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('RUW V. ('ROW.

Deed oovy e f La nd-LDescrî.ptîi-F~alsa, Dernonstraio--
Itnonof (h'antor-Evidence-Costs.

Action by Daniel M'. ('row agaînst his son George T. ('row
and thec infant sons of George T. Crow to have it dcclared that a
deed from the plaintiff to the defendants, dated the 21st April,
1915, conveyed no part of or intercst in lot 4 in the 3rd concession
byý thie -western. boundary of the township at, Raleigh and no
interest that the plaintiff had at the time of the making of the
deed in that part of the allowance for road lying or running between
lot 4 ini the 2nd and lot 4 in, the 3rd concession of the
said township, or, in the alternative, for reformation of the dced.

The action was tried without a jury at Chatham.
O. L. Lewis, K.C., and W. G. Richards, for the plaîntfT.
A. Clark, for the defendant George T. Crow.
S. B. Arnold, for the Officiai Guardian, rcpresenting the infant

defendants.

LEN NO(X, J., in a written j udgment, said that the.property and
rights conveyed or purporting to, be conveyed by the deed were
deeried as5, "ail and singular that certain parcel. or tract of land
sind premnises situate lying and being in the township of Raleigh

* . and being coxnposed of the north-east haîf of lot 4 ii the
2nd or front concession by the river Thanies in the said towniship

containing 100 acres more or less." The deed wae made
iiin pur-suance of the Short Forms of Con veyances Act," and
iisuh)ject WA the reservations limitations provisoes and conditions

epesdin the original grant thereof from. the Crown. " It was a
deed of gift, expressed to be in consideration of natural love and
affection aind the sum of $10, and was made ani registercd volun-
tarily by the grantor without any communication with the grantees.
The land in the 2nd concession was only about 64 acres.

it wa.s sub)stantially accurate Wo say that at the time lie executeil
theo deed the plaintiff owned the north-easterly haîf of lot 4 in the
2nd and 3rd conessions. It was contended that the deed passed
land ini the 3rd concession because the plaintif[ owned land in
t4hat concession, and because of the words leontaiinig 100 acres
more or less" in the deed.


