
graduated Ontario Land S u rveyors , e sp ecia lly  to M rs c L orra in e Setter ington .
This charm ing young woman has the distinction  of being our very  fir s t  lady 
Land S u rveyor, who not only passed  with flying co lou rs  , but topped the class 
in the bargain .

It has been m y p leasure in recen t months to rep resen t the A ssocia tion  
at the Annual M eetings of both the A lberta  and the Quebec m eeting at Mont 
G abriel de P iedm ont. The settings in both cases w ere m agnificent and the 
hospitality without equal.

Perhaps our A ssocia tion  would be w ell advised to re -co n s id e r  
m eeting dates and our Mch o is ir  de lo ca le "  . It has been m y observation  that 
onefs constitution seem s to handle the Socia l A ctiv ities m ore  ea sily  in a lodge 
type of environm ent, where fresh  air and scen ery  are abundant as opposed to 
three or four days confined to a downtown H otel.

F rom  m y conversations with Surveyors a cro ss  the P rov in ce  I 
gather that everyone is having a bum per y e a r , the only com plaint being 
the sca rc ity  o f qualified Surveyors and experienced  T ech n ician s.

The Board of E xam iners has been swam ped with a deluge of in 
quiries from  people d esirous o f becom ing Land Surveyors , but whose A cadem ic 
qualifications are not strictly  in line with our requirem ents . Many of these 
men have been in form ed that their training and experience is acceptable and 
it is hoped that our m em bers w ill see fit to consider accepting them as 
A pprentice Surveyors .

Once again I would rem ind you that the 1970 Annual M eeting is in 
W indsor, on F ebruary  9th, 10th and 11th, next.

N eil S im pson, P residen t
-ol_s-

SPECIAL ARTICLE

REFERENCE PLANS UNDER THE REGISTRY ACT
by J.G. O'Grady*

At the last C onference in London, in May 1965, one of the speakers was M r. 
R .E . P riddle , A ssistant Inspector of Legal O ffice s , who spoke on plans and d e s c r ip 
tions under the R egistry  A ct , with particu lar re feren ce  to the regulation under that 
Act that cam e into fo rce  on the 1st of July 1964. Much of the d iscu ssion  was centred  
around the m ethods of preparing descrip tions and in particu lar to Sec. 7 of the Regu
lation which introduced to The R egistry  A ct the m ethod of describ in g  land by re feren ce  
to a plan attached to an Instrum ent.

The 1964 Regulation was a lm ost im possib le  to im plem ent because: (a) The Plan 
was very  lim ited  in size ; (b) The Plan could only re fe r  to the lands in the docum ent to 
which it was attached; (c) The Plan was not a plan of subd ivision . A plan of subdivision 
is defined in the A ct as being a p lan , by which the owner of land divides the land into 
areas designated on the plan. A ccord in g ly  every  plan of survey which divides a p a rce l 
of land into two or m ore areas could com e within the definition of a plan of subdivision .

* Mr. J.G. O'Grady, Solicitor, of the firm of Jeffery, Brown, Beattie and Gunn, London, Ont., presented this paper 
at the Land Transfer Conference held hy the South Western Group of OLS last falL The Theme of the Conference 
was "M.utual Problems of Surveyors, Registrars and Solicitors” . We thank Mr. C. B. Chapman, Secretary-Treasurer 
of the Group for submitting Mr. O'Grady's paper for publication in "The Ontario Land Surveyor" . - The Editor.
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Whether those d iscu ssion s in 1965 were of any value or not, only h istory  could 
tell. S ec. 7, as it was then w ritten , was a lm ost im possib le  to u tilize . Perhaps it w as, 
and I fee l it was , the resu lt of that C onference and the e fforts put forth  by your A s s o c 
iation that resu lted  in a com plete revam ping of the Regulation.

The introduction of Regulation 139/67 did not im prove the situation except that 
the p rov is ion  about not being a plan of subdivision was dropped and the Regulation a lso 
provided for the deposit of the orig in al plan under Part II of the A ct and fir s t  made r e f 
erence to R eferen ce Plans or !,R,f p lan s. At that time you could only show on the plan 
the lands being dealt with one severen ce  of land at a tim e .

Amendm ent 179/68 e ffective  July 1, 1968, com pletely  revam ped the m ethod of 
describ ing lands in accord an ce  with a plan and introduced descrip tion  re feren ce  plans 
to the R egistry  system . It is to this m ethod of describ in g  lands that I w ill d irect my 
rem arks .

