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LAND CORNER RECORDATION CERTIFICATE

Filing Requirement of Act 74, Mich. P.A. 1970 as Amended
For corners in

Macomb Located In: Corner Code #
{County) City of St. Clair Shores PC 021

—_
=z

1. Public Land Survey 13E

CARAELLA SARAUGH: REGISTER OF DEEDS

2. Property Controlling S
In Section s
3. Miscellaneous S
Property in Sec. )

Register of Deeds Stamp & File
Number

A A A A A~

|
|

Q000000

4. lotNo. | Recorded Plat
5. Private Claims Northeast corner of PC 625

1, _Craig P. Amey 3 , in a field survey on _July 30, 2011 do hereby
state that under requirements of P.A. 74, Michigan P.A. of 1970, the corner points mentioned in lines
1 and 2 above were in conformance with regulations and rules therefore as required in the current
manual of survey instructions of the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management or by a decree of a Court of Law and /or that the corner points mentioned in tines 3, 4
and 5 above were in conformance with the rules of the Michigan Board of Land Surveyors or by a X RSO Y R
Decree of a Court of Law; established, re-established, monumented, recovered, found as expressed . i !

below: . |

NOTE: Not more than 2 corners, all in the same town and range, may be recorded .
on this certificate. N

A. Description of original monument and accessories and/or subsequent restoration:

Item Date L P Document Name # Cor. Desc.

1 1810 - - Private Claim Description Greeley - Post
2 1810 -- -- Private Claim Notes Greeley ——an Post
3 1817 - -- Township Plat Preston Not Indicated
4 1930 15 10 Assessors Plat No.27 Lehner 123 Not Indicated
5 2011 - - MCPEDD TaxMap - e —

B. Description of corner evidence found and/or method applied in restoring or reestablishing corner:

PC-021 is the Northeast corner of Private Claim 625 (PC 625). On January 4", 1810, Aaron Greeley, “Surveyor of Private Claims”, filed a
description of his survey of PC625. In his description, he references this corner by citing “to a post”.

A research of the public records and a request sent to all area surveyors provided no reccrded surveys that reference this corner. The only plat
that contains this location is Assessors Plat No 27, as recorded in Liber 15 of Plats, Page 10, Macomb County Records. However, there is no
information on this plat that provides a location for this corner (Figure 1).

To set the position for this corner, we used a bearing parallel to the south line of PC 625 as determined for PCC-026, which is the intersection of
the east line of section 15 with the southerly line of PC 625, and extended the bearing from PCC-025, which is the intersection of the east line of
section 15 with the northerly line of PC €25, to the westerly shoreline of Lake St. Clair. We then determined a position that would allow fcr the
corner to be set permanently.

Distance Comparisons , GLO Adjusted AEW — Diff
Nwly cor of PC 625 (PC-024) to Nely cor | 119.64 (7896.24°) | 7896.24* | 7807’ to water’s edge 89’
of PC 625 (PC-021)

C. Description of monument for corner and accessories established to perpetuate locating the position of the corner:
Set a 4" x 36" concrete monument with embedded aluminum cap, stamped “MACOMB COUNTY MONUMENT MI ACT 345", “PC—021 REF.
PT.", “34970" set in grass at the intersection of the north line of PC 625 and the approximate easterly right of way of Jeiiessn nue.

\

Az 10° 2713 Center of 2” steel fence post at end of fence line, at north drive ?/oF Mlc,y""l,,
> " sen ley %

to house #28908 Jefferson. 4 PR O %%
Az 180° 22.7% Set CST nail witag #34970 in east face of utility pole w/light on east side J * "'0‘7’ %

of Jefferson Avenue. ; YK %
Az 218° 99.92 Set CST nail witag #34970 in southeast face of utility pole w/transformer at 3 PROFESSIONAL * "ﬁ

northwest corner of Jefferson Avenue and Lange Street. = SURVEYOR 3 x Z
Az 311°  76.35 Northeast corner of building #28911 & 3
Az 110° 202.5 Edge of water.of Lake St. Clair. & g F

