
PRD UPDATE
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The next bit of time I will update survey activity, highlight issues being observed and bring to the floor some topics for consideration for amendment.
It is difficult to predict time allotment for issues that require member input so I will move along quickly on observation to conserve time for discussion.
First: numbers of survey



PLAN SUBMISSIONS
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The pandemic spike still appears to be sustaining itself. 2019 2299 surveys. 2021 to 24 32-3300 range. This year looks similar to last few.



2025 2024 2023 2022 2021 2020

JAN 351 374 293 293 235 248
FEB 229 297 364 81 317 113
MAR 155 186 270 398 314 140
APR 272 105 105 164 259 209
MAY 0 351 275 341 218 151
JUN 0 299 317 260 293 139
JUL 0 255 237 205 307 235
AUG 0 197 212 227 237 203
SEP 0 228 213 282 298 271
OCT 0 388 263 225 143 182
NOV 0 376 450 512 435 257
DEC 0 201 244 203 277 355

Total: 1007 3257 3243 3191 3333 2503

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Submission irregularity: 270 is  the monthly average.  81 to 512 plans is the range over the last six years. Cathy sends out policy letter reminder in October so November is a spike.  It shouldn’t be! It should be monthly task like some do.
Regular submissions would make PRD and Cathy’s life better. She shouldn’t have to chase members for plans, Also our projections would be better and m My inspection would be on current plans. Timely submission would be appreciated. It should be a monthly task because 30 days the required submission period.
Plus if I see something that warrants revision you may get that changed before registration. 
The average over the last 6 years for submissions to the end of April is 962. We are at 1007. But with the erratic submissions – it is hard to predict. 



SLCS SUBMISSIONS
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
SLC submissions were not the same. The 2021 spike dropped off. Ironically PRD fees are based on SLC numbers issued. They do not have the same peaks as submitted. Again, the irregularity of submissions makes me suspect of forecasts. 
Just an FYI. Last year there were 129 on the active members list. Only 102 submitted at least one plan.  19 members submitted 5 or least plans. Granted these numbers are changing slightly due to retirements, new members etc. But the bulk of the surveying is being done by about 80-90 members.



Easement/ROW identification: if the easement is proposed by 
the plan, then identify as proposed.

Road width: Road/streets may have varying width. However, if your SMs 
were placed at a specific width from centerline then show the width. 

Boundary determination rationale: I note more surveyors are putting 
notes to explain. `

COMMUNICATION: respond to clients/neighbours. 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Observations:
I looked at last years notes prior to aid my speaking points. There are four I will repeat from last year.
 
Easement/ROW identification: I have had debates but believe if the easement is proposed by the plan, then identify it as proposed. Add a Parcel ID to simplify the conveyance text.

Road width: Road/streets may have varying width. However, if your SMs were placed at a specific width from centerline then show the width. A widening on the opposite side or just pass your lot does not affect your lot/ road boundary width. Ref the street/hwy plan

Boundary determination rationale: I note more surveyors are putting notes to explain. At least more then I would have seen in the earlier stages of my career. We just covered it in our case study, so I leave at that. 

I address a lot of public inquires. So many are the Surveyor never contacted me prior to placing markers. Leave a card at their door and record you did. Even when there is little uncertainty you may save time making the effort to contact the neighbour. If vacant land or a non-resident owner maybe contact a previous owner?

NOW New issues for input. I am not looking for amendments to the standard currently. I am soliciting feedback on whether revisiting some standards is appropriate




STANDARD 3.17

 All surveys shall be referenced to the Nova Scotia Coordinate 
Referencing System, NAD83 (CSRS), 3 degree modified transverse 
Mercator projection system, Epoch 2010.0, effective 31 December 
2017.”

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I have had a couple of inquiries and personal experience years ago whereby a project extended beyond provincial borders, and the requirement was to produce UTM plans. 
Gas pipelines, electrical transmission lines are a couple of examples. (maybe marine work…) Should we have a provision for such cases?  The advisory committee felt there should an exception for unique circumstances. BUT they must be special situations. 

Do we make it mandatory to show a call table from a control monument with NSCRS calls and distances around the lot. OR do we require  the provincial system coordinates of corners on the plan? 
My thought is this puts the onus on the NSLS to address to the two systems on the plan, so mappers and other users don’t have to. Thoughts?





