Application No. Applicsnt County Form of Action

W.0. 1692 Leslias Salt Co. Solano Right-of-way
P:RsCo 137?bl Qaﬁmm%

Wi0. 1782 United Fish Company Mandocino Righteof -way
P.R.C. 136?01 eagemant

Hele womw Vern V. Cyr San Bernar- Assignment of lease
P.R.C. 12L0.2 dino

S.¥.0. 573% Ed. Filipelli and Lassen Orazing lease
PXR.C, 13;8&2 Loren H. Wright
3 ¥.0. 1466 United States of Solano lease
Q.. ?43:60 868&1 mrim
&
m W.0. 1636 James A. Arnott Placer Minor-structure h
o P.R.C. 1388,1 paymit '
44
< W.0, 1740 Pacific Gas and Marin Right=of-way
g P.R.C. 1376.1 Electric Company easement
- = W.0, 1665 Blair B. Dobbas EL Dorade  Minor-structure
. ‘ 0 F.R.C. 1318.1 ‘ permit
RS W.0. 1861 Ernest W. Davis an? Contra Costa Assignment of lease
o P.R.Co 483.1 Oscar E. Erickson

33. {LOCATICN OF BOUNDARY LINE BETWERN ALPINE COUNTY AND AMADOR, CALAVERAS, AND
- TOOLIMNE COONTIES - W.0. 710.] The Executive Officer presented the following
Calendar Item:

"By resciutions dated June 16, 1950, July 21, 1950, and July 6, 1953,
The Board of Supérvisors of Alpine County petitioned the State Lands
Commission to investigate and survey the problem of the Jocation of
the bouadary between Alpine and Tuolumne Comties. The Commisslion's
duty In auch matters is covered in Covernment Code Sections 23170 to
23178, inclusive, snd in Ssetion 620k of the Public Rescurces Code.
In pursuance of these requests the Division of State Larnds conducted
R investigations and submitted & preliminary report to the Commission
R vhich wee considersd at the meeting of June 30, 1952 {(Item 22, wp.
R 1579=1581), The following action wasz then taken:

*UPON MOTION DULY MADE AND UNANIMOBSLY CARRIED, A RESOLU-
-, TXON WAS ADOPTED AUTHORIZING THE BXECUTIVE OFFICER, UPON
DUE NOTICE TO INTERESTED PARTIES AND THROUGH ADVERTISIHG,
IO CONDUCT A FUBLIC HEARING O THE MATTER OF THE LOGATION
OF THE COMMON SOUNDARY LINE OF ALPINE AND TUCLUMNE COUNTIES;
THE PURPOSE OF THE HEARING BEING T0 OBTAIN EXPRESSIONS OF
VIEWS ON THE PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND SUCH ADDITIONAL
INFORHATION BEARING UPON THE SUBJECT AS MAY BE FURNISHED,
UPOR COMPLETION OF THE REARING, REPORT SBALL BE MADE T0 THE
COMMISSION FOR FINAL AGTION,!
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"Hearings were conducted by the Executive Uflicer at Marklzevilie,
California, on Qctober 21, 1952, and at Sonora, California, on
Ootober 23 and 24 ard Novembar 20 and 21, 1952. During the hear-
ings Alpine County presented testimony as to the location of the
northwestsrly portion of its toundary which bordered on the two
counties of Calaveras and Amador. Inveetigation of this pariticular
phase wag dsferred until those two counties had boen consulted.

"On January 11, 1953, the Executive Officer asked for an spinion
from the Attorney General on the following:

1., "“May the comdssion make conclusive determination of a

eounty boundare? !

2. 'Where the commission has besn requested to detarmine
ard locate ths boundary of the County of Alpine and the
beundary has been declared and deseribed by statute,
what is enjoined upon the commission by sections 23170
and 23177 of the Covernment Code??

%The answers were contained in Opinion No. 53-Lis of April 3, 1953,
and 'sre as followe: ‘

1. 'When the commission has surveyed or adopted a murvey
of & coundy boundary, that determination is adminis-
tretively conclusive.!

2. '"The commission on request to survey and mark the boun-
dary of the County of Alpine must first administratively
determine under sections 23170 and 23177 of the Govern-
ment Code whether & boundary hss been mutuslily recognised
and used for assessment and collsciion of taxes for the
sppropriate psriod. If so, it must surr v and mark under
one of those secticna. If not, it must survey under
ssction 23102 of the Covernment Code, subject to colla-
tion with so much of the boundary descriptions of adjacent
countiez @5 may affect the line in dispube.!

