206 Archway
Austin, Texas
June 10, 1937

Col. W. T. Johnson
348 cunter Hotel
San Antonio, Texas

Dear Sir:

In aceordsnce with your recent request, made %o me, personally,
I heve made a careful exsmination of the corrected fleldnotes and sketch-
es, by kr. J. F. Dod, of eertain surveys in Block G. B. and adjacent
blocks on the Culberson-Jeff Davis County line, as well as the General
Land O0fflce records =ffecting this area.

My investigation showed that it w=s necessary to start at the
beginning, as there was no working sketch available glving the date nec-
eesary to pass on these fieldnotes. It required several dasys %o loeate,
agsenble and study the dsta bearing on this srea. In order that you
may be fully advised s to what papers snd correspondence have been re-
celved in the Land O0ffice, I llsat 1T below,

latter from you to the Commissioner, dated ilarch 13,

1934, enclosing the following inatruments from lr. J.

P. Dod:

: 1. J. P. Dod Letter, dated Mervch 4, 1934, vhich

is explanatory of surveying done by him.
\ 5. Aketoh showing surveys in area wnder consid-
eration. b5 O P

3. Corrected fleldnotes of Surveys 53=57=-
g“?—é&-?ﬂ-??,mﬂﬂk ?' Hi & Ta ﬂp m.- MI-

4. Corrected fialdnotes of Surwveys, Partag; 14
2 15, 15-19 - Port of 20 & 2%, 22-23-2%4 and
part of 25, Block G. B.

5. Corrected fileldnotes of Surveys 931 & 932,
¥rs. C. A. Stephens and Surveys 933 and part
of 934, Hrs. Sallie Danisl.

6. Part of See. 2, Blk. 1, G. C. & 8.F. Ry. Co.

Letter from J. P. Dod to General Land Offlce, dated Feb.
#21, 1935, enclosing certifiecate of correction recltlmg
volume and page of surveyor's record, Culberson & Jeff
Davis Countles, showlng where above recited fleldnotes
are recorded. -

Letter from Mr. Guy S. McFarland, Chandler Bldg., San
Antonlo, dated Jan. 17, 1936, to General Lend Office,
enclosing blueprint of the Dod re-survey. He states
among other things, "It appears that an effort 1s being
made now to have another survey nmade of the same area
in order to determine the boundarles of certaln surveys
therein.® oOn April 1let, 1937, corrected fileldnotes for
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the following surveye were left in the CGeneral Land
0ffice.

In Bloeck (. B. = South part #9; Horth part and South
part #10; West part #11; South part #12; Southwest

part of h}; Eaet Central part, Esst Southern part

and Northwest part of #14; Northeast part, South part
end West part of #15; Survey §# 16; North part, West
part and Southeast part of #17; Survey #718; survey #19;
South part and West part of #20; Esst part and West part
of ﬁal; Survey #22; Survey #23; East part and West part
of #25.

In Block 5, H. & T. €. Ry. Co. - Surveys L6-L48-53.

In Bloek 1, G. €. & 8. F. Ry. Co. -East part & West
part #2.

West part of #934, Nrs. Sallie Denlel.

A blue-print map showing above mentloned surveye was
brought to the General Land Office on Msy 18th, 1937.

Under date of April 3rd, 1937, Hr. Zimmerman, Vice-
President of Wm. Cameron & Co., Inec., Waco, Texas, wrote the Genersl
Land Offlce, apparently at the instance of, or as an agent for, W.W.
Cameron, Margaret C. Bolbn, and Flora M. Balrd, who own landein the
viclnity of yours, requesting that no action be taken on any fileld
notes involving above mentioned ownership until they have completed
their survey.

In order that a thorough investigation could be made, Hr.
Shirriffs, Chlef Drafteman, of the General Land Office, kindly per-
mitted me to refer to all information on file and I accordingly made
reference to the following papers: '

1. Above mentloned instruments.

2. Capt. R. 8. Dod's sketch and report of surveys in
Block ¢=25, Block G. B. and sdjacent Blocks in Jeff
Davis Gmmi‘y, filed Feb. 12, 191k,

3. Cept. R. 5. Dod's sketch dated NMay, 1915, of “Certain
gections of land in E1 Paso County now Culberson County,
;ﬂgglguly 23, 1915, and examined and approved on Sept.

