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May 29, 2020 
 
I am writing this quarter’s letter from my home office. I have been encouraged to work from home as much as possible since 
mid-March. I have to admit that I am getting kind of used to this arrangement. I’m almost positive that each of us has had to 
make some sort of modification to the way we complete our work due to COVID-19. I’m interested to see how this pandemic 
changes our society in the way we do business. Will the “new normal” allow working remotely possible for more people or do 
we return to exactly as it was before? 
 
One thing that I have noticed since this all began is how GIS has been utilized by our local, state and national leaders and health 
departments to track and manage cases. From the simple state maps showing cases by county to the more intricate 
dashboards, the use of GIS is evident. While there are many datasets that feed into each GIS model, land surveying is critical to 
a high-quality GIS. Tracking these cases by county and health district helped our leaders determine which areas needed 
directed health measures. As we have all seen, balancing health and economy is extremely complicated and delicate. I don’t 
want to even imagine what could have happened if our state or country leaders would have used a broad brush and applied 
the same strict health measures for everyone. Regardless of the outcomes, we as land surveying professionals need to continue 
to provide reliable survey data so that decisions can be made based on the most accurate information. 
 
One thing that has affected the PSAN Board directly is the social distancing guidelines. We were unable to meet in person for 
our March Board Meeting, which was a critical meeting for the Board to discuss the proposed revisions to the minimum 
standards. Although this meeting was conducted via conference call, we really wanted the face-to-face interaction to fully 
discuss the draft revisions. As of yesterday, the draft revision was sent to all PSAN members for review and a survey link was 
provided so that we can gather and organize your input. Providing us your viewpoint will give us additional perspective on 
several of these topics. In the end, we want the best minimum standards! The final product should be clear, concise and 
measurable. We as a profession need to monitor ourselves and look out for the best interest of the public, or someone else 
will. Remember, your responses must be received by August 31, 2020.  
 
As many people are struggling right now, I would encourage our membership to support each other and their respective 
communities as we all work towards the common goal of returning to normalcy. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Jeremy D. Feusner 
PSAN President 

Dear PSAN Members: 
 

Articles appearing in The Nebraska Surveyor are 
published as a service to the members of the 
Professional Surveyors Association of Nebraska and 
the general public for the advancement of the land 
surveying profession.   
 

It is time for you to get involved in YOUR publication 
through your articles, columns, pictures, and ideas. 
Please send all items of interest to the editor via 
 

E-mail:  PSAN@nebraskasurveyor.com 

Phone: 402-432-3444 

Or mail: PSAN 

Attn: Nebraska Surveyor  

PO Box 83206 

Lincoln, NE 68501 
 

Your participation is greatly appreciated! 

President’s Letter 
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Open space: the final frontier. These are the voyages of the professional surveyor and their crew. Their mission: to explore and survey 
strange new lands. To retrace old boundaries and to create new parcels and subdivisions. To boldly go where no one has gone before 
(unless it has been previously surveyed and platted…)! 

With a nod to Star Trek fans (and apologies to Mr. Roddenberry), the surveyor has been the terrestrial version of the Captain Kirk and 
Science Officer Spock, exploring existing and uncharted territories. While most surveys completed in the modern day are retracements of 
previous parcels, there are still areas where surveyors are completing various tasks where no one has been before. 

There are very few instances where a survey is performed near others. By this simple fact, one can argue that the surveyor is the original 
social distancer. The real question, however, lies within the determination of the value of the surveyor and if the work we perform is an 
“essential service.” 

This article is not attempting to debate the value of the surveyor versus all the first responders, doctors, nurses, healthcare personnel and 
the hardworking employees doing their best to keep up with our basic needs. We are here to discuss the challenges faced by the surveyor 
and how technology has provided much-needed tools for crossing this abyss of doom and despair called COVID-19. 

But first, let us talk about how we arrived at this extraordinary time for nearly everyone on the planet. 

Worldwide upheaval or some close facsimile thereof  

Every generation has a historical event, moment or era for which they remember exactly what they were doing: 

• “Greatest” generation (born before 1924): the Stock Market crash of 1929 and 
subsequent depression 

• “Silent” generation (born 1925-1945): Pearl Harbor and World War II 

• Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964): Korean War, the Kennedy assassination, the 
Moon landing and the Vietnam War 

• Generation X (born 1965-1980): Reagan assassination attempt, Challenger 
explosion, death of Princess Diana 

• Millennials (born 1981-1996): 9/11, Aurora and Sandy Hook shootings 

Unfortunately, the series of events leading up to the nationwide shutdown because of the COVID-19 pandemic will unseat most of those 
events and eras. While previous pandemics (for instance, the Spanish flu of 1918) struck and killed many more people, the mobility of 
today’s population coupled with instantaneous media coverage provides a much different environment for this situation. 

Obviously, we are not alone, and this virus has spared few countries and races. Different cultures across the globe have adapted for the 
pandemic in a variety of ways, and the U.S. has faced the same challenges across our diverse environments. 

Depending on where one is located, they face a different set of challenges due to the pandemic. Several heavily populated urban areas are 
subject to a strict lockdown while states with mostly rural areas are less restrictive. One size does not fit all when dealing with limiting 
public exposure to others, but let us leave the debate of how much restriction is needed to the scientists and public officials. Many today 
do not agree with the rules we have been dealt with in going about with our lives. That is a discussion for another time and different forum. 

Instead, let us discuss what we face going forward with our “new reality” of some form of social distancing and how the need for surveying 
and geospatial information remains for a large portion of this world. We must simply adapt to this situation with the adoption of new 
technologies and a revamped workflow. 

Everything changes, whether we like it or not  

The surveying profession is not unlike many other service-oriented and public-serving occupations, even with most of the field work being 
performed in solitude. We still deal with clients, governmental agencies, other consultants and the public. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has changed the way we are now interacting with those outside partners with technological advances and 
modified communication conduits. Many of these methods existed well before this situation, but the rapid advancement of the pandemic 
forced many companies and employees into adapting very quickly. 

Surveyors are no different, so let us run through the changes we have seen within the industry. 

 
(Continued on page 6) 

Surveying and COVID-19: A lesson in essential services 
By Tim Burch—gpsworld.com, May 6, 2020 
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Project communication  

The biggest challenge facing most surveyors in dealing with the pandemic atmosphere has been communication. Whether it is with 
employees, clients, government agencies or other consultants, communication has been affected mostly because of the elimination of face-
to-face opportunities. 

Technology to allow remote communication has existed for many years, but not many of us have taken advantage of it because of the 
convenience of in-person interaction. Who does not want to leave the office to meet with a client, shake their hand and close the deal? Or 
have the client come to your office and go over the intricacies of a complex survey? 

Regardless of whether one is introverted or extroverted, human contact has always helped establish and solidify relationships. For most of 
us, this is how business has always been done, be it your client or your employees. 

