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BACKGROUND: THE PROBLEM

THE QUESTION of the signi
ficance of a fence in lands reg
istered under the Land Titles 
Act often presents the surveyor with a 

puzzle. If the position of the fence dis
agrees radically with the description in 
the parcel register, the surveyor must then 
seek evidence as to the true intentions of 
the parties to the creation of the original 
parcel boundaries. A number of Bound
aries Act decisions have shown that re
gardless of how mathematically sound the 
original descriptions were, they were 
legally faulty if they did not describe 
what the parties to the original trans
action had agreed on. If this is the case, 
common law holds that it is the intention 
of the parties which governs and not the 
attempt to reduce this intent to words.

Occasionally the attempt to dis
cover the intentions of the original parties 
will have to be done through the im
perfect process of examining the re
collections of witnesses to the creation 
of the boundary. A number of 
questions arise. Did the erection of the

fence precede the transfer of title? If it 
did, does it represent what the original 
parties had agreed on?

Two other questions also arise in 
this respect. If the fence came after the 
creation of the parcel boundary, then it 
may represent a conventional boundary 
and have to be judged by the common law 
rules applicable. If, on the other hand, 
the fence represents the actions of one 
of the parties only, it may very well con
stitute an adverse possession, a concept 
not recognized by the Land Titles Act.

An application involving all of these 
factors came before the Boundaries Act 
Tribunal in 1980. The area in question is 
triangular in shape and lies south of The 
Highway and is bounded on the south 
by the “blind line” and on the west by 
the road allowance between lots 25 and 
26, as shown on the sketch.

Parcels 3603 and 6928 lie at the 
westerly end of the original parcel and 
Parcel 4451 at the easterly end. They will 
play no part in this discussion. Parcels 
3270 and 3271 were simultaneous trans

fers to different owners in 1927. Parcel 
5224 is the remainder of the original 
Parcel south of The Highway after the 
above-mentioned parcels were transferred 
out.

The Applicant had a draft plan pre
pared by Surveyor 1 which indicates the 
surveyor’s opinion as to the location of 
the boundary between, Parcel 5224, own
ed by the estate of the father of the Appli
cant, and Parcel 3270, as shown by a 
heavy solid line on the sketch. However, 
the Applicant disputes this boundary and 
claims that the true boundary follows the 
position of a former fence line, as shown 
by a light broken line on the sketch. This 
is rather unusual since it makes the Appli
cant an objector to his own application. 
In this instance, B, the registered owner 
of Parcel 3270, was happy with the 
boundary depicted by the heavy line. The 
question before The Boundaries Act Tri
bunal was to decide on the basis of the 
evidence presented, whether the true 
boundary line between Parcels 3270 
and 5224 followed the heavy line as 
defined by the surveyor or followed the
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light broken line argued for by the Appli
cant.

EVIDENCE: TESTIMONY
Surveyor 1 testified that his survey 

accompanying the Boundaries Act appli
cation was based on found monumenta- 
tion planted in earlier surveys for the De
partment of Highways, through Lot 25, 
which re-established the front corners of 
the six parcels shown, as well as the south 
and west limits of the township lot. This 
survey was based on earlier surveys in the 
area. The Highway survey was the first 
survey which disclosed the problem with 
respect to the location of the boundary 
between Parcels 3270 and 5224. It indi
cates that practically the entire concrete 
block garage, owned by the Applicant, 
is situated on Parcel 3270, owned by B.

Surveyor 1 testified that he was sat
isfied that the boundaries of the parcels 
were correctly re-established by the High
way survey and in accordance with the 
registered descriptions. He was also sat
isfied that subsequent surveys by other 
surveyors, introduced at the hearing, veri
fied the boundaries re-established by the 
Highway survey and had correctly re
established the limits of Parcel 3270.

At the request of the Applicant, Sur
veyor 1 established the site of a former 
fence line as evidenced by the remains

of posts and wire still existing. This form
er fence line is shown by a light, broken 
line on the sketch. If accepted for the 
limit between Parcels 3270 and 5224, it 
would place the concrete block garage al
most entirely on Parcel 5224. It is to this 
line that the Applicant claims ownership.

The evidence of various lay witnes
ses established that a wire fence existed 
along or near the boundary between Par
cels 3270 and 5224 from 1929 until fair
ly recently when it fell to the ground.

