Tuol Co Hist Soc RH 63 T926 TR
TPOLUMNE-ALPINE BOUNDARY DISPUTE.

Photos & Maps available on request.

Annual Brunch Meeting
Tuolumne County Historical Society
Twain Harte Lodge
Oct. 26, 1975
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TUOLUMNE COUNTY HISTORTCAL SOCIENYTS

ANNUAL,  BRUNGH  MIERTING

Program:

"uolumne=Alpine Boundary Dispute!

Twain Harte Lodge
October 26, 1975




Historical Socieby!s
Arnmnal. Brunch
(Octe 26, 1.975)

TAPE 1, Side A Toplcs Inbroduced
Society Business, President Dick Dyer
Introduction of Carlo DelFerrari by Pres. Dyer
Introduction of panelists by Mre. DeFerrari
Judge Ross A. Cavkeet

Survey of disputed area (maps used)

Formation of Alpine County (L85 86
Statute cited)

The Issue: location of the "Sonora Trail®

Census Bureau's map of HWY 108 area

considered incorrect by Tuolumne Co,

Bill Speer donated his time to research

the history of the Sonora Trail

1952 public hearings

Mr, Carlkeeb appointed special counsel

to help Bill Speer

Speerts theory regarding the locabtion

of the Sonora Trail in 1860~6))

Stabe Statutes regarding "mutual

recoguition of boundaries"

Presentation of evidence at Marvkleville

and Sonora

el

Floyd Stirewalt and Jim Rannie

35 mm slide presentation of the
Imigrant Basin and trail and the
Stanislaus Bagin and trail

Side B

Judge Carkeet

Tuolumne County lobbying in Sacramento
Jim Ranmie assipgned by Supervisors

to help Bill Speer

Bill Speer died, . 1953

Mr. Rannie's Tax Assessment map (the
area identified on map by Mr, Rammie)




Historical Society's
Armiagl. Brunch
(Ocb. 26, 1975)

Page 2
TAPE L, Side B (Cont'd) Topics Inbroduced

Judge Carkeetl

Of ficial bransactions, early 1953
Superior Court hearing, Modesto, 195k
Favorable decision for Tuolumne County,
June, 1953 appealed, August, 1955

(Mre Carkeet was elected judge,tand
wﬁh@mwfnmtmbcwm

James MHardin

Mre, Hardin was appointed by Supervisors

to replace Judge Carkeet

March, 1957, the appeal was denied by

the Supreme Couwrt

April, 1958, Alpine County successf llly
appedled Lo the state Supreme anr

trial held in Modesho, Sept. = Oct., 1960
Description of the 186l boundary survey (read)
Courtroom proceedings abtempted to identify
the data used by the 186l legislature in
establishing Alpine's boundary
Authenticabing the evidence

"Wild witness" (researcher) vepresenting
Alpine GCounly

Samples from testimonies pregsented in courd
Deces 21, 1961, ruling was in favor of
TuoLumno Countys final judgment, March, 1963

Carlo Defferrarils reminiscences

TAPE 2, Side A

(Batteries failing)
Questions and answers

Concluding remarks, Pres, Dyer




"o dispute and Jin
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Tuoiumne

Tuclumne .County’s legal A

battle to retain 110,000 acres
claimed by Alpine County 26

years ago will be retold at an’
Oct. 26th brunch planned by -
‘Tuoiumne County HlS«-.

the
-torical Society.

Five : local - experts who
played  key roles - in the
county’s courtroom - victory
will take pari in 2 panel dis~ -
cussion at the annual brunch
which will begin af 10 a.m.
at the Twain Harte Lodge.

Reservations at $3 perper~
son includingtax andtip should
be made in advance with Vio-
let Ellinwood (984 - 5351).

Carlo DeFerrari, - county
historian, will serve as panel
moderator as well as discuss
his role as aresearcher inthe
case, He joined the research

team in 1957 upon the death g

of William Speer. -

- Participating with® DeFer-
rari will. be Ross Carkeet
- 'who. as -a private -attorney,
represented ‘the county in the
long: legal proceedings until
- -he was elected superior court
judge; James Hardinwhotook

Carkeet’s place and eventually

. tepresented the county in the
Stanislaus superior court proe

. -ceedings; Floyd- - Stirewalt, -
county #-surveyor . during the

3 Rapnie who,

“~with -+ Stirewalt, - researched

~.maps -andfiles relating to

‘... the-boundary ~~dispute. They

- will.” have -maps and -photo-
graphs.to-display. -

‘. The -dispute began on Oct
17,°1949, when the " Alpine
County Board of Supervisors

. ‘met with the Tuolumne County
Board to discuss the border,
-according_to an account in De-

-“Ferarri’s ¢The Genesis of

.Tuolumne County,” a special
society publication.

The « Alpine - supervisors
were convinced that the legis-
lature - .had erred in estab-
lishing -their - county’s sou-

Aipme Boundary
Dlspute to be Retold

thern boundary when Alpme-

county -was- created in 1864.