Obviously, the biggest area affected has been daily interaction with employees. Controlling workflow, handling projects and troubleshooting 
any situation is more difficult when the team is not physically in the same location. If a team member is overwhelmed, another one can 
immediate meet with them and help. Work is easily passed between teammates with little effort. 

But working remotely? That takes more effort, consideration and technology to accomplish. Yes, video conferencing has been in place for 
many years, but mostly in large companies and only implemented it in a dedicated conference room. Not many employees were previously 
afforded a webcam, microphone and speakers along with the necessary software; all of these components are now standard issue.  For 
many, programs like Zoom, Skype and Microsoft Teams are now a critical communication tool for timely and efficient sharing of 
information. 

What about communication with field crews? Many would say that even a pandemic would not change how we stay in touch with field 
crews, but even these relationships have been affected. While there are survey companies operating with limited physical contact as a norm 
(large firms with projects regionally or nationwide), most surveyors still have a substantial amount of direct communication between field 
and office. This situation has forced many firms to take precautions, with crew members only handling specific pieces of equipment or 
performing a thorough cleaning if sharing during a project. 

Project documents and files have typically been handled manually with 
some electronic data files being transferred via email or internet. 
Depending on the size of the original document, having a full-size paper 
copy of a previous survey or subdivision plat has advantages to looking 
at a PDF image on a tablet or computer screen while in the field. Many 
companies outfit their field crews with 11 x 17-inch printers to be able 
to print larger detailed areas of bigger documents. Additional care must 
be taken if these items will still be used for field operations. 

The transfer of data between office and field has become faster, more 
efficient and safer with technology. As data collectors have become 
more capable, direct connections via the internet to cloud storage is 
making transfer of project files and photos faster and more secure by 
providing immediate backup to guard against data loss. What used to 
take a trip to the office, connecting to a computer and downloading is 

now done in a matter of minutes without leaving the job site. 

Field personnel are also benefiting from technology within our devices. Apps like FaceTime and programs like Microsoft Teams provide a 
gateway to video chatting so teammates can discuss projects in real time. Shared pictures, computer screens and face-to-face interaction 
provides an avenue to more effective communication and enhancing relationships between team members. 

The pandemic has forced many surveyors to adapt and learn several new apps and programs to connect in new ways; however, this 
pandemic has also affected how we go about our field operations, too. 

Enhanced data collection  

Not many of the surveyor’s field activities are affected because of social distancing requirements, but the pandemic has forced our 
profession to be compliant with the new rules in case we are in proximity with others. Newer technology, using both terrestrial and aerial 
platforms, are now being utilized by more surveyors for their data collection needs. 

Train employees now.  As many companies have seen a slowdown in work due to pullbacks from projects moving forward, now is the 
time to get employees trained with the new technology and software to be better prepared for when the market comes back.  

(Continued from page 5) 

 

 

(Continued on page 7) 
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Using photogrammetry tools.  Photogrammetry, lidar and laser-scanning systems are being purchased and implemented for everyday 
use and not just “special” projects with larger budgets. Not only are surveyors finding it keeps them further away from other people, it also 
allows for more efficient data collection and representation of existing conditions. 

Flying unmanned aerial vehicles.  UAVs continue to grow in 
popularity, and like the other technology discussed above, many firms are 
investing in becoming remote pilots and implementing aerial photography 
and lidar into their workflow. Previously, most surveyors (and the general 
public) would use Google Earth, Bing and other resources for aerial imagery 
to gain a better perspective on their project sites. Vendors are coming out 
with aerial products with more recent flights at a higher resolution, but do 
not offer the ability to extract reliable topographic data easily. In-house 
UAVs provide more flexibility and control over the information needed, and 
many are using their downtime to become familiar with aerial products. 

Dipping toes into remote sensing.  Another sector of surveying 
equipment seeing increased use during this situation are new total stations 
with remote-sensing capability. Many surveyors may not have the need for 
a standalone laser or lidar scanner, so several manufacturers have 
introduced a total station that provides limited remote sensing for 
everyday use. While the built-in scanner is not nearly as robust as a 
traditional remote-sensing unit, it provides enough capability and accuracy for most users. This intermediate step of remote sensing helps a 
firm decide how much scanning they will produce and if an investment in a full function unit is right for them. 

Upgrading GNSS receivers.  We would be amiss if we did not mention that more surveyors are now upgrading their GNSS receivers to 
take advantage of more constellations, integration with IMUs and increased computing power of the latest data collectors. Some surveyors 
who are not as economically affected during this pandemic are taking advantage of great deals on new equipment and using this time to 
increase their capability and efficiency. As more satellite vehicles become available, the ability to gain accurate and precise locations is 
better than ever, so staying ahead of technology is still important in these times. We will continue to see more gains with L5 and L1C signals 
from the new GPS Block III satellites within the next few years, so staying current now is very important. 

QA/QC — The electronic method  

One trouble spot seen within the new paradigm is the ability 
to provide a thorough quality assurance/quality control 
(QA/QC) process on all surveying operations. Without the 
ability to print/plot original surveys at full scale, it becomes a 
more difficult procedure to review and analyze information 
on a computer screen. 

The monitors used for drafting and calculations are getting 
bigger, but studies have shown the human eye will focus 
differently on an electronic screen compared to a survey on 
paper. There must be many other professions and 
occupations using similar technology who have yet to solve 
the QA/QC dilemma. Hopefully, our industry will find a way 
to help address this issue and provide guidance. 

More connected than ever, yet still 
so alone 

The COVID-19 pandemic of 2020 (let us hope that is all it 
encumbers) will be forever etched in our memories as 
frightening and unbelievable. More than 100 years has past 

since the last pandemic of this proportion has overwhelmed our population. We are much more advanced in our education of health, 
medicines and technology than the previous event, yet we were caught off-guard by the speed in which the virus spread throughout our 
lands. It taxed most of our health infrastructure beyond its limits and took its toll emotionally and financially to most of the population. 

We were forced to adapt very quickly to a new norm of working remotely and independently of our co-workers and teammates. Did it hurt 
our productivity and profitability initially? Absolutely. Were our employees forced to learn new ways of doing their work and 

(Continued from page 6) 

(Continued on page 8) 
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US Small Business Administration (SBA) Programs: 

communicating by other means. Yes, they did. Was there a need for rapid troubleshooting of new procedures and task management? Of 
course. Has every transition of remote work been a success story? I doubt it, but it was not for lack of trying. 

We are doing the best we can, and the surveying profession is rapidly trying to adapt. Like the rest of the world, the surveying profession 
will not be the same coming out of the restrictions placed upon us because of the pandemic. We have learned more about ourselves and 
how capable we are with tools we have. We also learned how we will transition with these skills into new technology not invented yet. 

Surveyors are a tough bunch, so the social distancing and adaptation required to survive the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020 — while not easy 
by any stretch — has been handled with grace and professionalism. I would say to bring on the next one, but would rather this pandemic 
be in our rearview mirror quickly and not see anything like it ever again. 