‘& ®e ®
THE SELECTED LOCATION IS ACCEPTED BY ME AND IS GENERALLY ACCEPTED BY : &0'0 Trcupounet xc:s\'i‘
PROFESSIONAL SURVEYORS AS THE BEST AVAILABLE EVIDENCE OF THE POSITION OF THIS CORNER: %QOFESS\O\*%:;:;‘»‘*‘

LT
. . ) A " en
Signed by M A erreree op oyepep  Date '2‘25 ¢ 7/ Ze/f

7T S OERTED By THE MACORS CaHh T SoRYY
Surveyor’'s Michigan Licgn No._23f197—&i éROUP AS THE CFFICIAL CORNER LNDER MICHIGAN

%
/ 3 890 AT A MEFTING

UBL!C ACT 34") OF l!"""'l AR R’%EE-E‘.&W H%ED BY MICHIGAN STATE BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL SURVEYCRS, JAN. 28, 1571

ON SO~ 2K - P ) Revised Ma 14, 1573

Lo 2 e _ e 2
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2011 Remonumentation
Corner: PC-021: Northeast Corner of PC 625

Surveyor’s Report

PC-021 is the Northeast corner of Private Claim 625 (PC 625). On January 4", 1810, Aaron
Greeley, “Surveyor of Private Claims”, filed a description of his survey of PC625. In his
description, he references this corner by citing “to a post”. We have been contracted by
Macomb County to locate and, if necessary, remonument this position defined by Mr. Greeley.

A research of the public records and a request sent to all
area surveyors provided no recorded surveys that
reference this corner. The only plat that references the
northerly line of PC 625 and its intersection with Lake St.
Clair, is Assessors Plat No 27, as recorded in Liber 15 of
Plats, Page 10, Macomb County Records. However,
there is no information on this plat that provides a location
for this corner (Figure 1). | also found no monumentation
in the field which would assist us in determining an
independent location for this corner, or the private claim
line.

af 8

Figure 1: Assessors Plat No 27

To set the position for this corner, we used a bearing parallel to the south line of PC 625 as
determined for PCC-026, which is the intersection of the east line of section 15 with the
southerly line of PC 625, and extended the bearing from PCC-025, which is the intersection of
the east line of section 15 with the northerly line of PC 625, to the westerly shoreline of Lake St.
Clair. We then determined a position that would allow for the corner to be set permanently.

| believe that the method described above has determined the best location of the Southwest
Corner of PC 625 (PC-023).

Respectfully Submitted,

Craig P. Amey, PS

—-

Fax 586-726-8780 Engineering Strong Communities www.aewinc.com
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2011 Macomb County Remonumentation
Analysis of Original Survey Errors
of
Private Claim 625 and Section 15
Town 1 North, Range 13 East, Macomb County, Michigan.

Anderson, Eckstein and Westrick, Inc, was contracted by Macomb County to perform
remonumentation surveys of Private Claim 625 (PC 625). Corners were to be reestablished at
the northwest corner of PC 625, the southwest corner of PC 625, the intersection of the east line
of Section 15 with the northerly and southerly lines of PC 625, and the intersection of the
northerly and southerly lines of PC 625 with Lake St. Clair.

Prior to conducting our survey, we conducted the necessary research to obtain copies of any prior
surveys in the area to assist us with our survey. No prior surveys were found.

Then we obtained a copy of a description of PC 625 by Aaron Greeley, Surveyor of Private
Claims, dated January 4", 1810. The PC is described as follows:

Commencing at a post standing on the border of Lake St. Clair

Thence north 75 degrees west 119.64 chains to a post

Thence north 15 degrees east 23 chains to a post

Thence south 75 degrees east 116 chains to a post standing on the border of Lake
St. Clair

Thence along the border of said lake south 6 degrees west 23.28 chains to the
place of beginning.

Containing 278.98 acres.

