accept the fact



that the much tougher comprehensive bill will end up on the ballot.
In fact, I have all but decided to parallel our mutual efforts to
develop a compromise bill with the re-introduction and consideration
of legislation comparable to my 1971 Environmental Quality Board
bill.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. We
look forward to meeting with you to discuss any or all aspects of
this letter at your convenience. We await your early reply.

Sincerely,

E Z'BERG

ELZ/0JP/hs

cc: Ed Meece
Bill Evans
Ike Livermo:
Ford Ford
John Kehoe
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(¢) Redwood Creek in Humboldt Clounty.
{d) Bear River in Hamboldt County.
(¢) The Mattole River in Humboldt County.
(I, The YVan Duzen River mn Humbolds County,
(@) The Eel River and major tributaries in Humboldt, Aén-
docino, and Trinity Counties.

(h) The Big River, Garcia River, Navarro River, Noyo -

River, Alder Creek, and Ten-Mile River, all in Mendoeino
County. .

(1) The Russian River and Gualala River, both in Mendo-
cino and Sonoma Counties,

{}} Cazadero Creek in Sonoma County.

Sec. 3, The Resources Agency shall apply for federal
arant funds to defray the costs of preparing such waterway
management plaus.

Sec. 4. The sum of fifty thousand doll: ($%50,000) is
hereby appropriated from the California Environmental Pro-
teetion Program Fund to the Resources Ageney, commencing
July 1, 1972, for expenditure in carrying out the provisions of
this act, '