Any re feren ce  h erea fter to the Regulation w ill be re fe rra b le  to Regulation 139/67 
as am ended, with the last amendment being Regulation 179/68 which cam e into fo rce  on 
the 1st of July 1968.

The ancient p rin cip le  o f graphic d escrip tion s can be traced  back in Ontario to 
the firs t  Crown Patent in Book "A 11, dated May 27, 1797* There the p rin cip le  was e s t 
ablished of d escrib in g  a p a rce l of land as a geographic entity based  on an o ffic ia l p lan, 
p repared  under com petent authority and record ed  in the public o f f ic e . The prin cip le  
is exact and free  from  all am biguity.

With the advent ot the R egistry  A ct in 1795, the p roced u re  of graphic d e s c r ip 
tions have the advantage of d ivorcing  the land in question fro m  the orig in al tract of land 
and creating a new geographic entity, i . e .  Lot 1, Plan 740. The orig in al plans are a 
m atter of public re co rd  and are kept in a public o f f ic e . Unfortunately the graphic d e s 
cription  has over the years  som ewhat becom e connected to planning of new subdivisions 
of land. The m etes and bounds descrip tion  has been used fo r  a lm ost a ll other sev er - 
ences. Some descrip tion s how ever do re fle c t  the use of a plan by using expression s 
therein such as "to  a p ost11 , " to  an iron  bar" , or "being the lands outlined in red  on a 
survey attach ed", others do not.

The d escrip tion  re fe ren ce  plan is one further extension in the use o f graphic 
d escr ip tion s . To avoid confusion  with the orig in al system , the geographic divisions 
created  by the descrip tion  re fe ren ce  plan are re fe rre d  to as "P A R T S " and is provided  
for in S ec. 7(3) of the R egulation. Further to avoid confusion with plan n u m bers, the 
w ord " r e fe r e n c e "  has been abbreviated to the letter "R "  and is p reced ed  with an addi
tional letter or letters , so as to distinguish the reg istry  d iv ision  in which the re feren ce  
plan has been deposited . This is p rov ided  for  under Sub-clause "A "  of Subsec. 8 of 
S ec. 7 r e fe r r e d  to p rev iou s ly .

S ec. 2 of the Regulation prov ides that S ec . 7 and S ecs . 9 to 36, both in clu sive , 
apply to re fe ren ce  p la n s. S ec. 7 is the p rin cipa l section  dealing with re feren ce  plans , 
whereas S e cs . 9 to 36, both in c lu s iv e , deal with surveys and p lan s, standards of su rv 
eys and preparation  ot p lan s. The use here oi the w ord "P L A N " is re fe rra b le  to the 
plan prepared  by a su rveyor as a resu lt of a survey com pleted  by him  and th erefore  
applies to all those plans com m only  re fe rre d  to as Surveyors sketch , Sketch of Survey, 
P rin t of Survey, e tc .

A re feren ce  plan is defined under Sec. l(ha) as a plan of survey deposited  under 
P art II of the A ct in accord an ce  with Sec. 7 of the R egulation. S ec. 7(1) states that the 
plan o f survey is to be made in a ccord an ce  with this Regulation and deposited in a c c o r d 
ance with S ec. 7. A ccord in g ly  the plan m ust be the resu lt of an actual survey on the 
ground. S ec. 10 of the Regulation states the surveyor shall re fe r  to a ll docum entary 
evidence related  to the land under survey and the land adjoining the land under survey .
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You w ill note of cou rse  that this S ec . re fe rs  to a ll docum entary evidence and does not 
re s tr ic t  it to reg istered  docum entary ev iden ce , although it is still the obligation of the 
surveyor to make his n e ce ssa ry  search es in the reg is try  o f f ic e . The su rvey , of c o u rse , 
m ust a lso be prepared  in accord an ce  with the Regulations under the Surveys A ct. Under 
that Act in determ ining boundaries between p rop erties  the surveyor b ecom es M Judge and 
Jury11 to decide what is the best evidence of the boundary between the p rop erty  being 
surveyed and any adjoining p rop erty .