’ -
k. Elpt. R. 8. Dod's Report of Re-survey of Sectlons 436-
38 and adjacent surveys in Culberson and Jeff
Davls Counties, dated June 14th, 1915, and received in
the General Land Office June 16 191?5

5. Capt. R. 8. Dod's letter of explanation in reference %o
surveys in Block 5, H. & 7. C. Ry. Co., dated Novembe »r
Emigigls' and received in the (Qeneral Land Office Nov.

¥ L

6. Capt. R. 8. Dod's Report of Survey on Lands in Blocks 1

&- E. G’I G- & s- Fl Wi Eﬂe, Blﬂf.‘-k 2’ TGX—HBX—}'-U'-» Gﬂ-,
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and Bloeck 5, Hi' & T. C. Ry. Co., filed in the General
Land Office on November 3rd, 1920.

7. Tracing working sketch, Culberson & Jeff Davis Countles,
dated Sept. 5, 191k, :

&. Ditto of seme area, undated.

9. Blue-print working sketch, Culberson County, dated April
1925, B. Showing Block (. B. as affected by Court Decree-
Lizzie Willlams, et al. vs. Frank B. Cotton, et al. No.
10275 in Bexar Serip L6655.

10. Blue-print working sketch, Culberson County, éated Nov.
1%, 1935, Clark.

1l. J. P. Dod's maps and statement mentioned above. Reference
glao was made to the fleldnotes of all surveys involved
snd those affecting the ares covered by them. I prepared
a pencil sketch of 21l of Block G. B. beginning at Sectlon
337, on which the old stage stand at Van Horn Wells stood,
and extending southward.

Finglly, I made a wo sketch showing Block G. B. and the
surveys conflieting therewlth, related ¥r. J. P. Dod's work thereto.

From my investigation 1t appears that certaln differences 1n
the work by Capt. R. S. Dod and M¥Mr. J. P. Dod exlst, according to the
present Land Offlce records. While these differences are not great,
etill, they should be explained or eorrected in view of the fact that
Wn. Cemeron & Co., Ine., Waco, Texas, are, in a way, apparently pro-
testing the accuracy of Mr. Dodts work. :

The system of surveys comprising Block &. B., was made by S8.A.
Thompson in the latter part of 1882 and the early part of 1883, bulld-
ing from North to South for surveys 1 through 25. Surveys 3, !&a.nﬂ
connect with corners of Seec. 33, John F. Torry & Co. Using the fleld
notes of Surveye 3, 4 7 and &, and Mr. J. P. Dod's connection from S.E.
Cor. #33%7, I find that he has correctly placed the N. W. Corner of #11,
Sarsh Langston. Thompaon?s dlstance I the South line of #337 to the
North line of #15, Block G. B. 1s 1713 §# 1 £ 380087413 Vrs. Deduct-
ing Dod's distance of 5729 Vrs. leaves 1684 vrg; or taking Dod'e connec-
tion 2781 vrs. # 1097 vrs.= 1684 vra., for the Horth-South length of
what 1s left of the Sarsh Langston, !ir. Dod makes this distance 1691
vrs. This 1s due, no doubt, to the fact that hls blue-print map shows
27828 vrs . while his statement calls for 2781 vrs. for the distsnce from
McCombs' Honument to the North line of Sur. 4, Block 1, G. 0. & S. F.
Ry. Co. The difference 1ls small, but if a controversy lies before you,
it might be well to have any correction made if your surveyor finds
that neceasary.

Capt. R. 8. Dod in 1920 made the connectlion from HecCombs!
Konument to the N. W. Corner of Sec. 37, Block 5, E. 2703 vrs. andN.
850 vrs. J. P. Dod makes it E. 2968 vrs. snd N. 983 vrs. (computed
from the 3. W. corner of Sec. %8, Block 5.) Capt. Dod found it to
be 525 vrs. from the Bast line of Sec. U, Bloeckl, to the West line
of Block 5, = Er. J. P. Dod, 780 vrs. These differences agree within




10 vre., but sn explanation as to there occurence should be made. Hr.
J. P. Dod places the 8. E. Corner of Survey 932, Krs. C. A. Stephens
953 vrs. South of the N. W. Cor. of S8ec. 71, Block 5, which places
excess in gald Survey 932. Why was this done? It would seem that
932 1s not entitled to excess. Burveys 931-2-3«4 have no orlglinal

mmddod wosTIes o

pxamination of the corrected fleldnotes sent the General Land
office, April lst, 1977, discloses the following: |

Calls for edjoiner in many instances are omltted. Ifthese
Tieldnotes are to be incorporated in new patents, then this ls an im-
portant item to consider. Certain fileldnotes are not connected to any
permanent or well known lsnd-masrk. Such connectlons could be made by
giving distances, for exsmple, lNorth & East to McCombs' ifonument, or
some other object.