"In pursvance of this opinion iths hearings wers resumed at Markles-
ville on July 13, 1953, at Somors ¢n July 15, 1953, and at San
indreas on July 17, 1553. ALl four counties involved wers repre-
sented and presented further information, largsly directed to the
applicability of Sections 23170 and 23177 of the Govermmeat Codas ax
referred tc in the above-quoted opinion.

fnder date of Oatober 2, 1953, the Exscusive Offinsr issued &
"Proposed Report to the State Lends Comvission on Boundary Between
Alpine County and Amador, Calaveras and Tuolumse Counties.! Coples
wore fuwnished srch sounty at intersst; and euach was given until
Decswber 1, 1353, by which to submit briefs. Alpine and Tuolumne
submitted briefs containing sxceptions; Amador and Colaverss filed
no axceptivna., Alpine progeaded further in filing 2 compleint in
Decenbey, 1953, in the Supsrdoxr Court of Alpine County, asking for
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a court determination of the location of the boundary. Neither the
State nor any of its agents wers rnamed in this complaint, The
Exscutive Officer then conferred with ths Office of the Attorney
General; and was advised to procesd to complste the determinstion
of the boundary as previously planned.

"The report entitled 'REPORT TO THE STATE LANDS C~WMISSION ON BOUN-
DARY BETWEEN ALPINE COUNTY AND AMADOR, CALAVERAS, .ND TUOLUMNE
COUNTIES!, and dsted February 2k, 195k, is a revision of the raport
of Detober @, 1953, Coples have heen sent to each county at interest,
2nd each haa besn advised that the report would be ooncidered by the
State Lands Comuission at this meeting. This report has been sub-
mitted to the Office of tha Attorney General for review, and the
following questions wera asked:

() Has the procedure followed by me been in conformance
with that set forth in Attorney General's Opinion 53/bk
of April 2, 19537

(k) 1If the State Lands Commission makes ths boundary deter-
nination recommended in my report, will it bs exeseding
its administrative and ministerial functions, and, if so,

"~ “in what respecta??

"The answers to thess gusations were contained in the followirg
guotations from a letter from the Office of the Attcrmey Genersld
dated Fsbruary 15, 195k

't 13 understood that heras there was no conflicting infor-
mation or svidence concerning the location of the Emigrant
Roxd and other named points. If that iz se and the named
pointe sre not subjest to more than one interpretation, the
commisgion I8 authorized to find those points and survey
upon them. -

'In view of the foregoing the first question in your communi-
cation of Janmuary 1l, 195k, is answered in the affirmstive
and the zesond in the negative.!

SWith referance to the understanding of the Attorney General, as ex-
prassed in the above guotation, the named points referred to in the
portion of the boundary description involved are West Point, and Big
Meadous. These points are not subject to more than ome interpretation,
and thera was no confliecting information or evidence concerning their
location., The information or evidence concerning ths location of ths
Emigrant Road "loadirg from Weet Point, in Calaveras, to the Big Tres
foad® is net conflicting.

"In his 'REPORT 7O THE STATE LANDS COMMISSION ON BOUNDARY BRTWESN
ALFINE COUNTY AMD AMADOR, CATAVERAS, AND TUOLUMNE COUNTIESY, the
Exacutiva Officer summarized his findings as Follows:
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The boundary conmon to Amador and Alpine Counties begins
on the north at 'a point on the Amedor and Nevada turn=

pike road' (pressntly State Highway 88) fin front of

Z. Kirkwood's house!, in Section 22, Tewnship 10 North,

Range 17 East, Mount Biablo Base and Meridian;

Thence said common boundary proceeds due south in a
atraight line on a irue meridian becoming the boundary
common to Alpine and Calaveras Counties ss it crosaes
the North Fork of the Mokelumnse Riverg

Thence the boundary common to Calaveras and Alpine Counties
continues on a straight line due south on a true meridian
to the 'Emigrant Road!, as designated on the United States
Lend Office Plat of Tomhip T Korth, Range 17 East, Mount
Diablo Meridian, as surveyed in 187; and 1878

Thenca it contirmmes easterly along said ‘Bmigrant RNoad® to
its intersection with the 'Big Tree and Carson Valley Road!,
as deasjgnated on said Plat, said intersection being 10&1;«1
in the SB} of Sestion 13 on said Flat;

Thences it proceads southezsterly in & Qireck line to the
junetion of the Clark Fork with the Middle Fork of the
Stanislaus River; this line becomss the boundary common
to Alpins and Tuolumne Counties az it crosmes the North
Fork of the Stanislaus River;

Thence up and along Glark Fork to the most acutheasterly

POint on iV headwntaxms

7. Thence in & direct line to the summit of Sonora Pass in
‘Seciion 35, Township & North, Range 21 East, M.D.B.& M.
{as protracted).