It is m y understanding that there is no c r ite r ia  set out in any A ct or Regulation 
as to how far a field  a su rveyor must go in showing evidence that may ex ist on the ground 
showing a d ifferen ce  between a p o sse sso ry  lim it between p rop erties  or a title lim it . In 
other words , if  in establishing a line as d escrib ed  in a title deed , the su rveyor finds 
evidence of an occupational lim it 5 feet away, should he show this on his plan of su rvey? 
Can he act on other evidence and in his capacity  of M Judge and Jury11 ignore the e x is t 
ence of the occupational lim its ?  Should he show only the deed line on his plan of survey, 
so that the party fo r  whom he is preparing the survey or his so lic ito r  would not be aware 
of this potential d iscrep a n cy  between title and occu pation ? If the occupation  lim it 5 feet 
away can be ign ored  does the sam e apply to an occupational lim it one foot aw ay? six  
inches aw ay? What is the c r ite r ia ?

I would suggest it is the duty of the surveyor to his client to d is c lo se  a ll ev id 
ence of occupational lim its within a reasonable distance from  the title line , taking into 
account in making any judgment the standard of the surveys p rev iou sly  made in the area 
and the availability  o f either p rim ary  or secon dary  evidence of the orig in a l survey or 
surveys and the p oss ib ility  of upsetting long established  p o s s e s s o r y  lim its . I would 
suggest further that occupational evidence within 5 feet of a deed line is within a r e a s 
onable d istan ce. In this regard  re feren ce  should perhaps be made to Subsec. I o f S ec.
15 o f The Conveyancing and Law of P rop erty  A ct which p rov ides , and I w ill paraphrase , 
that every  conveyance of land, unless an exception  is sp ec ifica lly  made th erein , includ 
es all houses , o u th o u se s , barn s, e tc . t r e e s , w ood s, underw oods, fe n ce s , hedges, 
d itch es, w ays, w a ters , water co u r s e s , e tc . to such land belonging or in anywise ap p er
taining, or with such land d em ised , held , used , occu p ied  and enjoyed or taken or known 
as part or p a rce l th ereo f. In the case of F leet V . S ilverste in , rep orted  in 1963, I, 
Ontario R ep orts , at page 153, which was a case dealing with the p rob lem s where a 
conveyance to the plaintiffs included a p a rce l of land, but did not include a p a rce l o f 
land varying in width from  7 feet 4 inches in front to 5 feet in the re a r , which had been 
used and enjoyed along with the p a rce l d escrib ed  for  m ore than a statutory p e r io d . The 
new owners of land adjoin ing, whose deed included the strip o± land 7 feet 4 inches in 
front and 5 feet in the rear tried  to cla im  title under their deed . The p laintiffs brought 
action to cla im  title by p o sse ss io n . Chief Justice M cR u er, as he then w as, held that 
the plaintiffs w ere entitled to the lands even though they had not been conveyed to them 
on the basis of adverse p ossess ion  fo r  the statutory p eriod  aginst the defendants1 p r e 
d ecessor  in title . He went on to point out as fo llow s:

nThat being the conclusion  that I have com e to it is not n ecessa ry  for  me to 
express a definite opinion as to the application of s . 15 of the Conveyancing 
and Law of P rop erty  A ct R .S .O . I960 , c .6 6 ,  as an answer to the argum ent 
put forw ard  by M r. Rolls that it is n ecessa ry  for the plaintiffs to show a 
conveyance from  M rs . Osborne o f her rights in this disputed strip  in ord er 
to maintain the continuity o f the p o sse sso r y  title as against the defendants.
My present v iew  is that the conveyance of the house and the lot on which it 
stood would by virtue of s . 15 of the Conveyancing and Law of P rop erty  Act 
ca rry  with it land !!held , u sed , occu pied  and en joyed . . .as part or p a rce l 
thereof11 . This land was enjoyed as land within the curtilage of the house 
and was purchased  by the p laintiffs as such. As I say , although I do not have



to com e to a definite conclusion  on it , my view  at present is that the con vey 
ance oi the land on which the house sat would be quite su fficient to ca rry  with 
it all the rights which M rs . Osborne had and had acquired  by p ossess ion  or 
otherw ise over this strip  of land which was enjoyed and used as part and 
p a rce l of the p roperty  connected with the house erected  as No. 2351 Chisholm  
St. in the V illage of B ro n te .M

I believe in the light of the above statem ent, although it m ay be "obiter* , that 
title does not always govern and we should watch carefu lly  p o s s e s s o r y  lim its . You w ill 
note of course that this p o sse sso r y  lim it extended beyond the 5 foot d ifferen ce  p rev iou s 
ly m entioned.