(Continued from page 7) 

Paycheck Protection Program 

The Paycheck Protection Program is a loan designed to provide a 
direct incentive for small businesses to keep their workers on the 
payroll. SBA will forgive loans if all employees are kept on the payroll 
for eight weeks and the money is used for payroll, rent, mortgage 
interest, or utilities. 

You can apply through any existing SBA 7(a) lender or through any 
federally insured depository institution, federally insured credit 
union, and Farm Credit System institution that is participating. Other 
regulated lenders will be available to make these loans once they are 
approved and enrolled in the program. You should consult with your 
local lender as to whether it is participating in the program. 

Lenders may begin processing loan applications as soon as April 3, 
2020. The Paycheck Protection Program will be available through 
June 30, 2020. 

Economic Injury Disaster Loan Emergency Advance 

The SBA’s Economic Injury Disaster Loan provides vital economic 
support to small businesses to help overcome the temporary loss of 
revenue they are experiencing as a result of the Coronavirus (COVID-
19) pandemic. This program is for any small business with less than 
500 employees (including sole proprietorships, independent 
contractors and self-employed persons), private non-profit 
organization or 501(c)(19) veterans organizations affected by 
coronavirus/COVID-19. 

Businesses in certain industries may have more than 500 employees 
if they meet the SBA’s size standards for those industries. Funds will 
be made available within three days of a successful application, and 
this loan will not have to be repaid. Lenders may begin processing 
loan applications as soon as April 3, 2020 

 
For more information on these and other SBA assistance programs, visit: 
https://www.sba.gov/funding-programs/loans/coronavirus-relief-options  
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The PSAN Board of Directors Meeting on March 27, 2020, was held via conference call. The roll call was as follows: President 

Jeremy Feusner (present), Treasurer John Berry (present), Secretary David Forsythe (present), Administrative Secretary Gwen 

Bowers (present), Director Matt Tinkham (present), Director Bonita Edwards (present), Director Brian Foral (present), Director 

Eric Schaben (present), Director Jay Dubs (present), Director Grant Miller (present), State Surveyor Casey Sherlock, SENLSA 

Affiliate Dennis Whitfield (present), Jerry Penry. 

Minutes from the December 6, 2019 meeting were read and approved. Minutes from the February 13, 2020 special meeting 

were read and approved. The Board approved the Treasurer’s report dated March 24, 2020. The Conference Committee 

reported on the 2020 Winter Conference and it’s survey results as well as updated the Board on the 2020 Summer Seminar, 

2021 Winter Seminar, and 2021 Summer Seminar. State Surveyor Casey Sherlock and SENSLA Affiliate Denny Whitfield each 

made a report. The following standing committees reported: Education, Historical, Legislative, Publications, Ethics and 

Standards, Public Relations, and NSPS. Old business consisted of discussing an MCC Foundation Scholarship. New business 

consisted of discussions concerning a COVID-19 Letter to Governor Ricketts and Review of the PSAN Constitution and By-laws. 

The next Board Meeting is scheduled for June 26, 2020. 

Summary of March 27, 2020 Board Meeting 
Subject to approval by the Board of Directors 
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Life Lessons in Surveying 
Article by Scott Martin— xyht.com — published May 7, 2020 

In my Field Notes installments the past few years, I have often 
written from personal experience, partly to share, but also to 
stimulate the thoughts and memories of our readers. This will be no 
different, except these are experiences that have extended to life, 
in general. 

Early in my career, well it was a summer job back then, I worked as 
a “grunt” on a field crew. We were conducting a boundary survey in 
a remote, heavily wooded area. The parcels were all at least 10 
acres, so many of the residences had years of accumulated “stuff” 
on the property. 

While doing recon of the first day, we came across an item on a 
property that just didn’t fit with the rest of the aged and rusting 
“stuff.” It was a fairly new car, nice and clean, tucked way back in 
the trees and brush. The tracks through the grass to where it sat 
were still very clear. It was a “car of interest,” for sure. The sage 
party chief took a few moments to look it over and documented the 
VIN in his field book, then we went on our way. That afternoon, on 
the way back to the office, we drove right by the local Highway 
Patrol office but the party chief didn’t stop. 

I was puzzled and asked him why he didn’t stop to report the car? 
He said, “Young man, we have a few days left to complete this job. 
If we report it now and it turns up stolen, the owner will know who 
turned him in. I don’t want a bullet for my noble efforts.”  

A few days later, when we had completed the boundary to the 
chief’s satisfaction, he stopped at the CHP office to report what we 
had found. Sure enough, the car had been reported as stolen from 
a city about 60 miles away less than two weeks prior. He provided 
the physical address and drew a map as to where the car could be 
found in the brush.  

Lesson learned – put self-preservation above civic duty. 

As a field person, we have all needed to interact with the public 
during the course of our jobs. Sometimes it is just a curious 
passerby or client. Other times, it is an angry or hostile neighbor. 
Interpersonal skills are very useful at times like these. Having 
worked for public agencies the last two-thirds of my career, it 
seems the opportunity to interact with angry folks was heightened. 
They didn’t much care for “We are from the government and here 
to help.” More like, the word government, or anything inferring it, 
incited some sort of pent up anger. Often it wasn’t even directed at 
the agency I worked for, and maybe not even the level of 
government I worked for.  

Rather than attempt to diffuse their tirade, I learned that it was 
best to simply let them vent and show them empathy, where 
appropriate. Once they had their say, many of them turned out to 
be very friendly, helpful people. They provided keys to gates, gave 
parol evidence on where corners could be found and even offered 
drinks or snacks. Once they knew we were simply there to do our 
job, and were not representing the people who had wronged them 
in the past, they were fine, for the most part. Here is a specific 
example. 

I was acting as the party chief for a government crew for a few 
weeks. We were asked to obtain some additional topographic data 
around an area where a tunnel adit was going to be drilled. The 
property was very rural with no permanent residence. I had never 
been there before. 

Upon arrival, I noted that it was double fenced, barbed wire and an 
electric fence, around the perimeter with livestock inside. We had a 
key to the gate and a signed right-of-entry form, but nobody 
answered the phone number listed on it. Cautious, I called the 
office 250 miles away asking for direction. I was told that nobody 
was ever there and to just go on in, if we could safely get past the 
fence. Okay. One of my crewmembers, while a workhorse, was also 
a bit on the crazy side. He decided to just touch the electric fence to 
see what would happen. Nothing. It wasn’t energized. 

The instrument control point was on a bluff above the adit location, 
so we hefted the gear over the fence and I started setting up. My 
crewmembers went to set the backsite on an adjacent control 
point, then would access through the gate. Within a few minutes 
my radio chirped and a panic-stricken crewmember was calling for 
help. They had been intercepted by a very large, angry man carrying 
a similarly large club.  