/gurvey 9, Block G. B., W. J. Cethey (g~h6655).

lio eall 1e made for the T. & P. Reservation line, Pieldnotes,
otherwlise correct.

Survey 10, ©. W. Bolton, Block G. B., (8-h6659).

I find no explenation as to the reason for the neck of land
extundingu;rum the mld weet pert of the survey, 950 vrs., East and
West by vrs. North and South. The corners of Sec. 2, Block 2,G.

C. & 8. F. Ry. Co., on the ground mesy place it therey, but it woulad

be . Sec. 2, Block 2, and not Sec. 1, Block 2. If the above be true,
then explanastion from the smrveyor les deeired. Said No. 2 ie 1409 vs.
Horth and South. Subtraeting 516 vrs. leaves £93 vrs., which equal

828 vra. # 6l vrs.< 892 vrs., lacking 1 vara. Thersfore, unless ground
condltions wgrrant a difference, the west boundary of this par: of lo.
10 should be a straight line 1498 vrs. long. Otherwise fieldnotes for
tract 1 are correct. 8o are those for tract 2. One set of fleldnotes,
however, must be prepared incorporating both trscts therein. This 1a
a requirement of the General Lend Office. This requirement will also
apply to any of the fleldnotes referred to below, where o survey showe
to exlst in more than one tract. As an example, let one tract begin

et a corner, deslgnated ss the beginning corner of tract 1, (contain-
ing -acres of land), and continue on around to this beginning corner,
The fleldnotes should then continue, -®Thence, (glving courses snd dls-
tances) to beginning corner of treact 2, (containing - seres of land),

a point or object designated by deseription, snd reecite courses and
distaences of tract 2. If there are additional tracts,they should be
tied up to the preceeding tract as in the first instsnce.

Survey 11, Ssreh Langston, Block G. B., (S.-46658) 7

Fleldnotes correct.

Survey 12, J. E. Dooley, Block ¢. B., ( 8-46657). \/

Fieldnoten correct.
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Fleldnotes are correct.

Distance of 780 vrs. east and west does not agree with R. 8.
Dod's dlstance. There are two tracts free of conflict. The first is
169 vrs. by 1097 vre. being the N. W. part, and the fleldnotes are
found to be correct. The second ie the 8. W. part, Survey 16, Blk.l,
is 1935 vra. NHorth and South. Hence, it appears that its ngth slong
the Esst line of No. 4, Bleck 1, is i}OB vre. Instead of 1 vrs. and </
the east line will be 2112 vrs. instead of 2147 wrs. (1344 ¥ £07).
This second tract will comprise tract A. & B. by lMr. Dod, as there 1is
no legal reason for treating them separately. Other die €8 are CoOr'e
rect.

survey 15, Block G. B., Mrs. Aninda Greer. {S-46667).

There sre three tracts, free of mnﬂiut,'in this survey, fiald-”f
notes for all three should be incorporated in one set as suggested asbove.
Distaneces given are m_:rrwt.

Distances given are correct except along the North and South
lines of Sec. 10, Block 2, which I compute to belO3l vrs. instead of
1026 vra. BSection 7 & & are 1900 vrs. Esst snd West. Seetion 10 be-
Eﬁna 235 vra. Rast of the N. W. Corner of Sectlon &, and runs East

32. The East line of No. 7 is 164 vrs. East of the West line of 16.
If the facts on the ground make thias dlfferent, explanation from the
surveyor ls desired.

1 ok G. B. Stinnett (sS-46664%.

There are three tracts free of confliet. I find distances
correct for each except for the East-West distance for the smsll tract
at the Southeast Corner. I make this area, 326 vrs. by 279 vrs. from
thefleldnotes of Surveys 9-10-12-13- and Henry Stinnett No. 17. The
ground facts may change that conclusion. If so, explanation as to this
should be furnished.