In 1818, William Preston, Deputy Surveyor, performed the original survey of TIN, R13E. Due
to Lake St. Clair’s position, the township is a fractional township, and therefore the sequential
order of the subdivision of the township was not according to the 1815 Instructions issued by
Edward Tiffin. Instead of beginning at the southeast corner of the township and then progressing

west and north, Preston began at the northeast corner and then proceeded to the south and the
east.

When Preston reached section 15, he first surveyed the west line of section 15, starting at the
northwest corner of section 15. As he surveyed the west line of section 15, no calls were made
as he crossed PC 625. However there are notes immediately following the survey of the west

line of section 15 calling out the locations of the intersection of PC 625 with the westerly line of
section 15.

The northerly line of section 15 was surveyed beginning at the northeast corner of section 15,
running a random line to the previously set northwest corner of section 15, and then correcting
back. Similar to the westerly line of section 15, no calls were made as Preston crossed PC 625.

Preston then surveyed the east line of section 15, and along this line, Preston did call out the

intersections of the northerly and southerly lines of PC 625 as they intersected the easterly line of
section 15.

It is my belief that at this time, Preston realized his error of not calling out the intersection of PC
625 as it intersected the other lines of section 15. There is a note added immediately following
the running of the west line of section 15 that states:

“This claim was not observed in Running the sectional when the first notes were made”’

Fax 586-726-8780 Engineering Strong Communities www.aewinc.com
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It 1s my opinion that Preston resurveyed a portion of the west line of section 15 to correct his
error and call out the intersection of PC 625 with the west line of section 15.

Preston not only erred in the running of the westerly line of PC 625, but it is apparent that he
made the similar error on the north line of section 15. PC 625 not only intersects the westerly
line of section 15, but according to Preston’s own notes, PC 625 must intersect the northerly line
of section 15.

While resurveying the westerly line of section 15, Preston intersected the westerly line of PC 625
at a distance of 4.24 chains. At this point, Preston states:

“Int private claim No 625 confirmed to Pirse Duchensia 506 South of the N.W.
Cor theirof [sic]

The dimension “506” is unclear in the notes. It appears to be “5.06” on the face of the townshlp
plat (Figure 1). It is my assumption,
based on my experience working with
GLO plats, that this distance must be
5.06 chains. That would be the same
unit of measurement used immediately
following this entry when Preston
notes:

“Left the claim 5.96 fom [sic]
the S.W. Cor.”

.
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I also confirmed this dimension by

72 153 8% i
using Preston’s dimensions to establish Figure 1: TIN, R13E, 1818 Township Plat
a position for southwest corner of PC

625. There is no other measurement or units using “506”, other than 5.06 chains, that
mathematically establishes the southwest corner of PC 625 in a position that is an agreement
with the township plat and subsequent monumentation.

By establishing the southwest corner of PC 625, and extending the westerly line of PC 625 from
the southwest corner of PC 625 northeasterly through the point of intersection of the westerly
line of PC 625 with the section line for a distance of 23 chains, as reported by Greeley, or 23.61
chains as shown on the plat, the position for the northwest corner of PC 625 is at least 2.35
chains north of the northerly line of section 15.

This position, located northerly of the section line, is also confirmed by the 1920 plat of Mack
Avenue Farms Nol, as recorded in Liber
4 of Plats, Page 55, Macomb County
Records. The plat title includes the
reference “and part of P.C. 625”.
Furthermore, the plat dimensions the
actual location of the northwest corner of
PC 625 (Figure 2). In the figure, the
corner is shown 155.00 feet northerly of
the southeast corner of section 9. This

WU T i AP

T ‘;,“&Q’M B e dlstance’ agrees within 6 links 'of
i Gwe S Py P P4 ST ST Greeley’s distance along the westerly line
S e e of PC 625 (23 chains record, 23.055
Figure 2: Mack Avenue Farms No 1 chains measured). The township plat

indicates that the distance along the west
line of PC 625 is “23.61” chains which would push the corner an additional forty feet to the
northeast. Therefore, it has to be concluded that the correct position is north of the north line of
section 15. Had Preston correctly reestablished the position of the northwesterly corner or PC
625, he would have been required to set additional monumentation along the north line of section
15 at the intersection of the section line with the westerly and northerly lines of PC 625 as shown
in Figure 2.