I quickly jumped the fence and got in my truck, not sure what I was 
going to do when I got there except strengthen our numbers and 
hope for the best. Sure enough, he was a big man in bib overalls 
wielding a tree branch. I quickly offered my card and the right-of-
entry form and explained, from a distance, who we were and why 
we were there. He slowly lowered the club and I could see the 
anger dissipating. He began to talk to us in a civil manner. 

It turns out that he had prize breeding stock hogs on the property 
and someone had recently shot one from the road and just left it. 
He had seen me starting 
to set up on the bluff and 
ran to his trailer to check 
his fence monitor, finding 
the fence was not 
working. He figured we 
had disabled it somehow, 
so he jumped in his truck, 
quickly finding my crew 
at his gate.  

Of course, it was easy to 
share empathy, and even 
our own anger over the 
shooting incident. I was 
glad it was a club and not 
a firearm, considering 
what had happened to 
him. He opened the gate 
and welcomed us onto 
the property.  

(Continued on page 11) 
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 Support PSAN Sustaining Members 

Klein Survey Systems 
1211 N. 10th Street 
Lincoln, NE 68508-1126 
Phone: 800-822-2711  
Website: www.kssinc.biz 
 

Seiler Instrument 
6522 So. 118th Street 
Omaha, NE 68137 
Phone: 402-651-9735 
Website: www.seilerinst.com 
E-mail: solutions@seilerinst.com 

A&D Technical Supply 
4320 S. 89th Street  
Omaha, NE 68127 
Phone: 402-592-4950 or 800-228-2753 (Omaha) 
Phone: 402-474-5454 or 855-780-7977 (Lincoln) 
Website: www.ADTechsupply.com 
  

Ellis Wheeler 
801 W 29th St 
Kearney, NE 68845 
Phone: 308-293-6065 
Website: www.elliswheeler.com 

Transit Works 
6000 S. 58th Street, Ste. A 
Lincoln, NE 68516 
Phone: 402-421-6100 
E-mail: transitworks@windstream.net 

Later in the day, while working around his barn and pens, we got a 
truck stuck in the mud next to his barn. The driver made HUGE ruts 
going in and trying to get out. We were horrified. From a distance he 
heard the truck revving and came to check it out. No club in hand 
this time. We were falling on ourselves apologizing for our stupidity 
and the damage it had caused. He just laughed like a big bear and 
said, “Boys, if you ain’t ever been stuck, you ain’t ever been 
anywhere.” He walked directly to his tractor and pulled us out, 
telling us not to worry about the ruts, he would fix them with his 
loader bucket.  

Lesson learned – stay calm, listen, be respectful, and you might just 
make a friend. Thank you, Lester Maddox. 

I like to think that much of who I am is a direct result of my 
experiences as a land surveyor. Now, if I could just learn how to 
effectively communicate with engineers. Guess I shouldn’t set the 
bar too high. 

(Continued from page 10) 

The Land Ordinance of 1785 was adopted by the United States Congress of the Confederation on May 20, 1785. It set up a standardized 
system whereby settlers could purchase title to farmland in the undeveloped west. Congress at the time did not have the power to raise 
revenue by direct taxation, so land sales provided an important revenue stream. The Ordinance set up a survey system that eventually 
covered over 3/4 of the area of the continental United States. 

The earlier Land Ordinance of 1784 was a resolution written by Thomas Jefferson calling for Congress to take action. The land west of the 
Appalachian Mountains, north of the Ohio River and east of the Mississippi River was to be divided into ten separate states. However, the 
1784 resolution did not define the mechanism by which the land would become states, or how the territories would be governed or settled 
before they became states. The Ordinance of 1785 put the 1784 resolution in operation by providing a mechanism for selling and settling 
the land, while the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 addressed political needs. 

Happy Birthday to the Land Ordinance of 1785 
Information copied from Wikipedia 
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PSAN 2020 Summer Seminar 

Friday, September 4, 2020 

A unique opportunity to participate in field surveying along the  
Nebraska-South Dakota boundary in a very scenic area of the state.  

Thursday, September 3rd 

6:00PM MT: BBQ Chicken Strips & 

Burgers at Westerner Motel gazebo 

 

Friday, September 4th 

7:30AM MT: Meet at Westerner Motel 

7:45AM MT: Carpool to field site 

8:15AM MT: Begin field activities 

12:00PM MT: Lunch at site 

1:00PM MT: Resume field activities 

3:30PM MT: Return to Chadron 

SEMINAR AGENDA 

Activities will include searching for over a dozen historical monuments, some of 
which date back nearly 140 years! The early surveyors we will be retracing are 
Chauncey Wiltse, Frank S. Wood, Joseph H. Jenkins, Charles H. Bates and George 
W. Bates. The primary focus will be excavating and remonumenting the stone at 
the Terminal Monument where the 103rd Meridian came down from the north 
to intersect the state line in 1892; a bottle with a note should still be buried at 
this location. 

We’ll then divide into groups and locate various mileposts and closing corner 
stones on the state line and along the west line of the Pine Ridge Indian 
Reservation. Locating these monuments will assist in properly resetting a large 
quartzite milepost that has been removed from its position. 

The location of Wiltse’s nearby Third Astronomical Station that assisted him to 
survey the state boundary will also be viewed. Although the field seminar 
location is remote, it is accessible by vehicle. 

Participants should dress and plan accordingly for field activities. If you are able, 
please bring your personal surveying equipment. This will allow us to better 
locate and measure between recovered monuments. 

A picnic lunch along with beverages will be available on site throughout the day.  

If inclement weather prevents access to the site, there will be an indoor 
presentation given in Chadron with details provided accordingly the day of the 
event. 

2020 Summer Seminar Hosts: 

Phil Curd & Jerry Penry 

Host Hotel 
Westerner Motel 

300 Oak Street #2248 
Chadron, NE 69337 

308.432.5577 
 

A limited number of rooms have been 
reserved until July 31st for PSAN attendees 



 

 

THE NEBRASKA SURVEYOR / Spring 2020   13 

P SA N  2 0 2 0  S u m m e r  S e m i n a r  R e g i s t r a t i o n  Fo r m  

Friday, September 4, 2020  

Register Online now at www.nebraskasurveyor.com OR 

complete this form today. 

 

NAME: ____________________________________________ 

ADDRESS: __________________________________________ 

CITY: _______________________ STATE: _____  ZIP: ________ 

PHONE #: __________________________________________ 

E-MAIL: ____________________________________________ 

Kick off your Labor Day Weekend at the Summer Seminar 

8 Possible Professional Development Hours 

 

Member Registration fee is $100 

Non-Member Registration fee is: $150 

Students: Free, but must still register 

Make checks payable to PSAN 

Registrations must be received by July  15, 2020 

 

Return this form along with payment to: 
PSAN, PO Box 83206, Lincoln, NE 68501 

This year’s summer conference will be held prior to Labor Day 
weekend to provide surveyors and their families an opportunity to 
combine it with an extended vacation to nearby sites or the Black 
Hills. 