Two brothers, the sons of the person 
who owned Parcel 3270 from 1929 to 
1950, both testified that the fence along 
the westerly boundary of Parcel 3270 
was erected in 1929 by their father and 
the transferor of the parcel (who at that 
time still owned the lands to the west, 
now comprised of Parcel 5224). The pur
poses of the fence was to confine pastur
ing animals on the lands to the west.

One of the brothers testified that he 
had lived on the property from 1929, 
when he was 10 years old, until 1946 and 
that his family had always treated the 
aforesaid fence line as defining their 
westerly property boundary. It was his 
recollection that this fence was erected 
along a line determined by measuring 
the deed distance, front and rear, from an 
existing fence line along the easterly

boundary of the parcel. The brother had 
no knowledge of how the fence along the 
easterly boundary came to be erected 
other than to presume that it represented 
the westerly boundary of the adjoining 
lands (Parcel 3271). To his knowledge 
Parcel 3270 was not surveyed in 1929. 
Both brothers agreed that the family had 
confined their exercise of ownership to 
the westerly fence in question.

Both brothers gave evidence with re
spect to the location of a number of 
buildings formerly situated on Parcel 
3270. These were erected between the 
years 1929 and 1939 and several were 
within a foot of the fence line. Both 
brothers agreed that the Surveyor l ’s 
plan correctly located the former fence 
line. They both stated that the fence was 
still standing when they left the property 
in 1946 and that to their knowledge there 
had been no dispute as to the location of 
the fence during their father’s ownership.

The testimony of the Applicant con
firmed that of the brothers, namely that 
the westerly fence line had been consid
ered by his father as the property bound
ary. The Applicant stated that he was 
born in the area and had lived on Parcel 
5224 from 1948 to 1951 and in the 
immediate area until 1962. The Appli
cants’ father had owned and lived on Par
cel 5224 until his death in 1978. In 1951



he erected the garage shown on the 
sketch, just west of the fence line. The 
Applicant stated that there had been no 
dispute until the Highway survey of 1963 
when his father and the adjoining owner 
B discussed the location of the boundary 
line. Various discussions over the inter
vening years culminated in a letter from B 
to the Applicant’s father in 1977, threat
ening legal action.

B’s testimony was consistent with 
that of the Applicant. Although B owned 
Parcel 3270 from 1950 he did not live 
on it until 1964. At that time the fence 
along the westerly boundary was still in 
place. As B’s business operation expand
ed he gradually added fill up to and be
yond the fence which had fallen to the 
ground. B testified that at no time did 
the Applicant’s father object to his add
ing fill west of the fence line.

B did not object to the erection of 
the garage by the Applicant’s father in 
1951 because he was not aware, at that 
time, that it encroached on his property. 
However, B did testify that the owner of 
Parcel 5224 previous to the Applicant’s 
father had told him that the fence was in 
the wrong place.

Subsequent to the Highway survey 
in 1963 B became aware of the boundary 
discrepancy and had discussed the pro
blem with the Applicant’s father several 
times beginning in 1963. B testified he

wrote to the Applicant’s father in 1977 
asking that a ditch then existing on the 
westerly side of the former fence line, 
be filled in. The letter denied the position 
of the former fence line as the boundary 
line and asserted B’s claim to the true 
boundary. With respect to the fence 
along the easterly boundary of B’s 
lands, B testified that it was never con
sidered by him to define a boundary line.

ARGUMENT: LAW
Counsel for the Applicant argued 

that the description for Parcel 3270 was 
created without benefit of survey and that 
the parties to the creation of the parcel 
had erected the fence along what they 
conceived the westerly boundary to be. 
He further argued that the fence had been 
accepted by the successors in title from 
1929 and that this acceptance by B, the 
current owner of Parcel 3270, was indi
cated by his lack of objection to the 
erection of the garage in 1951, by the 
Applicant’s father. In fact, although 
learning of a possible boundary discrep
ancy in 1963, B had not claimed any 
rights west of the fence until about 1972.

Counsel for the Applicant did not 
dispute Surveyor l ’s positioning of the 
boundary in accordance with the register
ed description. Instead, he argued that 
this line did not reflect the true position 
of the boundary and that the intent of 
the parties to the creation of the boundary

was evidenced by their erection of the 
fence in 1929. Counsel further argued 
that the common law upholds the right 
of land owners to create unalterable 
boundaries without the assistance of a 
surveyor and cited a decision under the 
Boundaries Act for plan BA-935 in sup
port of his claim.