As mentioned, Figure 1 shows a distance in chains along the westerly line of PC 625 of “23.61”".
Greeley’s distance, as stated, is 23 chains. Why is there such a difference? When analyzing the
section line distances measured by Preston as compared to the same lines measured today, I
found the following comparisons:

Line Preston (ch) Preston (ft) AEW (ft) Diff
Westerly line of section 15 80.00 ch 5280.00 5385.31 +105.31
Northerly line of section 15 80.04 ch 5282.64 5383.12 +100.48

ITEasterly line of section 15 80.00 ch 5280.00 5128.01 - 151.99

Southerly line of section 15 80.10 ch 5286.60 5391.17 +104.57

The easterly line of section 15 was surveyed shortly after the northerly line of section 15 and
immediately prior to the southerly line of section 15. Therefore, any errors with the chain should
have been apparent in the northerly and southerly lines. I must assume the discrepancy must be
attributed to another source.

It is my observation that the first section line on which Preston calls for the intersection of the
Private Claim boundaries, 1s the same line that is not in conformance with the rest of the lines.
There is no evidence that can explain this inconsistency. However, it appears that the majority of
Preston’s measurements related to the Private Claim are incorrect. Speculation could lead to the
conclusion that Preston may have had others survey the Private Claim lines that he had
overlooked when first running the section lines. Whatever the reason, it is my opinion that the
Private Claim line dimensions from Preston cannot be trusted.

As indicated in the above table, the easterly line of section 15 seems to be inconsistent with the
other section lines. In determining the positions of the intersection the easterly line of section 15
with the northerly and southerly line of PC 625, I did try to determine the source or location of
the error.

The southerly line of PC 625 was defined by locating monuments in Bay View Subdivision, as
recorded in Liber 4 of Plats, Page 55, Macomb County Records. The southerly line of Bay View
Subdivision is indicated to also be the southerly line of PC 625.

The northerly line of PC 625 cannot be reestablished from existing monumentation. None of the
plats or surveys in the area dimensions its location. Since the original intent of the Private Claim
was to have parallel bearings, I extended the northerly line of PC 625 from the northwest corner
of PC 625, as established by Mack Avenue Farms No. 1, along a bearing parallel to the southerly
line of PC 625 to the easterly line of section 15.

The resulting distances along the easterly line of section 15 to the northerly and easterly lines of
PC 625 are as follows:

Distance along the east line of sec. 15 | GLO | Adjusted | AEW | Diff i

NE corner of sec 15 to nly line of PC 625 | 29.68 (1958.88°) | 1997.24 | 1699.87 | -297.37

Nly line of PC 625 to sly line of PC 625 22.92 (1512.72°) | 1542.34 | 1615.78 | 73.44

Sly line of PC 625 to se corner of sec. 15 | 27.40 (1808.40°) | 1843.81 1812.36 | -31.45

By comparing the distances, it is apparent that there may have been some chaining error between
the northeast corner of section 15 and the northerly line of PC 625. Coincidentally, 297 feet is
exactly 9 half chains.

After a thorough consideration of the available information, I believe I can safely conclude that

the dimensions of PC 625 as described by Aaron Greeley are correct. I also believe that the
conclusions support the reestablished positions of the corners and lines of PC 625.