“SYSTEM REFERENCE”
STANDARD 3.13, 6.12.13

3.13 All surveys, shall be referenced to the 
Nova Scotia Coordinate Referencing System 
with a direction and distance from a coordinate 
monument, or by coordinate values for a 
boundary point(s) at the site of survey. 

6.12.13 The published and/or observed 
coordinates of the Nova Scotia Coordinate 
Referencing System monument(s) used, adjusted 
ID, its horizontal reference frame and one or 
more coordinate values of boundary points. 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
3.13 read:  The control tie is optional.

6.12.13 The boundary corner is mandatory.
When the NSCMs were first being used the practice was to show a control tie from a monument to the site as well as a control tie from the site to another NSCM is possible. A closed traverse. My opinion is the control tie and coordinate at least give some comfort to a subsequent user that things are fitting.

Most plans show both as per the example. I like this example because it states the grid tie even though the boundary dimensions are ground.
Thoughts?

Show of hands Should the control tie should be mandatory as well as the coordinate? All in agreement




STANDARD 6.12.10

 The area of each parcel surveyed expressed in square meters, rounded to 
the nearest 0.1sq m, (hectares if appropriate) except in the case of 
properties with natural boundaries, where the area shall not be shown with 
greater apparent accuracy than can be obtained from the methodology 
used to determine the natural boundary.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Brought to my attn that we are overstating achievable accuracy with our technology. Especially incorrect with large lots. Our standard used to say Plus/minus 0.04%.  

BC have a standards based on area range:

Up to 1000 sq. m quote to 0.1 sq.m
From 1000 sq. m to 1ha quote to 1sq.m
From 1 ha to 10 ha quote to 0.001ha
Over 10ha quote to 0.01ha 

We are not going to get into the weeds of an amended standard today. But Governance is reviewing, and an amendment will probably be proposed at the AGM.



“FENCE SURVEYS”
NSLS ACT

  (ad) “professional land surveying” means the advising on, the reporting 
on, the supervising of or the conducting of surveys to determine the 
horizontal and vertical position of any point and the direction and length 
of any line required to control, establish, locate, define or describe the 
extent or limitations of title;

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Fence Survey: new term to me. Placing  wood stakes along a boundary, in my opinion, is clearly surveying. It is the retracement of a boundary.

I think it would not be contravening the Act if the landowner hired a fencing contractor to build a fence between two “markers” and the contractor set up a theodolite to place stakes between the markers. However, the landowner would be accepting responsibility for the “marker” locations. 

-If there were corner markers then I think the NSLS could place wood stakes but the NSLS would be accepting the responsibility for the location of the found markers to bbe in correct position.

-If no markers then to place wood stakes is to retrace the boundary which requires placement of approved monumentation. Any disagreement or objection??? 



“FENCE SURVEYS”
STANDARD 6.4

 A plan is not required when the placed monument is in compliance with 
an existing registered plan of survey tied to the NSCRS or certified after 
March 27, 1979.  A plan is also not required when found evidence is 
replaced with a new monument in accordance with section 5.0 to 
preserve the original location of the found evidence and the surveyor is 
confident that the monument being placed is located in the original 
position of the found evidence and represents the true angle, point of 
curvature or a point on a boundary line of a parcel. 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Is a plan required? 6.4

no plan required If SMs exist, as long as a plan exists that complies with 6.4 (NSCRS or post 1979).

If found evidence and we’re confident that the monument being placed is the original position, then no plan required.

HOWEVER a plan is required if no Sms and no plan satisfying 6.4. because a SM/monument must be placed.  5.5 says all angles shall be defined by a monument from 5.1



PRD UPDATE

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Questions???

Thanks for the input and feedback.
I am available should you have a concern about the standards or conform therewith, about a problem that a second of ears or eyes may be of help. I also welcome comments about the reviews and about the Dept..
Before I bid you farewell I think we shall all have these for our potential clients.
 
 It’s a mug that says Land Surveyor-Nobody knows what I do UNTIL I don’t do it.  It may be appropriate for the client that is waffling about a proceeding the survey or not.

Happy surveying
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