Counsel for B argued that the fence 
on the westerly side of Parcel 3270, al
though not in dispute for many years, 
was erected as a cattle barrier and not a 
boundary fence. He further argued that 
a good system of surveys had always 
existed in this lot and that the descrip
tions in the area mesh together without 
contradictions. Counsel argued that since 
all the parcel boundaries as described can 
be located accurately and without ambig
uity, they should be adhered to.

Counsel for B also attempted to re
fute the argument of the Applicant’s 
Counsel. He contended that in arguing 
for the acceptance of the fence, Appli
cant’s counsel was referring to the con
ventional line theory, although not nam
ing it as such. Counsel for B referred to 
the case Bea v. Robinson et al (1978) 18 
O.R. (2d), 12, in which the court review
ed a number of cases on conventional 
boundaries and referred to the decision 
in Grasett v. Carter, a decision of the 
Supreme Court of Canada, about which 
the court stated:



"In Grasett v. Carter one of the prere
quisites for finding a conventional line 
w as that there be uncertainty as to the 
dividing line of the two lots and that un
certainty be resolved b y  the agreem ent 
of the parties. In that case it w as im pos
sible to determine the true boundary of 
the properties because of errors m ade in 
the original and subsequent surveys and 
because the land had been physically  
altered. In m y view , when the parties do 
not know the location of the line because  
they have m ade no inquiries or other 
attem pts to discover it, that is not an un
certain boundary that can be varied by  
agreement".

Counsel for B argued that there is 
no uncertainty as to the westerly bound
ary line. No evidence was presented as 
to how the easterly fence was established, 
its purpose, or whether it was related to 
a boundary line, and, as such, this fence, 
in counsel’s opinion, was also a fence of 
convenience. He further argued that B 
had objected to the position of the wester
ly fence as soon as he knew of the true 
location of the boundary line.

Several other points of law “should 
be noted” in this case. On the interpre
tation of deeds the Canadian Encyclope
dic Digest says:

"a deed free from am biguity must be

interpreted b y  the words used; there is 
nothing more dangerous than to depart 
from the terms of a  document in an 
attem pt to g ive effect to what is im agined  
must have been the intention of the par
t i e s 8 C.E.D. (Ont. Third) Title 44, page  
50.

On adverse possession the Land 
Titles Act says:

"Notwithstanding any provision of this 
Act, the Limitations Act or any other Act, 
no title to and no right or interest in land 
registered under this Act that is adverse  
to or in derogation of the title of the 
registered owner shall be acquired here
after or be deem ed to have been ac
quired heretofore b y  any length of pos
session or b y  prescription". R.S.O. 1980, 
C230, Sec. 54 (1).

If we accept the fence as defining 
the true intentions of the parties to the 
original creation of the boundary then the 
parcel was misdescribed. In this event 
the following statement of the case 
McDonald v. Knudsen (1928) 3 D.L.R. 
242 (C.A.) quoted from the Canadian 
Abridgement may pertain:

“The fact that in the attempt to de
fine upon paper the definition of the loca
tion upon the ground, an error in descrip
tion may have crept in cannot alter the

matter in principle . . This case goes 
on to state that where an owner of land 
defines the boundaries of the lot he is 
selling to a purchaser, the purchaser can
not later be dispossessed because the 
actual deed would locate the property 
differently.

We have previously noted that the 
common boundary between Parcels 3270 
and 5224 as located by Surveyor 1, and 
shown by a heavy line on the sketch, 
agrees with the registered description. The 
sketch also indicates other parcel bound
aries as located by the 1963 Highway 
survey and accepted by subsequent sur
veyors, which also agree with the regis
tered descriptions.

REASONS AND JUDGEMENT
In giving its decision the Boundaries 

Act Tribunal wrote as follows:
“The evidence presented clearly in

dicates that the westerly boundary of Par
cel 3270, as described in the registered 
description, has been correctly re-estab
lished by surveyor 1 as shown by a heavy, 
solid line on the sketch. Surveyor l ’s posi
tion of this boundary is supported by pre
vious surveys”.