&!E: 15. mﬂcrk (e qu &-ﬁ H- Egﬂ.d- !&E ma;

Fleldnotes as submitted are correct, if the 740 vrs. distance V
is correct.

gurvey 19, Blook ¢. B., 8. L. Birdwell. (8-48300).

. Pleldnotes as submitted are correct. "/

Burvey 20, Block G. B., T. R. Carter. {8-48301).

Fileldnotes for two tracts are submitted. The ares of both
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tracts should be embraced in one set of fieldnotes, if you wigh them ‘/
filed in the Land 0ffice. The dimensions of the tract will be 1900 vrs.
Fast and West, and 2703 vrs. North and South.

urvey o1 8k G« Be, J. T. Weaver. (5-48305).

The original fieldnotes conflict with See. 12, Block 1, when
the latter 1s platted in from Survey 13 and ite connection to the 5. W
Corner of S8eec. 9, Bloek 1, and possibly with other surveys on the West.
The surveyor, Mr. Dod, has not shown in his statement or explsnstion,
what these conneetions are to corners on the West. Henoce, I connot pase
on these fleldnotes at this time. Capt. Dod submitted to the Land 0f-
fige "A Report of Progress on re-surveying of Bections U136 - L43s-lljo-
& 6l0 and adjacent surveys in Culberson snd Jeff Davis Counties.® He
also submitted a sketch of this work on July 23, 1915, which is endorsed
"Examined snd spproved Sept. 9, 1915." There is also a report by Capt. \/
Dod entitled "Report of Progresson Re-Survey in Block (-25, Bloek G.B.,
and Adjacent Blocks in Jeff Davis County," dated Feb. 9th, 1914 znd re-
celved in the d office on Feb. 12, 1914, and eketeh riled and approv-
ed Feb. 12, 1914. The latter shows Block 2, suxrveys around Chispa and
extends to the westward ss far as Seotion 437, G. C. & B. F. Ry. Co.,
aid southwerd from the latter. From these reports and sketches snd
work already done by Mr. J. P. Dod, I believe he can furnish a sketeh,
and report giving the connectlons necessary and sufficient to determine
posltions of boundaries of the J. T. Wesver Survey, No. 21, J. ¥.
Harris Survey, No. 25, and lirs. Sallle Danlel Surveys, 934 and 933, as
compared with the Land 0ffice records.

urv ock G. B. zobeth 6).

The fieldnotes alresdy on file, vhich are patented spresr to ,/'
be correet, hence corrected fleldnotes appesr unnecesssry.

Fleldnotes ps submitted are correct, if the 780 vre. distance v
1s correct.

ock G. B. - o { Bl "

~As in the case of Survey 21, ebove, connmectlons to surveys on
the West are lacking, consequently I cannot pass on the corrected field-
notes untll that data is received.

= lie iel. 1; sold in P-145065).

According to Capt. R. 8. Dod*s gketch, filed end approved
Peb. 12, 1914, hies dlstances for this swwey differ from those mention=
ed in the J. P. Dod fieldnotes. These former fieldnotes would appear, v’
possibly, to have been computed, in part from some long connections, and
that may account for these differences. Until s sketch end report give
ing connections to surveys on the West are furnished, I shall not be

b -
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able to pass on the corrected fleldnotes submltted.

Fisldnotes as submitted, are correcl.

Survey 48, Block 5, H, & 7. C. 02 10545; P-l ; Pel g

This section was sold in twe: parts, the East
West 1/2, hence separate fieldnotes for each 1/2 are
ghould recite all sdjoinder ealls.

r%-q{uired. Bach

urve ok H. & e Lis - - .

The fileldnotes, as submitted, are correct. fhis sectlon was .
patented on Mabry's fieldnotes, dated March 29th, 1889. If the Dod /
fieldnotes change the position from that given by Mabry, then they
could not be used as = basie for lessuing a new patent.

Fieldnotes sre subtmitted for two tracie comprising this seo-
tion. The CGenersl Lend Office will not eplit out a portion of a sur-
vey if the remeining portion is less than 50 seres. As one set of ﬁ/‘
fielanotes ealls for 19.5 aeres, 1t could be spllt out, but not the
other. The section as & whole could be patented, however, in which
cnse fleldnotes for the whole will be prequired. The fleldnotes as
submitted are correoct as tu dlstances. -

The eorrected fieldnotes peferred to below were recelved
in the Genersl Land Office on March 15, 193h.

