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COMBS, JUDCE. This appeal is taken froma judgnment resolving a
boundary |ine dispute. The appellants, M| dred Hackley Lew s,
and her husband, Walter Lewi s, contend that the trial court
erred by relying upon a survey offered by the appellees, the

WIllianses. W conclude that the trial court’s judgnment was



supported by substantial evidence. Therefore, we affirmthe
j udgnent .

The Lewi ses and the WIIlianses own adjoining parcels
of property in Gayson County, Kentucky. In May 1996, follow ng

a di sagreenent regarding the location of their property

boundaries, the Wllianses filed a lawsuit. |n Septenber 1997,
they agreed to a bench trial. The matter was tried to the court
in June 1998.

At the beginning of trial, the parties entered into a
nunber of stipulations. They acknow edged that their respective
deed descriptions had not changed since the earliest recorded
deeds and that the property descriptions overlap and have
overl apped for nore than a century -- as far back as the records
could be traced. They agreed that according to a survey
conducted by Kendall C enons, a registered |and surveyor, the
over | appi ng descriptions involve approxinmately 4.85 acres.
Finally, the parties stipulated that the property described by
t he overl appi ng descri ptions was rough, overgrown, and margi na
in val ue.

Nei ther party was in a position to prove that his
respective deed description was superior to that of the other.
The trial court rejected the WIIlianses’ contention that they
had acquired the disputed parcel through adverse possession or

that a boundary had been established through generations of
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fencing. |Instead, the trial court found credible the surveyor’s
presentation of the layout of the disputed tract and his
testinmony indicating that he could | ocate only one recogni zed
point (the fork of the creeks) common to both deeds. Wth
little else to guide it, the trial court established the
boundary as a straight |line between the fork of the creeks and

t he opposite corner, the established intersection of the
parties’ property boundaries. On January 4, 2001, the trial
court entered its findings of fact, conclusions of |aw, and

j udgnent .

On January 12, 2001, the WIllianses filed a notion to
anmend the judgnent pursuant to Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure
(CR) CR 59.05. 1In their notion, the WIIlianses contended that
the court’s order erroneously recited that they had not clained
an interest in a portion of the property described by the court
as a “triangulated strip of land.” |Instead, they contended that
the Lewi ses had not clainmed any interest in this property. The
Wl lianses asked the court to anmend the judgnent to reflect this
fact. The Lew ses agreed that the court had erred on this point
and conceded that the disputed triangl e-shaped parcel bel onged
to the WIllianses. The notion was granted, and the order was
dul y anmended.

The Lew ses al so served a notion to alter or anend the

j udgnent, seeking to reopen the evidence to show errors in the
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survey introduced at trial. In an order entered Cctober 18,
2002, the trial court denied the Lewi ses’ notion. This appea
f ol | oned.

The Lew ses argue that the trial court erred by
relying on the survey introduced by the WIIlianses since
“[t]here was only one way that any surveyor could have run the
Wlliams’ |ine and that would have been if a corner had been
pointed out to him” Brief at 3. Wthout this evidence, they
contend that the WIllianses could not have net their burden to
show that the disputed property was enconpassed by their deed.

We are not persuaded that the trial court erred by
relying (to the extent that it did) on the survey offered by the
WIllianses. Kendall O enons, a professional |and surveyor,
testified that he could find only one point on the ground that
appeared common to both parties’ deeds. Hi s testinony was
detail ed and based upon both a thorough exam nation of the
conpeting deeds and a focused field search. Hi s conclusions
wer e based on experience.

In review ng the judgnent of the trial court, our
standard is not how we woul d have eval uated the evi dence but
whet her the trial court was clearly erroneous in its
assessnments. CR 52.01. In reviewing the Iimted evidence, we
cannot conclude that the trial court erred in establishing the

boundary line as it did.



The judgnent of the Grayson Gircuit Court is affirned.
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