“The evidence also clearly indicates 
that the owners of land on both sides of 
the westerly boundary of Parcel 3270 
lived peaceably to the fence line from

LAST MINUTE REGIONAL GROUP NEWS
Due to Christmas gearing-down at the Gateway Terminal 

these reports, mailed December 22, did not arrive until January 5, 1983
NORTHWEST GROUP

T he m ain  item  on the m inds o f our 
group m em bers as the su n ’s declination  
once again  begins a p ositive clim b, is the  
h ostin g  of the 1983 A nnual M eeting in 
T hunder B ay. B ecau se  of our num bers and  
h av in g  an unw ritten  com pulsory m em ber
ship  in the N W R G , each m em ber of our 
group is a lso  a m em ber of the A nnual 
M eeting C om m ittee. U nder the capable co
chairm ansh ip  of Sydney G. H an cock  and  
Bob W right, preparations are w ell under
w ay to m ake th is a  m em orable rendezvous  
of friends and peers. It m ight w ell be m em 
orable if  there is an y  credence in the u g ly  
rum ours su g g estin g  th a t the perm anent 
hom e of the A nnual M eeting w ill be Toronto.

A  m ajor concern  of apparent province- 
w ide proportions, are the current econom ic  
cond itions surrounding us. W ith  few  excep t
ions, private p ractition ers are p u llin g  in 
their belts in read iness for a cold, b leak  
w inter. M any m ajor projects have been  
either shelved  or cancelled , a w a itin g  gu id 
ance from  the E lec ted  Ones. One un fortu n 
ate occurrence is tha t articled  stu d en ts have  
been laid  o ff due to w ork  sh ortages in som e  
areas. This has the obvious e ffe c t  of len gth 
en in g  their period of a rtic les and could  
resu lt in a perm anent loss o f som e of these  
people in our profession. W e p resen tly  have  
a total of 22 m em bers in our group w ith  one 
retired m em ber, one retirin g  and 5 articled  
students. T he stu d en ts are encouraged  to 
atten d  our m eetin g s and p artic ipate  in our 
various functions.

Our honourable m em ber from  Longbow

L ake near K enora, has announced  h is re
tirem ent a fter  m any years of b lazin g  lin es  
in the N orth w est. H ow ard K effer  is con
sidered  by h is peers to be a credit to h is  
p rofession , and a lon g  w ith  h is retirem en t  
goes a w ish  of good health , happ iness, and  
con tinu ed  con tact w ith  the N W R G .

Our execu tive  e lected  at the group’s 
annual m eetin g  in April, co n sists  of: C hair
m an - B arry M askell; V ice-chairm an  - R oss  
Johnson; Sec.-Treas. - Ted M cL ennan; 
D irector - R u ss W oods. Im m ed ia te ly  upon  
b ein g  sw orn in, a trem endous vote of con
fidence w as taken  and a m otion  carried, 
ex ten d in g  our term  of o ffice  to tw o years. 
T his w ay  w ith  tw o years to go, w e get a 
better chance to rem em ber w ho actu a lly  
is on our executive.

P la n s are a lso  underw ay to bring back  
the C urling T rophy to its r igh tfu l hom e in 
the N orth w est during the ’83 A nnual M eet
ing.

D u rin g  the past year w e have been  
fortu n ate  to h ave the P resid en t o f our 
A ssociation  as d irect lia ison  betw een  council 
and our group. H ow ard G raham  has been  
able to keep  us w ell in form ed  on Council 
a ctiv itie s  and he is now  preparing to have  
his nam e added to the d istin gu ish ed  list  
of P a st P resid en ts.

H ope to see  you at the “R endezvous in 
the G reat N o rth w est”.

B arry  M askell

GEORGIAN BAY GROUP
On Friday, O ctober 1, 1982, the G eorgian

B ay  R eg ion a l Group m et at the H eidelberg  
Inn  in C ollingw ood. T h is w as an afternoon  
m eetin g  as V ice P resid en t B ryan  D avies  
and C ouncillor W ayne B rubacher w ere at
ten d in g  to d iscu ss the new  “Standards of 
S u rvey in g ” docum ent and w ere to continue  
on to P arry  Sound for the sam e presen tation  
on O ctober 2.