¥IT IS RECOMMENDED TAT THE STATE LANDS COMMISSION DIRECT THE

EXBCUTIVE (FFICER TG INCORPORATE HIS REPORT ENTITLED 'REPORT

us! m srm: LANDS COMMISSICN ON BOUNDARY BEIWEEN ALPINE COUNTY
CALAVERAS, AND TUOLUMNS COUNTIES!, AND DATED

mex 25; 195k, IN THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING. IT IS FURTHER

RECGMMENDED THAT THE STATE LANDS COMMISSION TAKE THIS MATTER

UNDER ADVISEMENT FOR FUTURE DETERMINATION.®

By directicn of the Chairmman, the report of the Executive Officer sntitled
"REPCRT T0 THE STATE ZANDS GOMMISSION ON BOUMDARY BRTWEEN ALPINE COUMTY AND
AMAYOR, CALAVERAS, AND TUOLUMNE COUNTIES*, and dated February 2k, 195k, is to
be made & part of these minutes hy rsference.

' dosument entitled "Objections to Final Report of Eoneutdve Off3issr Presanted
by Alpine County® was filed by Wade H. Coffill, Special Attorney for Alpine
County, snd accepted by the Commission.
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Senator Stsphen P. Teale from the 26th Senatorial District appeared briefly in
support of a request of Calaveras fsunty that it be givern an opporitunity to
angwer the objection of Alpine County.

Massyrs. Joseph S. Huberty, Distriet Attorney of Calaveras County; Ross Carkeet,
3pecisl Cownmel for Tuolumne County; and Gard Chisholm, Distriet Attormey for
Amador County, all appeared and stated that they were satisfied with the "Report!
dated February 24, 1954, and had no objections to it., However, Mr. Carkeet
asked for an opportunity to review the objection now being filed; and Mr. Chis-
holm indicated that although he concurred with the "Report of Pebruary 2k, 19541,
in doing so he reserved the right to present additional evidence.

At the request of Mr. Povara, Semator Cherles Brown of the 284k
District is to be informed of the action taken on this mtter.

UPON MOTION DULY MADE AND UNANIMOUGSLY CARRIED, IT WAS RESOLVED THAT THE STATE
14¥DS COMMISSION TAKE UNDER ADVISEMENT THE UESTION OF THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN
ALPINE COUNTY AND AMADOR, CALAVERAS, AND TUOLUMNE COUNTIES., HEANWHILE, ALPINE
COUNTY IS T0 FURNISH EACH OF THE OTHER COUNTIES AT INTEREST A4 COPY OF THE BRIFF
ENTITLED "(BJECTIONS TO FINAL REPORT OF EXECUTIVE OFFICER PRESENTED HY ALPII%E
COUNTY", ANY ANSWERS TO THE PRIEF TO BE FILED WITH THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER WITHIN
FIFTEEN DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF ALPINE'S BRIEF; ALPINE TO BE ALLOWED THIRTY DAYS
THEREAFTER IN WHICH TO FILE A REPLY 10 SAID BRIEFS.

3k. (MINOR STRUCTURE PERMITS ON LAKE TAHOE - W.0. 1124.) The Executive 0fficer
presented a calendar item as follows:

"At a meeting of the State Lands Commission on March 26, 1954, a
calendar item was presented relating te protects received from
owners of plers and other structures extending into ILake Tahoe.
Theze protests were in the nature of objections to being required
to take out permits and pay the fees and rentals to the State
requested by the Division of State Landa in letiers dated Decenm-
ber 1, 1953 that were mailed to all owners of record of such
purprestures. The Commission directed the Staff to make a further
«;’r,u?mzf the matter, and Yo report ils reccmmendations at a future
mee

"On May 1k, 1954, a meeting was held at lake Tshoe by prearrangement
with the Lake Tehoe-Sierra Chamber of Comnerce. Some 35 owners of
plers, or their reprssantatives, were in uttendance. The Exscutive
Offfcer Gescribed the surveys that were made By the Division of Stats
Landg duxing the ysars 1950 to 1953, to detormine the location, type,
size and wse of the structures, and the location of the water's edge
at various elevations. He dimcussed the laws, the ruies and regula-
tions, and the rental policies of the Commission as applied to
similer structurss elsewhers, and furnished sach one in attendance
with 2 copy of & revised scheduls of rates of rental proposed to be
recormended.

BAs to the proposed rental scheduls, only one objection was raised,
and that was o the point that the short duration of the season
appeared to Justify lower rates than those applied in other seotions
of the Stats whare all-yesr use could be had.
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