It has been said  that a graphic descrip tion  p reserv es  evidence of the extent of 
title . A sim ple plan o f this type will show all the evidence on which the survey  is based; 
all conflicting evidence; a ll evidence of adverse p ossess ion ; num erous indications of 
secondary evidence on which the retracem ent of the p a rce l m ay be based should the 
prim ary  evidence disappear; and com plete descriptions of the type and location  o f all 
p rim ary  evidence found or created  in the cou rse  of the said su rvey .

In addition to the foregoing  a com plete p icture w ill be presented  showing the 
relationship of the p a rce l in question to a ll adjoining or adjacent p a rce ls  of land. The 
foregoing obviously  cannot be prepared  in verba l fo rm  without preparing an essay  which 
in som e cases would extend to severa l vo lu m es.

A ll in form ation  above noted is shown on a sim ple plan which is kept for  all time 
in a public o f f ic e .

The 1968 Regulation opens the doors for better use of descrip tion  re feren ce  
plans which now m ay contain as many parts as the person  depositing the sam e wishes 
and the p erson  dealing with land is only lim ited  by the size  of the plan that may be dep
osited .

It should be noted that a re feren ce  plan is the exp ression  of the intention of an 
owner as to the m anner in which he p rop oses  to deal with his land or a part th ereo f.
Sec. 7 (11 ) of the Regulation states that a re feren ce  plan m ay not be withdrawn from  
deposit once the rece ip t has been signed by the R egistrar or his Deputy. I would th ere 
fore suggest that in dealing with re feren ce  plans that the parties are sure that this is 
the way in which they wish to divide the land and that the deposit of the re fe ren ce  plan 
should be withheld to just p r io r  to the reg istration  of docum ents dealing with the sam e.
If the re feren ce  plan includes m ore land and m ore parts than is the subject m atter of 
the present transaction  by the ow n er, then the re feren ce  plan and the parts shown th ere 
on becom e binding upon him  for  the future d ivision  of the land, unless he deposits a new 
re feren ce  plan amending or redividing the portion  of the lands included in the re feren ce  
plan and which is now the subject m atter of the transaction by the ow ner.

R eference plans are deposited under P art II of the R egistry  A ct, they are not 
reg istered . As m entioned p rev iou sly  a re feren ce  plan with m ore than two parts m ay 
very  w ell be a plan of subd ivision . However not being reg istered  they are not a r e g 
istered  plan o f subdivision within the meaning of Sec. 26 of The Planning A ct. The 
requisition  for  deposit m ay be signed by anyone but I would suggest should be signed 
either by the ow n er, his surveyor or his s o lic ito r . As p rev iou sly  m entioned, a r e fe r 
ence plan is the exp ression  of the intention of the owner as to the m anner in which he 
proposes to deal with his land. I would th erefore  suggest that in those instances where 
a proposed  purch aser has ord ered  a survey of lands , being the subject m atter of an 
Agreem ent of Purchase and Sale, and the survey is p repared  as a re feren ce  plan then 
it would be prudent, for both the surveyor doing the w ork and the so lic ito r  for  the p u r
ch a ser , to request that the re feren ce  plan be deposited at the request of the owner or 
his so lic ito r  so as to indicate the approval of the owner thereto .

It should be stressed  that a re feren ce  plan is a m ethod of d escrib in g  lands and

Page 10



is not a plan of subdivision within the meaning of the Planning A ct. A re feren ce  plan 
is deposited , it is not reg istered  as is a plan of subdivision . A ccord in g ly  if the lands, 
the subject m atter of the re feren ce  p lan , are subject to a subdivision con tro l by -law  or 
a part lot con tro l b y -la w , it is still n ecessa ry  to get the consent of the Com m ittee of 
Adjustments to deal with the lands .

Once the re feren ce  plan has been deposited  the descrip tion  of the severen ce  from  
the geographic entity is again reduced to the sim plest and m ost exact fo rm , nam ely 
,fthat part of Lot N o. 1, in the 2nd C oncession  of the Township of W hite, in the D istrict 
of Black and being designated as P art 5 on a plan of survey deposited  in the R egistry  
Office for  the R egistry  D ivision  of the D istr ict of B lack as B R -7211.

