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8. C. Smoke ang Grayson Smith, for plaintiffs.

W. S. Brewster, K.C, and A. E. Watts, Brantford, foF 3
the defendants.

Lount, J—The contention is occasioned by a Changeélx;l
the channel of the Grand River from the old to t}}e no -
channel. ., |, It was conceded that the plaintiffs pigl 3
erty, which is on the north gjde of the river, had, V:ri 78
patented, for jtg southern boundary, the northern boun :

of the river as it rap through the old channel, from whit

ran through the o]q channel, ,  ° Many witnesses W?TE
¢xamined on both gides, - . I find that the port;ﬁe
of the disputed‘property lying immediately south of ;
old channe] . .- Up to 1874, formed part of the Pl.'g%,
erty now claimed by defendants, In that year, or possi

as soon as the Spring freghets pass away. An island sud- ; ‘,"

denly formed, as here, remaing the property of the Orlgma_l
OWHer. ol 0 Phe plaintiffs had, at the date of expro
Priation, as riparian proprietors, g title to the middle thre2
of the olq channel, which g not completely closed up:
: f o Teservation of a chain for g toy path, being ﬁﬁ
casement, does not take from plaintiffs their right in b
soil o the middle thread of the olq channel: Kains v. Tur-
Sogte TR plaintiffs have not Shewl}
“an actual, constant, and vigiple occupation to the exclt
sion of the true owners fop 10 years:” McConaghy v. Da
mark, 4 §. (. R. 632: see also Harrig v, Mudie, 7 A. R. 4.14’
Griffith v, Brown, 5 A. R, 303, Cropping the land during
the summer jg only a new act of trespass: Coflin v. North
American Tang Co, 21 0. R. gy : and does not make again‘“t
€ owner’y constructive Possession : Handley v. Archibald, 30
CRi1g00 - Ifind for defendanis on al] grounds,




