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This decision has some good information about what constitutes a hiatus in the Public Land 
Survey System.  An alleged hiatus lying between the east line of two townships and the west line 
of two adjoining townships was predicated solely upon distances and acreages shown on the 
plats of the original surveys of the two eastern townships.  However, there is only one official 
survey of the line and it was clearly surveyed as the common boundary of the townships to the 
east and west.  
 



 
Original Field Notes 

Ralph W. Norris, U. S. Deputy Surveyor 
June 3, 1854 

(This is the only official survey of 
 the north four miles of this Line) 
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THE SIGNAL COMPANIES, INC.

A-31020 Decided MAY 2 7 19&S

Oil and Gas Leases: Applications: Generally--Oil and Gas Leases:
Lands Subject to--Surveys of Public Lands: Generally

An oil and gas offer for unsurveyed land in an alleged hiatus
lying between the east line of two townships and the west line
of two adjoining townships to the east is properly rejected where
the existence of the hiatus is predicated solely upon distances
and acreages shown on the plats of survey of the two eastern
townships whereas in fact the survey records show that the west
line of those townships was surveyed on the ground as coincident
with the east line of the two western townships°
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UNITED STATES

R ,( IDEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

A-31020
: R-890

The Signal Companies, Inc. : Oil and gas lease
: offer rejected

: Affirmed

APPEAL FROM THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Signal Companies, Inc. (formerly Signal Oil and Gas
Company), has appealed to the Secretary of the Interior from a
decision dated June 11, 1968, by the Office of Appeals and Hearings,
Bureau of Land Management, which affirmed a decision dated October 9,
1967, by the Riverside district and land office rejecting Signal's
oil and gas lease offer.

_* ~~~Signal's offer was for a 750-acre strip of land described
as being unsurveyed and as lying between the east line of Ts. 11 and 12 N.,
R. 20 W., S.B.M., and the west line of Ts. 11 and 12 N., R. 19 W. i/
The offer was rejected for the reason that it was made for a purported
hiatus of land lying between the two townships in R. 20 W. and the two
townships in R. 19 W., that the assertion that this hiatus exists has
been made several times before, and that it has been rejected each time
by the Department, the last time in Malcolm McDuffie, A-26907 (August 6,
1954).

Signal contends, in effect, that it has factual evidence of
an actual hiatus which has been lacking before. Its case rests upon the
following: The plat of survey of T. 12 N., R. 19 W., approved
February 3, 1863, shows the south boundary of sec. 31 as being 80 chains
in length (5,280 feet) and the section as containing 641.76 acres. The
plat of survey of T. 11 N., R. 19 W., approved on the same date, shows
the north boundary of sec. 6 as 80 chains in length and the south
boundary as 79.80 chains (5,266.8 feet) in length and the section as
containing 638.72 acres. The same plat shows sec. 7 as having a south

1J More specifically, the tract was described as lying between the
east line of sees. 25 and 36, T. 12 N., R. 20 W., and sees. 1, 12,
and 13, T. 11 N., R. 20 W., and the west line of sees. 30 and 31,
T. 12 N., R. 19 W., and sees. 6, 7, and 18, T. 11 N., R. 19 W.
The strip of land runs north and south.

S



A-31020

boundary 79.80 chains (5,266.8 feet) in length and sec. 18 as
having a south boundary 79.84 chains (5,269.44 feet) in length.
In other words, the two plats show this column of sections in
R. 19 W. as being comprised of practically normal sections, the
perfect section having boundaries 80 chains in length and con-
taining 640 acres.

Signal then compares the distances shown on the plats with
those shown on a survey map prepared in 1966 by Maurice E. Lafferty,
a licensed land surveyor, for Bookman-Edmonston and the Arvin-Edison
Water Storage District. This map shows the south boundary of sec. 31
as having a length of 6824.97 feet instead of 5280 feet, the north
boundary of sec. 6 as having a length of 6,824.97 feet instead of
5,280 feet and the south boundary of that section as having a length
of 6,847.33 feet instead of 5,266.8 feet, the south boundary of
sec. 7 as having a length of 6,876.46 feet instead of 5,26608 feet,
and the south boundary of sec. 18 as having a length of 6,910.90
feet instead of 5,269.44 feet. The Lafferty map shows the west lines
of secs. 30, 31, 6, 7, and 18 in R. 19 W. as being coterminous with 
the east lines of secs. 25, 36, 1, 12, and 13 in R. 20 W. Finally, S
the Lafferty map shows the column of sections in R. 19 W. as being
comprised not of normally-shaped sections but of sections elongated
in an east-west direction.

From this information Signal deduces that there is a.gap of
from 519 to 630 feet between the townships in R. 20 W. and the town-
ships in R. 19 W., presumably taking the townships as they are
depicted on the official plats of survey.