In this presen t day and age we hear a lot about the generation gap and everything 
is blam ed upon the lack  of com m unication  between p eop le . Here is a new m ethod of 
describ ing lands which to me is one of the greatest advances under the R egistry  Act in 
the last severa l generations. It is only with publicity  that descrip tion  re feren ce  plans 
will be w idely accepted  by those parties dealing with the d ivision  o f the land. It is there 
that you as su rveyors becom e p rea ch ers  o f the new gosp e l, d isc ip les  of the new light, 
to enlighten p rin cip a lly  the legal p ro fe ss ion  and I would say in many instances som e of 
your own p ro fe ss ion  and o f cou rse  r e g is tr a r s . With p rop er education and publicity  as 
to the use of d escrip tion  re fe ren ce  p lan s, the w ork of the reg istra r  would be eased  
trem endously . A dherence to the Regulation would becom e m ore un iform  and perhaps 
that happy day would a rr iv e  when iniquitous S ec. 4 of the Regulation which perm its the 
R egistrar to accept a d escrip tion  not s tr ictly  in a ccord an ce  with the Regulation could 
be rep ea led .

To what use can a descrip tion  re feren ce  plan be put? I have with me a copy of 
a re feren ce  plan filed  in the o ffice  o f Land Titles at T oron to , showing the d iv ision  of 
18 lots for the purpose of sem i-d etach ed  h ou ses. The location  o f the houses is shown 
thereon , sideyard  c le a ra n ce s , setback s, e tc . T h erefore  we then have on title a re co rd  
of the survey o f the p rop erty  showing the location  of the house and should any p rim ary  
evidence disappear then there is su fficient data thereon by which the p rim ary  evidence 
can ea sily  be re -e s ta b lish e d . Another use for  a descrip tion  re feren ce  plan is to de^ 
scr ib e  the ex ter io r  boundaries of a plan o f su b -d iv is ion  when the owner is only sub
dividing a portion  of his holdings and the lim its th ereof are v ery  ir re g u la r . Another 
wide use o f the sam e is the conveyance of the easem ents to the utility com panies e sp e 
c ia lly  on plans of subd iv ision . The d escrip tion  re fe ren ce  plan shows the location  of the 
easem ents and elim inates the confusion  which som etim es a r ises  from  the schedules 
describ in g  the easem ents when one endeavours to re la te  the sam e to the plan of sub
d iv is ion .

I p rev iou sly  made re feren ce  to S ec . 10 of the Regulation that the surveyor shou
ld take into consideration  evidence of occupational lim its that m ay ex ist on the ground.
I would draw your particu lar attention to S ec . 44 o f the P ow er C om m ission  Act which 
states that notwithstanding any other A ct where any right, in terest, w ay, p r iv ile g e , 
p erm it or easem ent has h ereto fore  been or is h erea fter acqu ired  by the C om m ission  
then the land rem ains subject to that right or in terest e tc . Under this Section , I under
stand the Hydro E le ctr ic  P ow er C om m ission  of Ontario fee l that they are not obliged 
to reg is te r  on title a ll easem ents that have been granted to them . A ccord in g ly , it may 
be som etim es found, that when you take your eye away from  the gun of the transit and 
look  around it m ay be noticed  that there is a hydro easem ent running a cro ss  the land 
which m ay not be n e ce s sa r ily  d isc lo se d  by the reg is te red  title . In the sam e regard  
when dealing with a part o f a highway which has been stopped up and c lo s e d , one should 
rem em ber the p rov is ion  o f S ec. 459 of the M unicipal A ct. Any b y -law  stopping up and 
closin g  an orig in al allow ance fo r  a road leading to any stream , lake or other w ater, 
m ust have the consent of the Lieutenant G ov ern or-in -C ou n cil before  the by -law  is e f fe c 
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tive . You w ill note it is to any r iv e r , strea m , lake or other w ater. The S ec. does not 
mention navigable and I would suggest that perhaps the words Mother w ater11 might be 
broad enough to include the m ost minute water co u rse . Unless the su rv ey or , who has 
been on the ground, d is c lo se s  to the parties involved that the portion  of the road closed  
leads to a body of water of som e kind, even though the sam e m ay be som ewhat outside 
the confines of the survey  in question , then it may w ell be that a so lic ito r  would be 
certify ing title to an im proper road closin g  on the basis of the in form ation  that has been 
supplied to him  by the surveyor .

I would further draw to your attention in this m atter of road closin g  the p r o v i
sions of Subsec. 8 of S ec. 459 of the M unicipal A ct which requ ires that any b y -law  
stopping up or clos in g  or altering or diverting a highway or any part thereof which was 
shown on a reg is te red  plan of subdivision reg istered  after the 27th day of M arch 1946, 
is not e ffective  until it has been approved by the M inister of M unicipal A ffa ir s . On 
severa l occa sion s  , when inquiring as to the approval of the M inister to such a b y -la w ,
I have rece ived  the rep ly  that the M unicipality was unaware of the requ irem en t. This 
of cou rse  resu lts  in not being able to certify  title to the lands .