Chadron has a large variety of attractions including the Museum of 
the Fur Trade, Toadstool Geologic Park, Hudson-Meng Education & 
Research Center (archaeological site), Fort Robinson, and scenic 
Chadron State Park. 

Chadron is located just 50 miles from the southern edge of the 
Black Hills which offers an endless variety of places to explore on 
this holiday weekend. 

The weekend of the conference is also the Northwest Nebraska 
Rock Club show in Crawford. This event offers all types of minerals, 
fossils, rocks, gems, and jewelry on display for trade and sell.  

Host Hotel 
Westerner Motel 

300 Oak Street #2248 
Chadron, NE 69337 

308.432.5577 
 

A limited number of rooms have been 
reserved until July 31st for PSAN attendees 

PSAN 2020 Summer Seminar 

Friday, September 4, 2020 
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The Land Surveyor’s Guide to the Supreme Court of Nebraska 

Chapter 56 – Krimlofski v Matters (1963) 

Our next featured case may well be ranked among the most significant riparian cases of the middle portion of the twentieth century, particularly with 
respect to the great clarity and completeness of the evidence, which is clearly attributable to the diligence, foresight and thoughtfulness of one unusually 
astute young man, who inspired by his wife, set out to create his own private nature preserve. The saga which unfolds here, involving the case of Burket v 
Krimlofski (1957) as well as the 1963 case named above, elevates Krimlofski to heroic status, alongside just a handful of others, such as Stricklett, McBride, 
and Kinkead, all featured earlier herein, whose historic legal battles contributed greatly to the judicial establishment of major principles of riparian law in 
Nebraska. Riparian disputes were coming quite rapidly to the Court at this time, but among the many similar cases of this very busy era, this one best 
illustrates the enormous value of powerful and convincing evidence, as the prevailing party brings forth an array of evidence that is among the most 
impressive ever presented in Nebraska, making it difficult to imagine a more well organized and effective effort to establish riparian land rights. While our 
previous case showed what can happen when hunting is ignored, the case we are about to review shows what can happen when an occupant actually does 
force all hunters off his island, demonstrating that disuse of land by others, when rigorously enforced, can be just as effective as actual use by the adverse 
possessor, because nothing signifies a claim of ownership more clearly than ousting all intruders. The lack of clarity generally surrounding the origin of 
most islands makes the use of adverse possession to secure island titles a highly attractive option, in the eyes of the Court, as we have already repeatedly 
observed, and as we will see again moving forward, but in this instance, no such lack of evidence appears, and the ultimate result is based upon truly 
superior documentation. In addition, an island itself can be viewed and treated as a natural monument, having well defined natural boundaries, which is an 
important concept to understand, because it dictates that all accretion enlarging an island is part of the island, even though it formed within an area that is 
ostensibly owned by another party, who holds the nominal title to that area. This in turn, makes appreciating the significance of the thalweg boundary 
concept vital, as the controlling factor making the land which emerges all around an island part of the island, essentially isolated from the title to the 
general area in which the island happens to reside, since the natural boundary of the island is quite logically not merely the visible edge of the island, but 
the flowline of each adjoining channel. This set of twin cases presents a long and detailed storyline, but the diligent reader will be well rewarded with one 
of the most fascinating riparian episodes ever documented, which friends of Ducks Unlimited will be likely to especially appreciate. 

1857 – The GLO platted a certain township, depicting a portion of the border between Iowa and the Nebraska Territory. The Missouri River 
formed the eastern boundary of this township, running southward along the eastern edge of Sections 9, 16 & 21, before turning hard to the east, 
taking it along the south line of Section 22. Just one mile after making this easterly bend, the river plunged southward again, along the east side 
of Section 27. Upon reaching the southeast corner of Section 27, the river then turned again and ran southwest for about half a mile, before 
turning to the south, and proceeding to exit the township, upon crossing the south line of Section 34. The river thus essentially bulged to the 
east, making an oxbow loop around Section 27, which amounted to a peninsula protruding toward Iowa, and the last described bend, in this 
sequence of river bends, situated in the NW1/4 of Section 34, was destined to become a scene of controversy, precisely 100 years later. No 
islands were platted by the GLO in this area, but 4 typical riparian lots were created in this particular Section 34 at this time, all fronting upon the 
west bank of the river, Lot 1 being in the northwest corner of that section, and Lot 4 being in the southwest corner thereof.  

1858 to 1902 – Nothing is known about either the movements of the river, or the use of the land in this vicinity, during this period. This area was 
evidently settled in the usual manner, most of the platted tracts were patented into private ownership, and there is no indication that any 
significant changes in the course of the river took place during this time. 

1903 – Lot 1 in Section 34 was patented to an unknown party, and it was described in the patent as containing 34.2 acres, per the 1857 plat, but 
how Lot 1 was used by the patentee is unknown. 

1904 to 1909 – At an unspecified time during this period, the river apparently cut through the neck of the oxbow bend described above, so 
instead of flowing through the easterly loop around Section 27, the river ran directly southward through the west half of that section, before 
rejoining it's historical bed in the NW1/4 of Section 34. As it came crashing through from the north, the river washed away nearly all of Lot 1 in 
Section 34. Whether or not any buildings on Lot 1 were thereby destroyed, and whether or not any buildings remained in the small western 
portion of that lot which was spared by the river, are both unknown, but this development evidently caused the patentee of Lot 1 to decide to 
sell what remained of his lot and depart.   

1910 to 1911 – Lot 1 was sold twice during this period to unknown parties, but both deeds described it as containing only 9 acres, rather than 
34.2 acres, indicating that only the portion of that lot lying along the west line of Section 34 remained intact at this time, the easterly 25 acres of 
the lot, as originally platted, had been submerged by the river. Whether or not either of these owners of Lot 1 ever made any actual use of their 
property in Section 34 is unknown, it may well have simply remained entirely vacant. 

1912 – Who owned the other land in Section 34 at this time is unknown, but Krimlofski, who was still just a boy, began to explore and become 
familiar with this area, frequently hunting and fishing along the west bank of the river in Section 34, although there is no indication that 
Krimlofski's family ever owned any land lying anywhere along the river.  

1913 to 1922 – During this period Krimlofski became acquainted with Snodderly, an old man who was residing upon Lot 2 in Section 34, directly 
south of Lot 1, presumably as a result of Krimlofski's exploits on or near Snodderly's land, and they became friends. How or when Snodderly 
acquired Lot 2 is unknown, but that lot contained 19.6 acres, as platted in 1857, and it was apparently undamaged by the aforementioned 
relocation of the portion of the river lying just to the north. By the end of this period, Krimlofski was using Snodderly's boat dock on a regular 
basis, as the launching point for his activities upon the river.  