“They believed the line should "
“be further south to.encom-::
pass a 110,000 - acre .arez:.
belonging to Tuolumne County.
<. The basis of theirclaim,
was an interpretation of the:
location of the Sonora Trail, .

an.old emigrant route,. desi-
-gnated -by the “Legislature as
Alpine County’s border.

There were actually three

routes known as the Sonora

,Trail and Tuolumne County’

“naturally accepted the nor-
thern = most route along the
Clark’s fork as did most map
makers -“who -generally de-

picted the “boundary line as

following the stream itself,’’

accordmg to the Genesis a.rtl- ’-,«

cle. .
"Alpine County, hOWever

Jowed
_visor’s -visit to .Sonora. The

preferred to believe thaf tic

: Legislature had meant a roui:

farther south,’” the articic

-also states.

Considerable litigation tol-
the - Alpine super~

outcome, .2 decision rendered
on May 11, 1961, after a five
week trial in Stanislaus sup-

.erior court, ~was favorabie to
. Tuolumne County.

.~Had Superior Judge George
Mellis ruled in favor of Al-
pine County, Tuolumne County
would have lost five percent
of its area and considerable

-revenue generated by utility

and - government holdiugs
there. :
DeFerrari has . estimated

‘the dollar loss ar $250,000
annually.




"'DISPUTED BOUNDARY—The

dotted line in this aerial photograph
shows the Sonora trail which was

proved to be.the correct boundary line

‘between Tuolumne and Alpine counties.
.The view is east up the Clark fork of the

Stanislaus river. Tuolumne county lies
E,o the right of the line, Alpine to the left.
—Courtesy Floyd Stirewalt

[} . 3—=Daily Umon Democrat,
Sonora, Tuwesday, Oct. 14, 1975
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‘ Tuolumne county’s legal’’& by ‘the  Tuolumne “Coiintygdiscuss - the “border,

battle to -retain 110,600 -~ Hlstorxcal socl ; ccordmgtoan account in

acres claimed; ‘by '\mee i
county 26 years ago will'be + % Five local expe

retold at a brunch planned | _played key-,roles;éh"'. e é _p eciali.societ y '

Y ¢ county’s ; courtroom v blication ﬁ*ﬂgggﬁ%’
E.tory wﬂl take? part 1 :faa__?,»k The Alpme ‘supervisors
-The* ‘were convincedithat the

- Legislature had“erred in
“establishing theiricounty’s
southemmboundarymhen
Alpmemtmty was created

person ‘may ‘be". made;&m‘_ in”1864. They believed the
advance ‘with 5" Violet line¥should.ibe : further
Ellmwood (984-5351) /o iEsr 'Asout.h&toﬁmmmpass an
+iCarlo DeFerrari, county £;110,000-acre tanea»belong-
-hlstonan"nmll,aserve;ams 'mgmtow‘uolumne “county.
panel moderatorand-also . < The hasis of their claim
discuss his’ role lin -'the

Reservatléns . t.

“was_an:interpretation of
case.; Hew Jomed “the* the location of the:Sonora
research “team -.in <1957 L-trail, “4anizold - emigrant
-upon the death of William.- ‘route, -designated -by ‘the
.‘Speer a; researcher%ph-t:vf-Leglslature .asAlpine
Participating ¢ swith .’ county’s horder..
DeFen-a:n will - be Ross '~ There -were, m.tually
Carkett who, as a pnvate'f three routes known as the
attorney, representcd the *Sonora trail and Tuolumne
county in the long legal “icounty’ “‘naturally" ac-
proceedings until .he ‘was: cepted the 'morthern-most
‘elected "superior;court “route ~:along - the Clark’s
judge; James Hardin:who fork - as did -most map
took Carkeet",s-placé‘:and makers-who generally de-
-eventually. ¢+ represented : picted:the ‘boundary:line
the “county -in Stanislaus ;.as ‘following ‘the -.stream
superior » court; = Floyd . itself 2% accordmg to the
Stirewalt, county SUrveyor Genesns article. s v
d}mng th@ Chsputp sand “Alpme county,
| Jim - Rannie - who, “with . however ~preferred ' to
iStirewalt, ieoearched helieve ' that the Legis-
naps -and files relating 4o | Jature had meant a route
‘the - boundary. -dispute. -farther south ” the artlcle
‘They will have maps:and - states
photographs to.edisplay. » Consnderable imgatlon
The - dispute began‘-on & followed 53+ ‘the »:-Alpine
lOCt ‘17,1949, ;when': the - supervxsors SrEita to
fAlpine -county,:board,~of ., Sonora:: The outcome a
isupervisors met with ‘the - decision made on May 11,
______ fTuolumne county board to ..1961,- after a five-week

trial in Stamslaus superlol favor of Alpine Gounty, utlllty and government

court, was favorable to * Tuolumne “county ‘would: -holdings there.

Tuolumne county. " have lost 5 percent of its © DeFerrari " has
Had Superior. Judge area and considerable estimated the loss at

George Mellis. ruled in - revenue generated by $250,000 annually. -