Respectfully Submitted,

Craig P. Amey, PS
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- Page 1 of 1

Re: Mon, June 27, 2011 11:13.:58 PM
From: Jack Owens <jnowenspis@gmail.com> _ View Conlact
To: Craig Amey <cpa34970@att.net>

Craig,

Yes, very interesting. The PCs were recognized by the US as prior claims to be honored. They took testimony (according to Prof. Berry) as to the persons making the
claims and where they were located. Then Greeley surveyed them to define their actual locations on the ground. The surveys were to define them as being the limits of the
public lands at least as much as being the parcels. Since it was after the 1796 Act, Greeley should have been surveying according to the true meridian. As Mansfield was
the SG, he was very knowledgeable about Astronomy; he would have had them use the true meridian. The GLO Instructions book (Berry’s book) has Mansfield’s
instructions to Greeley which should indicate using the true meridian. Thus, Greeley’s survey is the official survey. Therefore, Preston was making retracements of the PC
surveys.

Based on your sequence of survey for the lines, which match the records along the PCs of going the Twps laid out from west to east, the lines may not have been that
obvious. Also possible that for the east line of Sec15 the owner came out to tell him he was on the PC. Didn’t Preston give a measurement to NW cor of PC along n. line?
Perhaps the chaining crew made the measurement without preston being with them and said nothing to him about crossing the n. line of Sec15? Based on your info, I'd say
any subsequent evidence of the location of lines of the PC is important. I don’t know how well Greeley made his measurements. If he did reasonably well, then the
difference you see could mean Preston didn’t retrace it very well or others subsequently did not? Call Amy Miller at Wayne Co ROD and ask her how well the PCs in
Detroit have retraced against the GLO Greeley record. They have been doing them for remon in Wayne Co. and they're all Greeley's work. Preston may not have retraced
the PC very carefully and used evidence that was not the survey? But this was only 10 years later so you would think he could see some evidence?

Jack

On Mon, Jun 27, 2011 at 6:45 PM, Craig Amey <cpa34970@att.net> wrote:
Jack,

Waterford was a good weekend. Butch and I were busy both days. Slow on Sunday moming as usual, but good the rest of the time.
We are thinking along the same lines. I have done some of the calculations you mentioned already. Unfortunately, | need more field information to complete the calcs.

Let me ask you a related question. The description by Aaron Greeley does not match the description shown on the twp plat. The bearings vary by about 4 degrees and the distances
differ by 60 links or so. So which would be the official record of the PC? Greeleys description or Preston’s plat?

I had a different perception of what may have transpired with the survey crew. The chronological sequence of notes has Preston surveying the section line between 15 and 16 without

noling the private claim. He then surveyed the north line, also not observing the private claim. Then, when he was surveying the line common to 14 and 15, he notes the private claim.
Iwonder if at that point preston realized that he had missed the private claim lines, indicating that the private claim lines were not clearly marked. When he realized his error, he went
to the line between 15 and 16 to note the intersections, but never did the same along the north line, assuming that the pe did not intersect the north line.

My preliminary calculations show two things: The private claim dimensions per preston don't appear to fit very well, and the NW comer appears to be north of the north section line
according to preston’s dimensions.

An interesting quandary. Cool!

Craig.

From: Jack Owens [mailto:jnowensplsi@gmail.com}
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 10:05 PM

To: Craig Amey, Craig Amey

Subject:

Craig,
hope the re-enactment went well. Weather seemed good up here and down there I assume.

Please send me the email addresses for the two attendees. I have some info to send them later in the week.

In regards to your remon project, pass this on if you think it would be helpful.

I would suggest you test the GLO record against itself since the GLO plat and the tax record don’t agree on the relative location of the ‘NW cor’ of the PC. You could
draw (in CAD) both the section and the PC and see how they “fit’ per record dimensions. By this I mean draw the section with N-S lines due north and 80 chains long
(convert to equivalent feet for the record distances). Draw the north line due west at the record width. Draw the south line in and adjust it to be the record widt bh,
slightly adjusting the east or west line to fit that width. On the east line make a short reference line at the two record stationings for the *N’ and ‘S’ lines of the PC,
calling them points A and B. On the west line make a short reference line at the record stationings for the ‘W~ and ‘S’ lines of the PC, calling them points C and D. From
this you can connect points B and D on the S’ line (with a dashed line) and compute the bearing of the ‘S’ line of the PC. That can be compared to the bearing for it by
Greeley. Both Preston and Greeley were supposedly running lines according to the true meridian. However the two bearings compare will give you some info, that may
or may not be useful.