1923 to 1925 – A sandbar began to protrude from the riverbed, about 200 feet east of the portion of the Nebraska bank owned by Snodderly, 
and Krimlofski began visiting the sandbar, closely observing it's steady growth and expansion. Krimlofski had evidently reached adulthood by this 
time, and by the end of this time period he was married. His wife was apparently a naturalist, much like Krimlofski himself, and she joined him in 

(Continued on page 15) 
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his activities, supporting and encouraging his interest in the development of the sandbar.    

1926 – A road ran along the river through Snodderly's property, and since he apparently seldom went down to the river anymore, he verbally 
granted the strip of land lying between the river and the road to Krimlofski.    

1927 to 1931 – Jacobus acquired Lot 1, but apparently made no actual use of it, so it remained wild and unused land. Also during this period, the 
sandbar rapidly grew, stretching out to the north and the south, parallel with the bank of the river, and it began to sprout willows, soon taking on 
the appearance of an island, so Krimlofski built some duck blinds on it. Other people occasionally came to the island, to hunt or fish, but the 
Krimlofskis informed them that they owned the island, and they did not allow anyone else to make any use of it. Snodderly and Krimlofski 
remained close friends during these years, but at the end of this period Snodderly's house burned down, and he died shortly thereafter. The 
property taxes on Lot 2 then went unpaid, and Krimlofski purchased Lot 2, by simply paying the delinquent taxes. Whether or not Krimlofski ever 
obtained a tax deed covering this tract is unknown, but no one ever challenged his ownership of the platted portion of Lot 2.  

1932 – Burket acquired Lot 3 in Section 34, directly south of Lot 2. How Burket used his land, if he used it all, is unknown, but by this time the 
island had extended southward far enough that a substantial portion of it was situated within the nominal boundaries of the riverbed portion of 
Lot 3. The island had expanded northward as well however, so a substantial portion of it also extended into the area that had once been the 
easterly 25 acres of the upland comprising Lot 1.    

1933 to 1936 – The Krimlofskis decided to turn the island into a wildlife sanctuary, so they stopped hunting on the island themselves, and they 
continued to actively prevent others from using the island for hunting or for any other purpose. On a few occasions, they discovered duck blinds 
which had been built on the island by others without their knowledge, and they dismantled them. Where the Krimlofskis actually lived is 
unknown, but they tended to the island on a frequent basis, often enough to closely monitor and control all activity on the island. During this 
period the Krimlofskis also built a cabin on the island and they and their children began using the area for various recreational activities. Near the 
end of this period the Corps of Engineers installed revetments in unspecified locations along the banks of the river, at certain points upstream 
from the island, which had the effect of increasing the river's flow east of the island, while reducing the flow through the smaller westerly river 
channel.  

1937 to 1948 – The Krimlofskis continued to utilize and guard the entire island throughout this period, vigilantly protecting it from all those who 
sought to make any use of it, as it steadily expanded in both length and width. Although the island's exact dimensions are unknown, it had grown 
to well over half a mile in length and several hundred feet in width. Krimlofski took many pictures of the island from various viewpoints as it 
increased in size, documenting both the island's growth and the gradual disappearance of the west channel, which by the end of this period had 
finally gone dry. The extinct channel had evidently been deepest along its western edge, so the final stream of water to pass through the channel 
before it vanished flowed about 200 feet west of the original western edge of the island, very close to the originally meandered west bank. By 
the time the west channel ceased to exist at the end of this period, the island stretched southward beyond the south end of Burket's property, so 
after the island became fused to the shore, Burket could no longer access the water at all, without crossing the land which comprised the former 
island.    

1949 – Jacobus conveyed Lot 1 to Uerling, but Uerling was apparently a newcomer to the area, who had never seen the west channel, so she 
simply assumed that she had acquired all of the land that she could see lying west of the river, when she looked eastward while standing at the 
west edge of Lot 1. which was about 80 acres.   

1950 to 1954 – The Krimlofskis continued to occupy and patrol the former island area just as they always had, after it merged with the west 
bank, while the adjoining properties of Burket and Uerling apparently stood substantially unused, so for a few years no friction developed 
between these parties. At the end of this period however, Krimlofski fenced the former island, leading Burket to file an action against him, 
seeking to quiet title to the portion of the former island lying within the platted northerly and southerly lines of his Lot 3.   

1955 to 1956 – Shortly after Burket observed the south end of Krimlofski's fence, Uerling took notice of the northerly part of it, and she 
responded by having the portion of the fenced area lying north of the south line of Lot 1 surveyed. Once Uerling obtained a legal description of 
the surveyed area, she went back to Jacobus, her grantor, and demanded another deed from Jacobus, expressly conveying the surveyed area to 
Uerling. Jacobus complied with this request, whereupon Uerling, confident that the northerly portion of the former island belonged to her, 
proceeded to have the surveyed area bulldozed, deliberately destroying the northern portion of Krimlofski's fence. Krimlofski responded to this 
invasion by obtaining a survey of his own, covering the entirety of the former island, which he then employed in filing an action against all of the 
adjoining land owners, including Matters, Uerling and an unspecified number of others, seeking to quiet his title to the entire island. Krimlofski's 
surveyor appears to have recognized that Krimlofski had a valid claim, based on the existence of the defunct but still clearly visible west channel, 
and provided him with an accurate legal description of the island, bounded on the west by the final flowline of the former channel, along the old 
west river bank, which was presumably where Krimlofski had placed his fence, fully outlining all of the acreage that was legitimately part of the 
island. The case of Burket v Krimlofski was decided in Burket's favor however, leading Krimlofski to appeal, thereby bringing this scenario to the 
attention of the Court for the first time.     

1957 – The Court reversed the lower court ruling in the Burket case, finding that Krimlofski had successfully completed adverse possession of the 
area comprising the southern part of the former island, leaving Burket landlocked by Krimlofski's fence, so Burket's tract was no longer riparian, 
and he would need to acquire an easement to cross Krimlofski's land, if Burket wanted to have access to the river once again. The climactic battle 
remained ahead however, since Krimlofski still needed to silence all other potential claims to his land, in order to secure his title to the whole 
former island, so the second case still had to play out, in order to decisively conclude this controversy and determine the fate of Krimlofski's 
waterfowl refuge. 