T he R eg ion a l Group m et early  for a 
short b u sin ess m eetin g  during w h ich  we 
again  approved a B u rsary  to the top student 
in the Survey P rogram m e at both the  
B arrie and O wen Sound cam p uses of Geor
g ian  College.

W e also  approved for 1983 a  general 5% 
in crease  in the S u ggested  F ee  G uidelines 
of the Group over the su g g ested  fees of 
1982. N ow  all w e need  are som e jobs to 
apply the G uidelines to!

T he m ain  top ic of the m eetin g  was 
then  dealt w ith , poin t by point, by Vice 
P resid en t B ryan  and C ouncillor W ayne. 
There ensued  considerable d iscu ssion  and 
q u estion in g  of certa in  clauses.

T he m eetin g  adjourned  for a P rim e Rib 
of B e e f D in n er en joyed  by n ine of the 
partic ipates w ho w eren ’t through  d iscussing  
w hatever. (P er ta in in g  to Surveyors of 
cou rse).

A lex  W ilson

HAMILTON AND DISTRICT
The H am ilton  and D istr ic t  Group held a 

G eneral M eeting at the R oyal H am ilton  
M ilitary In stitu te  on Septem ber 22. 

cont'd on page 12
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the time of its erection in 1929 until the 
Highway survey in 1963”.

“The question to be answered, in 
my view, is whether or not this fence line 
can be considered better evidence of the 
true position of the boundary line than 
the re-establishment by surveyor 1 in 
accordance with the registered descrip
tion. This raises the following issues:”

Adverse Possession
“The lands on both sides of the dis

puted boundary were at the time of the 
original creation of the boundary and 
have since been registered under The 
Land Titles Act, which precludes any 
claim to the fence line being the bound
ary by reason of adverse possession. In 
any event, the question of a claim to land 
based on adverse possession is not a 
matter to be decided under The Bound
aries Act”.

Intention of the Parties to the Original 
Conveyance

“No evidence was presented to in- 
dicate that the parties to the original con
veyance of Parcel 3270 had defined on 
the ground the lands to be conveyed, 
either by themselves or by a surveyor on 
their behalf, and that the land was then 
incorrectly described in words in the 
subsequent conveyance. If this had been 
the case, the law would give effect to the 
intentions of the parties; McDonald v. 
Knudsen (1928) 3 D.L.R. 242 (C.A.)” .

“Counsel for the applicant referred 
to the decision in The Boundaries Act 
application for plan BA-935 in support 
of acceptance of the old fence line. In 
that application the disputed boundary 
was the limit between Parcel 10812 and 
Parcel 16391, Township of Martland, 
District of Sudbury. The Assistant De
puty Director of Titles found on the evi
dence that a fence had existed within 
the parent parcel before the first sever
ance in 1945. Although the description 
in Parcel 10812 did not mention the 
existing fence line as controlling the ex
tent of the Parcel, it was clear from the 
evidence of occupation and acquiescence 
of adjoining owners and their successors 
in title that the fence was the intended 
boundary and the decision went accord
ingly. The Assistant Deputy Director 
of Titles also found that the position of 
the boundary in relation to the fence 
line was misdescribed by 18 feet if the 
Department of Highways’ location of the 
Township lot line was accepted, but there 
was reason to doubt the location of the 
lot line by the same amount”.

“Where the facts do not support the 
conditions for relief as stated above and 
there is no ambiguity in the words of the 
description:

"a deed free from am biguity must be in
terpreted b y  the words used; there is

nothing more dangerous than to de
part from the terms of a  document in an 
attem pt to g ive effect to what is imagined  
must have been the intention of the par
ties". 8 C.E.D. (Ont. Third) Title 44, page  
50.

The surveyor 1 positioning of the 
disputed boundary was derived from the 
words contained in B’s deed”.

Conventional Boundary
“As stated by Justice Boland in the 

Bea v. Robinson case (supra) at page 17:

"I have review ed the cases on conven
tional lines because they resolved bound
ary disputes with a great deal of jus

tice. Equity prevented the parties from 
going back on their agreem ents when 
their true boundaries were discovered  
and it w as their legal right to do so.

"On the basis of Grasett v. Carter, 
supra , and the other cases referred to 
above, it would seem  that a conventional 
line w as established in the case at bar 
and that, therefore, the plaintiffs should 
succeed; however, 1 have not reached 
this conclusion for the reasons below".