Surveys 57-66-67-65-70-72, Block 5, H. & T. C. Ry. Go.

Fleldnotes sppear correct. Humbers 57 and 67 were patented
on the Mabry Tleldnotes. If the corrected fleldnotes by Dod glve
thece sectilons different positions from those flxed by Habry, they
could not be filed or new patents lssued.

purveys h6-4g--53, Block 5, H. & T. C. Ry. Co.

These fieldnotes may be returned, as duplicates recelved
April 1, 1937, oan be used.

WBIE lﬁ—lﬂ—gg-Ei. wﬂk G. E#

These fleldnotes may be returned, as corrected fleldmotes
therefore were received in the General Land Office on April 1, 1937,
and are referred to gbove.

Yok
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these fleldnotes recelved March 15, 193k m correct if the
780 vrs. dis}anm is correct.

The patented fieldnotes call for s dlatance of 3800 vrs.
orth and South. Explanation as to why the surveyor made this dis-
tance 3980 vrs. or correction, is required.

Same explanation as to the dlstance of 3980 vrs. North and
South, or correction, ls required. :

; The patented fieldnotes call for 490 vre, while the surveyor
in the corrected fieldnotes calls for 4670 vrs. Why was this survey
given excess, North and Bouth?

Esst Part of 934, irs. Sallle Daniel. (Sold in P-145065).

Same explanstion as Lo excess dlstance North and South 1s
desired. This area may be split out for a ssle on payment ol necessary
fees, etc, if that is desired, when excess 1s properly explained.

Esst Port of Swrvey 1Y, Susansh Rice. (8-§6666).

This survey wae patented as a ﬁle. Hence [leldnotes for
a portion may not be filed in the Land Office. These Tieldnotes are
identical with those filed April 1, 1977.

These fleldnotes, same as those recelved April 1, 1937,
cover only a portion of a patented survey, free of confliet, hence
will not be accepted by the Land Office.

Bast Part of Survey 20, T. R. Carter. {8-48301).

Fieldnotes cover only a part of survey free of confliet, ale
ready patented; hence may not be filed.

a [s] urvey 21 . ¥. Weaver. "

Fieldnotee cover only = part of survey free of conflict, already
patented; hence may not be {iled.

Esst Part of Survey 25, J. N. Hnrriaii‘{ﬂ-@&:ﬂz}.
Fleldnotes cover nnéy & part of survey free of conflict, al-
M 2023




realy imtanted; hence may bot be filed.

gast 1/o, Survey 429, Blook %, H. & F. C. Ry. o. (8-7313L/2).

Fleldnotes cover only a pert of survey free of conflict, al=
rendy patented; hence mey not be filed in Land Offlce.

_ From the officisl map of Jeff Davis County, it appesrs that
part of each of the following surveys lle in that County, conaequently
the Tleldnotes must also be recorded in that County: To. 93k, lirs.
a_q_.‘l.lj.;mnnanial; Ho. 25; J. N. Harrls; No. 22, Elizabeth Gray; Ho. 2%;
John sey. : :

on April 26th, thig year, the Land Office wrote you stating
thet they would hold up action on your fieldnotes until Wm. Carteron
& Compeny had had an spportunity o complete thelr survey of these
lands, in sccordance with their request of April Frd, thls year.

For the sbove reason it might be well to hold up the re-
cording of fieldnotes until a later date, but I belleve it would be
wice to have the necessary corrections snd map and report, showing
connections desired, prepared and submitted. Iiivr. Dod'e work appears
correct, with the exceptlon of a few detalls, anéd I belleve that
when the examining Draftsman makes his exsmination upon the present
record, he will agree with me. However until Cameron & Compeny sub-

nit their data, I shall not be in a position to know what their cons
tentions will De.

After the fieldnotes have been approved, it will be necessary
to see that they are properly recorded, and any required filing feesn
will have to be pald. If new patents are desired there will be ade-
@itionsl recording snd patenting fees, aslde from the payments due
on the 1&1‘!‘1, it any.

Yours Truly

‘Carl F. %. von Blucher.
BPKB/1n
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