Krimlofski argued that all of the land east of the remnant of the westerly river channel, known as "the chute", had formed as a single island, and that island 
had begun as a sandbar lying within Lot 2, which was owned by him, so all of the subsequent expansion of the island amounted to accretion or reliction, 

(Continued from page 14) 
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which became part of the island as it formed, therefore all of the land between the deceased channel and the river belonged to him. Krimlofski further 
argued that the fact that the island had expanded into adjoining areas that were platted as other riparian lots was immaterial, because artificial boundaries 
do not stop or prevent the progress of natural ambulatory boundaries forming through accretion or reliction, so the whole island was still legally part of his 
platted lot, regardless of how far it had extended itself or how many platted lines it had crossed. Krimlofski also maintained that the boundaries of the 
island were legally defined by the threads of the river channels between which it formed, therefore when the west channel went dry, the final flowline of 
the west channel, as opposed to the horizontally measured centerline of that channel, had become a permanent boundary of the island tract, so his west 
boundary was the line of the final flow along the west bank, as indicated by his survey. Matters and all other nearby land owners wisely either declined to 
fight Krimlofski at all, or they dropped out of the litigation before it reached the Court, tacitly acknowledging Krimlofski's ownership of the land being 
claimed by him, but Uerling stubbornly refused to concede anything to Krimlofski, so she found herself engaging him in litigation alone. Uerling argued 
simply that she had acquired all of Lot 1, just as it had been originally platted, so she was the owner of any and all land lying west of the river's location, at 
the time when she made her acquisitions, between the north and south platted lines of Lot 1, which included the area that was surveyed for her in 1955, 
thereby challenging Krimlofski to prove either that the area at issue was not part of Lot 1, or that he had adversely possessed that area. The trial court, 
undoubtedly cognizant of the Court's 1957 decision in the Burket case, ruled in favor of Krimlofski, quieting his title to all of the land claimed by him lying 
within the platted boundaries of Lot 1, nullifying Uerling's second deed from Jacobus and her survey, leaving her with only the west 9 acres of Lot 1, and 
without access to the river, which was precisely the same fate that had befallen Burket.       

It was the magnificent and utterly overwhelming graphic evidence of the island's development, presented by Krimlofski and his surveyor, that clinched this 
victory for him, his evidence was strong enough to silence anyone who dared to challenge his knowledge of the island, which he had personally observed 
from the point in time when it first emerged from the river. Avulsion was not a factor in this conflict, aside from the fact that avulsive events which took 
place before Krimlofski's arrival in the area may well have set the stage for the formation of his island, all of the litigants apparently agreed that the island 
had formed in the typical natural manner, through the combined processes of accretion and reliction. Krimlofski's documentation, which even included 
historical depth soundings, along with extensive photographic evidence, was so comprehensive as to be truly unassailable, it conclusively proved that all of 
the land he was claiming had formed as an island, and that he had maintained full dominion over all of that land for decades. The Court was duly 
impressed and made reference to many of the most valuable items that he had presented, before enumerating the riparian principles that controlled the 
outcome. Uerling by contrast, made the classic mistake made by so many grantees, she had failed to verify exactly what she was buying in 1949. Ignorant 
of the history of the area, she foolishly purchased Lot 1 on the bare presumption that it had expanded as the river receded eastward, without realizing that 
most of the land within the platted boundaries of Lot 1, by that point in time, was not actually part of Lot 1, and was of no benefit to her. In fact, the 
monstrous island had completely sealed her tract off from the water, just as it had done to Burket's tract, since the vacated western river channel was the 
legal equivalent of a riverbed abandoned during an act of avulsion, and thus constituted a genuine boundary. Both Uerling and Burket made the same 
serious mistake, assuming that because their tracts had been originally connected to the river, they could never be legally cut off from the river, failing to 
recognize the power of title to a growing island. The result of Krimlofski's use of the unplatted island, meeting the requirements of adverse possession, the 
Court indicated, was the creation of a new original boundary, quite logically formed by the thread of each channel around the island, which just like any 
other distinct unit of riparian land, extended beneath the surrounding water to the flowline in every direction, from the moment Krimlofski established his 
ownership of the island, by 1936 if not earlier. The growth of an island, resulting in a merger with the shore, when title to the shore is in another party, 
operates as an exception to the "once riparian, always riparian" rule, the Court pointed out, equivalent in legal effect to avulsion, thus the existing 
boundaries of the island are thereby preserved rather than destroyed. While making reference to the relevant legal precedents, exemplified as we have 
seen in the adjudication of comparable disputes, such as the 1936 Higgins case and the 1957 James case, and quite notably adopting the "line of contact" 
definition of riparian boundaries, in preference to the term "thalweg", the Court fully upheld the lower court ruling: 

“(From the 1957 decision) This island first appeared as a sandbar ... (The Krimlofskis) conceived the idea of making a wildlife sanctuary of it. They 
put up "No Trespassing", "No Hunting" and similar signs. Whenever others came upon it they claimed ownership of it, ordered them off, and 
made their control effective. When others built hunting blinds on the island they destroyed them. In later years, they policed the property ... 
accretions to an island so held and occupied for more than the statutory period belong to the owner of the island, and not to the riparian owner 
to whom the island, or a part of it, would otherwise belong ... it is clear that an island formed in the river ... accretions began to form on the 
island and over the years it's boundaries were extended ... finally the chute became dry land ... the accretion land east of the chute attached to, 
and became a part of, the island ... the Supreme Court of North Dakota recently stated the applicable rule ... each owns the accretions to the line 
of contact ... the accretion land here involved ... lies east of the thread of the chute channel ... as it existed before it became dry land by reliction 
... (Burket's) land, although once riparian, is no longer riparian ... land that was once riparian, by natural forces, became non-riparian ... when the 
flow was lost, the riparian rights were lost with it. (Then continuing in 1963) Uerling ... claimed the premises as ... Lot 1 on the west bank of the 
river and accretion thereto ... a surveyor who testified for the plaintiff introduced more than 55 maps ... these show the island and it's growth 
and acceleration after the time the revetments were built in 1936. Aerial photographs were likewise introduced that tend to show this also ... 
defendant's abstract of title ... describes Lot 1 as 9 acres more or less ... most of Lot 1 was considered by the grantors to be washed away ... 
Jacobus placed no buildings, improvements or fences on the premises ... she viewed it from the road only as she drove past it on two or three 
occasions ... defendant's predecessor in title was not even conscious of the existence of extensive accretion ... where accretions to the island and 
to the mainland eventually meet, the owner of each owns the accretions to the line of contact ... the land between the island and the chute was 
accretion land, attached to the island and not the mainland.” 