Inquiries made at the various R egistry  o ffices  in Southwestern Ontario indicate 
that, up until the 1st o f July this y e a r , re feren ce  plans were used m ainly by utility 
com panies and expropriating authorities. H ow ever, the descrip tion  re feren ce  plan by 
private individuals seem s to be obtaining wide acceptance since the advent of the new 
Regulation on the 1st of July and many have been reg istered  in E sse x , Kent and M iddle
sex .

As p rev iou sly  m entioned, one of these plans (1) shows the d iv ision  of lots for the 
purpose ot erectin g  thereon sem i-detach ed  houses and shows the location  of the h ou ses. 
Another shows the d iv ision  of existing lots accord in g  to a plan into new building units.
In other w ords dividing ten lots on a reg istered  plan into eight new building un its . A no
ther shows the location  of B ell Telephone and Public U tilities easem en ts, granted in 
accordance with the Subdivision A greem en t, on a new plan of subd iv ision . You w ill note 
that it shows the various easem ents at the rear or along the side of each lot accord in g  to 
the plan of subdivision as a P a rt . Each P art is given the sam e number as the c o r r e 
sponding lot on the orig in al subdivision plan; that is , the utility easem ent at the rear 
of Lot 10 on the reg istered  plan is P art 10 accord in g  to the re feren ce  plan. You w ill 
note further that there is not too m uch detail given on the plan. Rather there is a note 
on the side indicating that the plan is a copy of the reg istered  p lan , that the m ea su re 
ments and bearings thereon govern , that each P art is num bered identical with the lot 
number accord ing  to the reg istered  plan and that each Part is 4 feet in width, unless 
otherw ise sp ec ifica lly  designated. This o f cou rse  elim inates the need for  a lot of fine 
detail to be shown on the plan. I would suggest that this plan coupled with the reg istered  
plan, is sufficient com pliance with the regulation and one in which the R egistrar could 
p roperly  e x erc ise  his d iscretion  under S ec. 9 (b) of the Regulation and allow  the same 
to be deDosited.

I have taken the liberty  of adapting the m ethod of d escrib in g  lands under the Land 
Titles system  by descrip tion  re feren ce  p lan s, to the R eg istry  system . Copies of the 
draft descrip tions (2) are available to anyone wishing the sam e. I thought that these 
would be of assistance in developing a un iform  m ethod of d escrib in g  lands by way of 
re feren ce  plans in the various R egistry  D iv is ion s, if of c o u rse , the descriptions are 
acceptable to the various R eg is tra rs .

(1) Mr. 0*Grady refers to a number of prints of reference plans under Land Titles which he displayed.

(2) - - A copy of the draft descriptions referred to is published on the next page.
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SAMPLE GRAPHIC DESCRIPTIONS - REFERENCE PLANS

Reference Plan over Township Lot

That part o f Lot 10 in the 4th Concession in the Township o f London in the County of Middlesex, and 
being designated as PARTS 1 and 2 on a plan of survey deposited in the Registry Office for the East 
and North Riding o f the County of Middlesex as MR-200.

Reference Plan over Registry Office Plan

In the Township o f London in the County of Middlesex and being those parts of Lots  506 and 507 as 
shown on Plan 3020 filed in the Registry Office for the Registry Division o f the East and North Riding 
of the County of Middlesex and designated as PARTS 1 and 2 on a plan of survey deposited in the said 
Registry Office as MR-100.

Right-of-Way

TOGETHER WITH A RIGHT-OF-WAY for all those now and hereafter entitled thereto, over, along and 
upon that part o f Lot 507 on the said Plan 3020 and designated as PART 3 on said MR-100 and subject 
to a right-of-way at all times in common with all others entitled thereto, over# along and upon that part 
o f said Lot 507 on the said Plan 3020 and designated as PART 2 aforesaid.

Public Utility Easement

In the Township of London in the County of Middlesex and being that part of Lot 10 as shown on Plan 
970 registered in the Registry Office for the Registry Division of the East and North Riding o f the County 
of Middlesex and designated as PARTS 5 and 6 on a plan of survey deposited in the said Registry Office 
as MR-150.

SUBJECT TO an easement in favour o f The Bell Telephone Company o f Canada over the said PART 6 on 
Plan MR-150 for the purposes as set out in Instrument 176542.
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