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and this relationsh ip  would no doubt 
have m any draw backs, but on the other 
hand m ay also produce a stron ger, 
m ore  definite basis fo r  m any re sp o n s 
ible people wo would enter the su rvey 
ing fie ld  but who cannot "go  all the w ay". 
We can 't a ll be D o c to rs , but a llD octo rs  
would p re fer  N urses with the ba ck 

ground and training which would be o f 
m axim um  assistance to them .

Editor’ s  Nate: Ontario Land Surveyor;; or members 
o f the Association o f  Survey Technicians desiring 
further information are urged to get ir; touch with 
Mr. Ray Lawson, Provincial Institute o f Trades,
21 Nassau Street, Toronto, or Mr. J. Larke, O .L .S. 
9 Aylesford Drive, Toronto, 13.

"M ETES AND BOUNDS" IN THE CASE OF THE QUEEN VS. FLORENCE CRAWFORD

By Richard F. Dore, O .L .S.

Ruling That E xpropriation  Invalid May Have F a r-R each in g  E ffects

Su rveyors are fa m ilia r with the 
p ro ce ss  of describ in g  p rop erty  by 
m etes and bounds but Section  9 of The 
E xpropriation  A ct, R . S„ C. 1952, 
Chapter 106, req u ires  that "lands taken 
fo r  the use of His M ajesty  shall be laid 
o ff by m etes and bounds. "

A judgm ent handed down by the P r e 
sident of the E xchequer Court of Can
ada on N ovem ber 12th, 1959, in the 
ca se  of The Queen v s . F lo ren ce  C raw 
ford  has ruled that the expropriation  of 
M rs . C raw ford 's  fa rm  was invalid b e 
cause it had not been thus laid o ff. T he 
C raw ford  p roperty  was expropriated  
in the sam e m anner as hundreds and 
perhaps thousands of other p rop erties  
have been taken, so that this judgm ent 
could have fa r -rea ch in g  e ffe cts  if up
held . It is being appealed to the Sup
rem e Court of Canada.

The C raw ford  farm  was one of m any 
p rop erties  included in the expropriation  
w hich em braced  som e eight (8) whole 
G lou cester  Tow nship lots and parts of 
tw enty-five (25) oth ers, com p risin g  an 
area  of about five and on e-h a lf (5 -1 /2 ) 
square m iles  on the sou th -eastern  out
sk irts of Ottawa, It was e ffected  by the 
reg istra tion  of a plan and d escrip tion  
in the C arleton County R eg istry  O ffice  
on N ovem ber 3rd , 1947, as Number 
44101. The plan showed a portion  of 
the Township with the requ ired  lands 
tinted RED. T here w ere no d im ensions

on the plan and the p rop erties  of ind i
vidual ow ners w ere not shown. The 
d escrip tion  was in the fo rm  that su r 
v ey ors  gen era lly  re fe r  to  as a m etes 
and bounds d escrip tion . It com m enced  
at the N orth -E ast Angle of Lot " A " ,  
C on cession  " V " ,  R ideau F ron t, and 
thence w esterly  along the north lim it 
o f the said Lot "A "  and so on, around 
the whole area  without d escrib in g  each 
ind iv idual's p rop erty . The coux-t found 
as a fact that no fie ld  w ork was done.

It was the opinion of the court that 
"the laying o ff of lands by m etes and 
bounds m eans the p h ysica l art of la y 
ing off of the land on the ground and the 
placing of m onum ents or m arks at the 
co rn e rs  of the land so that it can be 
p h y sica lly  identified . " The court 
found in favour of the suppliant because 
neither her land nor the lands in which 
it was included had been laid off by 
m etes and bounds.

It is interesting to note, how ever, 
that one of the reason s fo r  judgm ent 
was that it would make it incum bent on 
the A ttorn ey-G en era l of Canada to 
appeal the case to the Supreme Court 
of Canada, whose d ecis ion  would 
fin a lly  settle the m atter. P roceed in gs  
fo r  launching the appeal have a lready 
been started.

Ottawa, Ontario 
D ecem ber 28, 1959.