Signal also refers to a Geological Survey topographic map
of the Mettler, California, quadrangle as showing a column of east-
west elongated sections in R. 19 W. which abut on the west on the
east line of the sections in R. 20 W.

Fina.1Y, Signal refers to Assessors Maps of Kern County,
California, which, again, depict the column comprising secs. 30, 31,
6, 7, and 18 in R. 19 W. as a column of east-west elongated over-sized
sections abutting on the west the east line of sees. 25, 36, 1,12,
and 13 in R. 20 W. Signal points out that the acreages shown on
these maps for the elongated sections in R. 19 W. are substantially
in excess of those shown for the same sections on the official plats
of survey.
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There can be no doubt that Signal has shown that the plats
of survey of Ts. 11 and 12 N., R. 19 W., are in error in showing
secs. 31, 6, 7, and 18 as almost normal sections (sec. 30 is a
fractional section). They are in fact over-sized sections, as shown
on Laffertyts map, the Geological Survey map, and the Assessors Mapso -
But this does not prove Signalts case; on the contrary it defeats it.
The reason is that it is a cardinal rule that the corners of a public
land survey as marked on the ground control over any courses or
distances or acreages as shown on the plats of the survey. United
States v. Sidney M. and Esther M. Heyser, 75 I. D. 14 (1968); O. O. Cooper
et al., 59 I. D. 254 (1946); J. M. Beard (On Rehearing), 52 L.- DI. 451
(1928); Texaco, Inc., A-30290 (April 29, 1965)

Thus, if the SW corner of sec. 31, T. 12 N., R. 19 W., was
in fact surveyed on the ground as being 6824.97 feet west of the
SE corner of that section, that is the location of the SW corner and
it is immaterial that the plat of survey shows the SW corner as being
5280 feet west of the SE corner. For Signal to prevail, it would
have to show that the SW corner of sec. 31 was surveyed on the ground

* as being only 5280 feet west of the SE corner and that the SW corner
as so surveyed was not coincident with the SE corner of sec. 36,
T. 12 N., R. 20 W., as surveyed on the ground but approximately 545 feet
east of that corner.

Texaco, Inc., supra, is directly in point. There Texaco
applied for unsurveyed land allegedly in a hiatus between two surveyed
townships, a T. 8 S. and a T. 7 S. Texacot s claim of a hiatus was based
on the fact that the west boundary of sec. 6 in T. 8 S. was shown to be
80 chains in length on the plat of survey of the township whereas in
fact, on the ground, the distance was 113.20 chains. Texaco did not
show that the NW corner of sec. 6 (the township corner) and the SW
corner of seco 6 were located other than as they existed on the ground,
113.20 chains aparto Texaco's whole argument was that there was a gap
between the north line of T. 8 So as shown on the plat of survey and
the south line of T. 7 S. as surveyed on the ground. The argument
was rejected.

Signal is pursuing the same argument here. Its claim of a
hiatus is based solely on what the plats of survey show and it ignores
the conditions on the ground. It has made no attempt to show that the
west line of Ts. 11 and 12 N., R. 19 W., was surveyed on the ground as
lying east of the east line of Ts. 11 and 12 N., R. 20 W. The facts
of the survey were fully considered in the decision of the former
General Land Office, dated August 6, 1921 (Los Angeles 033987), pertinent
portions of which were quoted in the decision appealed from. They show
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that deputy surveyor James R. Glover, in resurveying the range line
between R. 19 W. and R. 20 W., established on the west boundary of
T. 11 N., R. 19 W., the corner common to secs.19 and 30 of that town-
ship and secs. 24 and 25 of To 11 No, R. 20 W. He also established
on the same line (i.e., the west boundary of T. 11 N., R. 19 W.) the
corner common to Ts. 10 and 11 N., Rs.19 and 20 W. Although these
two points are below the purported hiatus, they show no attempt by
Glover to re-establish other than a single range line. 2/ In the
absence of other evidence this must be taken as disproving the exist-
ence of two range lines with a hiatus between.

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to the
Solicitor by the Secretary of the Interior (210 DM 2.2A(4)(a); 24 F.R.
1348), the decision appealed from is affirmed.

est F. Hom 
Assistant Solicitor
Land Appeals $

2J The opposite was true in 0. 0. Cooper et alo, supra. Deputy
surveyor Hall had in 1884 surveyed secs. 6 and 7 of To 21 N.,
R. 8 E. In 1896 deputy surveyor Reilly, in surveying secs. 1
and 12 of To 21 N., R. 7 E.,found the corner common to Ts. 21
and 22 N., Rs. 7 and 8 E., but for no apparent reason estab-
lished a second corner to the west and two other corners south
of it as marking the east line of T. 21 N., R. 7 E. The
Department held that this created a hiatus.
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