Next draw the PC according to the record bearings and distances. From the “NW’ corner draw a reference line on the ‘N’ line at the record 80.56(?)chains E’ly of the
NW comer, calling it point Al. Make a copy of this figure; then make a block of it. Move the block, using point Alas the insertion point, to the section figure, inserting
it at point A on the east line of the section. Next rotate the block around the coincidence points A and A1 until the south line of the PC is on points B and D on the east
and west section lines, or looks to be parallel with them. This will show whether the ‘NW’ corner falls south of the north line of the section, or north of it. This will at
least give you a feel for how well the two survey records report the actual conditions.

We know Preston saw evidence for the PC lines gong south on the east line of the section. He measured along the north line of the PC, so it must have been clear enough
to follow, and he seems to be stating the NW cor was there and seen by him. He ran the west line and then notes he went back to get the stationings for where it crossed
the W and S lines of the PC. To me this indicates he may not have been with the chaining crew on the west line of the section and had to send them back to get the
measurements. He ran the north line of the section and does not report crossing the lines of the PC near the NW cor of the PC. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude he
did not cross it.

You might also try retracing the east and west section lines and putting in the N and S line crossings of the PC by proportionate position. This would let you establish the
S line and at least a point on the N line by which to compare to other info about reported positions along the lines of the PC. Very interesting remon project.

Jack

http://us.mg203.mail.yahoo.com/dc/launch? partner=sbc&.gx=1 &.rand=95vkjdIn7tqp2 6/28/2011
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- Page 1 of 1

Re: Mon, June 27, 2011 $1:13:58 PM
From: Jack Owens <jnowenspls@gmail.com> _ View Conlact

To: Craig Amey <cpa34970@att.net>

Craig,

Yes, very interesting. The PCs were recognized by the US as prior claims to be honored. They took testimony (according to Prof. Berry) as to the persons making the
claims and where they were located. Then Greeley surveyed them to define their actual locations on the ground. The surveys were to define them as being the limits of the
public lands at least as much as being the parcels. Since it was after the 1796 Act, Greeley should have been surveying according to the true meridian. As Mansfield was
the SG, he was very knowledgeable about Astronomy; he would have had them use the true meridian. The GLO Instructions book (Berry’s book) has Mansfield’s
instructions to Greeley which should indicate using the true meridian. Thus, Greeley’s survey is the official survey. Therefore, Preston was making retracements of the PC
surveys.

Based on your sequence of survey for the lines, which match the records along the PCs of going the Twps laid out from west to cast, the lines may not have been that
obvious. Also possible that for the east line of Sec15 the owner came out to tell him he was on the PC. Didn’t Preston give a measurement to NW cor of PC along n. line?
Perhaps the chaining crew made the measurement without preston being with them and said nothing to him about crossing the n. line of Sec15? Based on your info, I’d say
any subsequent evidence of the location of lines of the PC is important. I don’t know how well Greeley made his measurements. If he did reasonably well, then the
difference you see could mean Preston didn’t retrace it very well or others subsequently did not? Call Amy Miller at Wayne Co ROD and ask her how well the PCs in
Detroit have retraced against the GLO Greeley record. They have been doing them for remon in Wayne Co. and they're ali Greeley's work. Preston may not have retraced
the PC very carefully and used evidence that was not the survey? But this was only 10 years later so you would think he could see some evidence?

Jack

On Mon, Jun 27, 2011 at 6:45 PM, Craig Amey <cpa34970@att.net> wrote:
Jack,

Waterford was a good weekend. Butch and I were busy both days. Slow on Sunday moming as usual, but good the rest of the time.
We are thinking along the same lines. T have done some of the calculations you mentioned already. Unfortunately, [ need more field information to complete the calcs.