“Justice Boland then went on to 
differentiate between the location of a 
boundary which was unknown, merely 
because the parties had made no effort 
to discover it, such as by survey, and the

BARS - BARS - BARS
®  IRON BARS Square or round, all standard sizes

Pointed and Stamped

•  STEEL TUBES Heavy gauge tubing, cut to length

•  SPIKES & NAILS All standard sizes

All prices include

• FED ERA L SA LES T A X

• P R O V IN C IA L SA LE S  T A X

• DELIVERY WITHIN T H E
M ETROPOLITAN A R E A

RON AVERY SALES
186 HUMBER VALE BLVD. 

TORONTO, ONTARIO M8Y 3P8

PHONE 416-231-9962
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Book Review
FROM SEA UNTO SEA 

Art and Discovery Maps of Canada
By Joe C. W. Armstrong , 

published b y  Fleet Publishers, 
Scarborough, Ont.

A BOOK about maps will tend to 
have large dimensions, lest the 

- subject be miniaturized. From 
Sea Unto Sea is no exception, doing jus
tice, at 11" x 15", to the 38 maps which 
represent the expansion of knowledge 
about our country. Each is accompanied 
by a page of text chronicling its sources 
and the explorations on which it was 
based. The book, therefore, is a history 
not only of cartography but of Canada, 
from the first wild surmises of the Euro
peans to the time that scientific charting 
ended speculation about Canada’s bound
aries.

The maps are part of the private 
collection of the author, a young federal 
civil servant who lives in Toronto, who 
decided to use the profits from his real 
estate entrepreneur skills to acquire a 
really superb collection. He explains the 
purpose of the book as follows: “Canada 
is preoccupied with legalese. There is 
more to be found in individual achieve
ments of this country. We’ve missed the 
character and fun . . .  the human interest 
story of Canada. We need to explore new 
horizons”.

He has succeeded admirably. First,

BOUNDARIES ACT —  cont’d
location of a boundary that was uncer
tain, with no other means of establishing 
it other than by agreement. It was only 
in the latter case that a conventional 
boundary could be established”.

“It is clear in the subject application 
that the parties to the original creation of 
Parcel 3270, did not employ a surveyor 
to locate the boundary before erecting 
the fence, but relied on the deed dis
tances from what would appear to be an 
erroneously placed fence near the easter
ly Parcel boundary”.

“Based on the principles set down in 
Bea v. Robinson the fence line near the 
westerly boundary of Parcel 3270, is not 
a conventional boundary”.

“For the several reasons referred to 
above, I am accordingly satisfied that the 
true position of the boundary between 
Parcels 5224 and 3270 has been correct
ly re-established by Surveyor 1 and is 
shown by a heavy, solid line on the 
sketch”.

Confirmation and Condominium 
Section, Legal and Survey Standards 
Branch, March 1982. •

the maps themselves; it must be remem
bered that, after Columbus’ landfall in 
the Caribbean in 1492 the exploration 
and therefore the mapping of the New 
World was almost entirely by the Span
ish and the Portuguese in the tropics and 
the southern hemisphere. That was where 
the gold and silver were ready to load on 
the caravels; what is now Canada was 
dismissed as “a few acres of snow”. Thus 
we see a 1556 map of New France which 
owes almost everything to the imagina
tion, while a 1570 one of the Americas 
shows a detailed and reasonably accurate 
South and Central America, fading, as it 
goes north, into surmise. Both, however, 
demonstrate the durability of place 
names, such as Cape Breton, Buena Vis
ta, Port Royal, Belle Isle and Saguenay 
on the cartographically imaginary early 
map. A 1593 map purporting to repre
sent everything from Mexico to the Arc
tic unrecognizable, but the names are 
there - Lower California, Florida, the 
Caribbean.

As we progress through the maps 
chimerae are vanquished by charts. The 
sea monsters, the fanciful beasts disap
pear; one can see, in the 1612, 1616 and 
1656 maps the replacement of rumour by 
geography. In the latter, for example, 
L akes Erie and Ontario are shown in 
their approximate positions, although 
separated by hundreds of miles. Even 
Lake Superior is named, disappearing in
to the unknown.

The replacement of myth by know
ledge was even slower on the west coast.