Krimlofski did everything right, his only error was his apparent failure to obtain a tax deed when he paid for Lot 2, which brought adverse possession into 
play, aside from that he made no mistakes and demonstrated superb judgment in all of his actions over the decades, thereby establishing a precious and 
valuable riverine haven for the waterfowl of the central flyway. In resolving this controversy, the Court confirmed that the protection of an island as a 
sanctuary supports adverse possession, since any acts of dominion, such as preventing all use of land by others, fully satisfies the open notice principle, 
which forms the fundamental core element of adverse possession. In addition, the Court reiterated the important concept that grafting an island to a river 
bank cuts off the riparian bank owner from the water, while emphasizing the especially crucial concept that the "line of contact" formed by the flowline at 

(Continued from page 15) 

(Continued on page 17) 



 

 

THE NEBRASKA SURVEYOR / Spring 2020   17 

any given point in time, also known as the thread or thalweg, is always the true boundary of any riparian tract in Nebraska, even along the Missouri, due to 
the absence of title navigability. Not long after finally bringing complete repose to Krimlofski's island, the Court was confronted with yet another 
noteworthy riparian conflict, in the case of Mitchell v Beermann (1963) which highlights the heavy burden of proof resting upon any party who elects to 
assert that all of the land and the title held by another party has been destroyed, by means of total submergence. In that case, a tiny 1.5 acre riparian lot, 
platted by the GLO, just 2 miles southeast of Harney City, proved to be the focal point of the contention. In 1858, the river ran southward into the NW1/4 
of a certain Section 35, before veering westward across the section line, and the northwest section corner fell less than 2 chains west of the west bank, so a 
small sliver shaped lot was created in the northwest corner of that section. Mitchell acquired this lot consisting of vacant land in 1931, but even if it really 
still existed, assuming that it had in fact been spared by the river for over 7 decades, Mitchell never made any actual use of it. In 1942, Beermann acquired 
the adjoining land in Section 34, and when building his fence along the north line of that section Beermann ran it all the way east to the river, apparently 
thinking that all of the river frontage which he had thus fenced was part of his section, unaware that the tiny lot existed. In 1955, Beermann began planting 
crops all the way down to the edge of the river, unknowingly cultivating the entire abutting lot, provided that it was truly still unsubmerged. At an 
unspecified date however, presumably around 1960, Mitchell appeared and informed Beermann that his lot still existed, adjoining the northeast corner of 
the Beermann tract, but Beermann rejected this suggestion, forcing Mitchell to file an action against him, seeking to quiet Mitchell's title to the platted lot. 
How either man knew where this lot was actually located is unknown, since there was no evidence that any surveys were done, and no evidence that any 
monuments were ever found. Beermann maintained that the Mitchell lot had been entirely eroded away at some unknown point in time, and no longer 
existed at all, having been fully submerged in the river, so any land that might lay east of the section line was accretion belonging to him. The trial court 
agreed with Beermann and dismissed Mitchell's claim, but the Court held that even after the passage of a full century, it could not be merely presumed 
that the 1.5 acre lot had ever been destroyed by the river. The complete submergence of the tiny lot had to be positively proven through substantial 
evidence, which Beermann had failed to provide, so the Court reversed the lower court decision, quieting title in Mitchell as he had requested. Beermann, 
just like Krimlofski, was correct in his knowledge of the law, the difference in their results however, was due to the fact that Beermann neglected to 
present any definitive evidence, quite unlike Krimlofski, who presented such outstanding evidence as to make it impossible for the Court to deny the 
validity of his title to his island.        

This article represents a portion of a book written in 2013 for professional land surveyors, the complete book is available from the Nebraska State Historical 
Society Library or free of charge upon request directly from the author (bportwood@mindspring.com). 
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The goal is to keep the website updated with information that’s important to you! The website is also location for announcements and 
important information. 
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First Known Nebraska Survey 
Submitted by Jerry Hain 

In 1837 the Reverend Isaac C. McCoy, a Baptist Missionary accomplished the first known survey in the Indian 
Territory, later to be the Nebraska Territory. The survey was accomplished for what was to be called the 
“Half Breed Tract”.  It was an accepted custom for many early fur traders to marry into Indian tribes. With 
the Omaha and Osage tribes being a paternal society, children of mixed race with white fathers, had no 
place in their tribes.  An Indian woman with a French-Canadian husband and their children were protected 
by the tribe but their descendants were not considered members of the tribe, as children with white fathers 
were considered “white”. With these rules of descent and tribal membership, along with discrimination from 
European Americans, many of these children and descendants had no place in society.  

The U.S. Government recognized the problem of the half breed descendants not being identified with their 
tribes. On July 15, 1830 the Nemaha Half-Breed Reservation was established with the signing of the Treaty of 
Prairie du Chein. This treaty established a homeland for mixed ancestry tribal members. The Native 
American Nations signing the treaty were the Otoe-Missourias, Omahas, Iowas and the Santees and 
Yanktons of the Sioux Nation. The treaty established a tract of land west of the Missouri river extending west 
to the Great Nemaha and Little Nemaha Rivers containing 138,000 acres, which is now southeastern 
Nebraska.  This land belonged to the Otoe, and the government secured an agreement with the other tribes 

to pay the Otoe tribe $3000 for the right of their 
half breeds to live on the reservation. Originally 
these lands were to be held in common among the 
tribes. Later in 1860 U.S. President Lincoln assigned individual tracts to owners. 
This was a first in American history for American Indians to hold land in this way.  

McCoy surveyed the land and put the western boundary eight miles west of the 
Missouri river instead of the ten miles as per the treaty. By 1833 nearly 200 mixed 
bloods lived on the designated lands. Congress did not fully authorize the 
reservation until 1854. As the land was surveyed 8 miles west instead of the 10 
miles west as per the treaty, many problems were encountered with white settlers 
in the western area of the tract. In 1854 the line was resurveyed by the 
government to correct the west boundary.  

The list of potential eligible people had grown to 445 by 1858. By then squatters 
had occupied about half of the land. They were evicted by the government. There 
were so 

many claimants of mixed blood that each individual was only to 
receive 320 acres instead of the 640 acres provided for in the 
treaty. There were 389 individuals that received a patent for a part 
of the land. Finalized on September 10, 1860 individuals only 
received 314 acres. 

The reservation was disbanded in 1861 as a legal entity. Many of 
the owners never lived on the land they were allotted and were 
not required to do so. To get control of some of the property some 
white men married native women.  By 1870 very few of the mixed 
blood individuals remained on their lands and most of the lands of 
the Half Breed Tract were taken over by white settlers.  

Some of the descendants of the fur traders and the mixed blood 
families still live in the area. Today one of the survey lines still 
exists along the road known as “Half Breed Drive”.  A Historical 
marker stands along Nebraska Highway #136 east of Auburn 
Nebraska near the location of the tract. 

 

**References and pictures courtesy of the Nebraska State 
Historical Society. 
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All correspondence to:  

Professional Surveyors Association of Nebraska                                            

P.O. Box 83206                                                    

Lincoln, NE 68501 
 

Phone:  402-432-3444                                                      

Email:   PSAN@nebraskasurveyor.com 

 

ADDRESS SERVICE REQUESTED 

PRSRT STD 

U.S.Postage 

PAID 

Henderson, NE 

Permit No. 6 

Serving the Surveying Profession Since 1964. 

SPRING 2020 

PSAN Board Meeting 
June 26, 2020 

10:00am—3:00pm 
Conference Call 

 
2020 Summer Seminar 

September 4, 2020 
Hosts: Phil Curd & Jerry Penry 

Chadron, Nebraska 
 

PSAN Board Meeting 
September 25, 2020 
10:00am—3:00pm 
Grand Island, NE 

 

PSAN Board Meeting 
December 4, 2020 
10:00am—3:00pm 

Conference Call 
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