EaRL WARAREZNW ~

ATTORMNEYT GENERAL M-%'

SETATE OF CALIFORMNIA
l.esAalL DEPARTMENT

~an Francisco, California,
Jenuary 23,1640,

Henoreble Heorry B. Riley,
State Controller,
Sacramentc, California,

ATTENTION: MR, VOLNEY VAN IWVEE
ASSIETANT REa/METION TAx SI.!PJ:F?ISOR:

Sir:

I have before me your commumicatina o:
Janvary 16, 1040, wherein you asgked to be advisel whether
& Board of Superviscrs of & particular county dnuld, hy
eppropriate resolution, rescind its prior asction whereby
it epproved, pursusnt to section 3834,14 of the Folitical
Code, the sale of tax deeded land

The facts involved in your problsa may be
briefly stated as follows:

An epplicant to purchese property that had
been deeded to the State of California for nonpayment of
delinguent county taxes advanced the costs of advertising
the same at the time he submitted his written application to
the Tex Collector of the county involved. The latier official
submitted this application to the Board of ounervisorsa wﬁo

by an appropriate rssolution, approved the sale puvrsuant to
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section 3534.14 of the Political Code. Thereafter the Tex
Collector submitted the resolution of approval to you and,
acting pursuant to Section 3834.16 of the Politiezsl Code,
¥ou pave your written authorization, The notlces of sale,
required by secticn 3534 of the Political Code, were given
i. e. written notice to the former owner, and other texing
agencies together with two of the three publications. How-
 ever, after the seccid publication, the Board of Supervisorsa
purported to rescind thair former action by adopting two
reaclutions 1. e, one notifying the Tax Collector of their
objections to the =ale end the cther purporting to rescind
thelr prior resolution consenting to the same, and ordering
the Tax Collector not to teke any further sfeps in regerd
to the conteﬁplated sale.

It is my opinion that the administrative action .
taken by the Board of Supsrvisors pursuant to Section 3834, 1k,
supre, camnot be rescinded by & subsegquent resclution of
gald Board. - That Board haa the power to approve or reject
the proposed sale of the tex deeded land. Having teken
action by edopting a resdlution consenting to the sale, it

is my opluion that their setion was finel and could not, iIn

the absence of freud or stetutory authorizaetion be rescinded.
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nee "3
Michican Lend &and Lumbsr Co. v._Rust, 1€8 U. S.

589, 59%.

People v. Centor, 180 N. Y. 8. 153, 155.

The action teken by the Board of Bupsrvisors was ad-
ministrative or quasi-judicial In nature, and it is my opinion
that & doctrine analogous to estoppel or res adjudicata 1is

applicable herein.

In order to have some semblance of finalty to such action
taken by such Bozrd, it is my opinion that when they have teken
& position, with all ths fects before them, such action should
be regarded as final and ccnclusive, unlsss as we have stated
sbove, there is frand involved or there is statutory authoriza-

tion for such review and rescission

Very truly yours,
EMRL.WRRHEN, ATTORNEY GENERAL

BY ““'CA«¢¢¢¢ﬁ AW (22,15;64,7ZZE?
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