REGIONAL NEWS
cont'd from page 10

T he revised  C onstitution  for our R eg ion 
al Group w as adopted  by our m em bership  
at th ;s m eetin g  and forw arded to Council 
for approval.

Our group ackn ow led ged  a letter  from  
W illiam  M illar (T he N iagara  C ollege Survey  
T ech nician  graduate h av in g  the h igh est  
grades in the tw o year program m e end in g  in 
April 1982) th a n k in g  us for the $200.00 
Sam uel H olland Aw ard w hich  w as p re
sented  at N ia g a ra  C ollege in June.

A t th is m eetin g  W ayne B rubacher led  
a d iscu ssion  on the N ew  Surveyors A ct 
and Standards. The various concerns and  
recom m endations w ere noted.

Our annual socia l even t w as held  on 
N ovem ber 6. An enjoyable tour of A ndres  
W ines in G rim sby during the a fternoon  
w as fo llow ed by a dinner and dance at the  
B eacon  M otor H otel at Jordan H arbour. 
A specia l than k s to Tom  Cahill for h is  
efforts in co ord in atin g  th is evening.

All our 1982 m eetin gs w ere w ell a tten d 
ed by the m em bership  and w e look forw ard  
to the sam e in the com ing year.

D esm ond  R asch , C hairm an

A 1752 map, which correctly shows the 
east coast of North America, all of Cen
tral America and the west coast as far as 
Santa Barbara, shows due east of the 
Straits of Juan de Fuca a Hudson’s Bay 
sized body of water, undoubtedly the re
sult of a mist-shrouded sight of the 
Straits of Georgia.

Even in 1762 maps of New France 
were highly imaginary, although a great 
improvement over earlier ones. To the 
north, before it degenerates into Terra 
Incognita, we see Labrador, Saguenay, 
Hochelaga and, halfway to the Pacific, 
the durable but wholly imaginary Conibas 
region. But we see the Rideau, the Mad- 
awaska and the Bonnechere Rivers, and 
even Lake Nipissing is shown in its 
approximate position, as reported by the 
voyageurs, no doubt.

It is in the text that the author parts 
company with many of his equally erud
ite confreres, for he writes also with style 
and wit. We are led with the map makers 
through the unknown terrors beyond the 
Pillar of Hercules until, finally, we see 
in map No. 38 an accurate and detailed 
map of Southern Ontario, beautifully 
combining cartography and artistry. 
Along the way we have met Champlain, 
De Wit, Samuel Holland, Captain Cook, 
George Vancouver, Alexander Macken
zie, and many other map makers, ven
turesome, diligent and sometimes imagin
ative.

In sum, this is a fascinating book, 
in itself a mini-course in historical carto
graphy. A. G. •

SO U TH  W E ST  R E G IO N A L  G R O U P
Our sp rin g  m eetin g  w as h igh ligh ted  

by a v is it  from  John P ierce, O.L.S., of 
Peterborough , w ho provided us w ith  a 
v iew in g  of the film  taken  during the course  
of the O ntario-M anitoba boundary survey. 
T he rela tive qu ality  and va lu e o f th is film  
can n ot be overstated . Our th an k s w ere  
extended to Mr. P ierce  for provid ing us 
w ith  th is opportunity.

T he fa ll m eetin g  w as largely  devoted  
to the d iscu ssion  of the proposed Standards. 
It is sa fe  to say  th at the effort of the  
Standards C om m ittee, ably represented  by 
W ayne B rubacher, is grea tly  appreciated, 
and th a t the d iscu ssion  and consideration  
of the stan d ard s is itse lf  educational.

A fond and probable farew ell w as bid 
to m em bers of our group se ek in g  to join 
H am ilton  and D istr ict R egion al Group. 
T here w as som e attem p t at d isuasion , and it 
is rum oured th a t a  bottle con ta in in g  a 
liquid of unknow n v isc o sity  w as offered  
to m ainta in  our num bers, but for nought.

Our next m eetin g  is schedu led  for Jan
uary 8, 1983 at the H olid ay  Inn, Chatham .

T his is your rov in g  (ju st kidding, guys!) 
reporter, D ou g Culbert, in v itin g  all survey
ors in our group to com e out and see w hat 
ch an ges are ta k in g  place w hich  w ill a ffec t 
you. Your voice w ill be heard.

D ou glas Culbert
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