Let me ask you a related question. The description by Aaron Greeley does not match the description shown on the twp plat. The bearings vary by about 4 degrees and the distances
differ by 60 links or so. So which would be the official record of the PC? Greeleys description or Preston’s plat?

['had a different perception of what may have transpired with the survey crew. The chronological sequence of notes has Preston surveying the section line between 15 and 16 without
noting the private claim. He then surveyed the north line, also not observing the private claim. Then, when he was surveying the line commion to 14 and 15, he notes the private clainm.
Iwonder if at that point preston realized that he had missed the private claim lines, indicating that the private claim lines were not clearly marked. When he realized his error, he went
to the line between 15 and 16 to note the intersections, but never did the same along the north line, assuming that the pc did not intersect the north line.

My preliminary calculations show two things: The private claim dimensions per preston don’t appear to fit very well, and the NW corner appears to be north of the north section line
according to preston’s dimensions.

An interesting quandary. Cool!

Craig.

From: Jack Owens [mailto:jnowensplsi@dpmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 10:05 PM

To: Craig Amey; Craig Amey

Subject:

Craig,
hope the re-enactment went well. Weather seemed good up here and down there I assume.

Please send me the email addresses for the two attendees. I have some info to send them later in the week.

In regards to your remon project, pass this on if you think it would be helpful.

I would suggest you test the GLO record against itself since the GLO plat and the tax record don’t agree on the relative location of the “‘NW cor’ of the PC. You could
draw (in CAD) both the section and the PC and see how they “fit’ per record dimensions. By this I mean draw the section with N-S lines due north and 80 chains long
(convert to equivalent feet for the record distances). Draw the north line due west at the record width. Draw the south line in and adjust it to be the record widt bh,
slightly adjusting the east or west line to fit that width. On the east line make a short reference line at the two record stationings for the ‘N’ and ‘S’ lines of the PC,
calling them points A and B. On the west line make a short reference line at the record stationings for the ‘W’ and ‘S’ lines of the PC, calling them points C and D. From
this you can connect points B and D on the ‘S’ line (with a dashed line) and compute the bearing of the ‘S’ line of the PC. That can be compared to the bearing for it by
Greeley. Both Preston and Greeley were supposedly running lines according to the true meridian. However the two bearings compare will give you some info, that may
or may not be useful.

Next draw the PC according to the record bearings and distances. From the ‘NW’ corner draw a reference line on the ‘N’ line at the record 80.56(?)chains E’ly of the
NW corner, calling it point A1. Make a copy of this figure; then make a block of it. Move the block, using point Alas the insertion point, to the section figure, inserting
it at point A on the east line of the section. Next rotate the block around the coincidence points A and A1 until the south line of the PC is on points B and D on the east
and west section lines, or looks to be parallel with them. This will show whether the *NW’ corner falls south of the north line of the section, or north of it. This will at
least give you a feel for how well the two survey records report the actual conditions.

We know Preston saw evidence for the PC lines gong south on the east line of the section. He measured along the north line of the PC, so it must have been clear enough
to follow, and he seems to be stating the NW cor was there and seen by him. He ran the west line and then notes he went back to get the stationings for where it crossed
the W and S lines of the PC. To me this indicates he may not have been with the chaining crew on the west line of the section and had to send them back to get the
measurements. He ran the north line of the section and does not report crossing the lines of the PC near the NW cor of the PC. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude he
did not cross it.

You might also try retracing the east and west section lines and putting in the N and S line crossings of the PC by proportionate position. This would let you establish the
S line and at least a point on the N line by which to compare to other info about reported positions along the lines of the PC. Very interesting remon project.

Jack

http://us.mg203.mail.yahoo.com/dc/launch?.partner=sbc&. gx=1&.rand=95vkjd9In7tqp2 6/28/2011
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tract and unconceded land thence north severty five degrees
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