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d tract, then north 31 degrees, 30 minutes west 50 chaLins
less to Little Creek, then southerly along the water's,
h the stream to Big Creek, then north-easterly up Big
the place of beginning."
was nothing in the patent to inicate wvhat was meant

nguished by lot D.D.I"
t.atemtent that the parcel containe 60 acres more or lesb
the est limit of it le 50 chains more or less lu length miay
arded if there is in the words of the description of the
es a sufficiently certain definition of what was granted:
.Wahnaesley, [19051 2 Ch. 164,'174.
re was sorne graduai change of the courýses, of the strears
ithe areh of the lande contained within the boundarie-s

,aaed, and if the grant, properly construed, was a grant
inds contained within such boundaries, the plaintiff'sq
el, in titie gained, and the plaintiff now owned, a much
La of land than. wus originally granted: ee Volcamec Oil
Co. v. Chaplin (1912), 27 O.L.R. 34, 484, especially at

s impossible, even by the very artificial means of treating
.s, " southerly along the water'Er edge with the strean, "
alent to "southerly along the edge of the high land,"
:> the patent a construction which would make the whole
%criptions, including the acreage and the measurement,
fit eitheir what the defendants admit, or what the

said was the land gianted to his predecemsor in
d there was nothing for it but Wo follow the description
"rund, as it ie at present, and to hpld thst the
as the owner of "D.D.," la entitled Wo the land
by the western linrit of lot 13 and the water's edge
Creek and Big Creek. That the whole of the ares

lie ponds), within the boundaries mentioned, was "land '
soed by the grant,, and could not be called " water "--m
ying part of it would have Wo be called if the construction
raut contended for by the defendants ws adopted-
lear upon the description given by- the witnesses, aud
ci the inspection mnade by the learned Judge; aud the
bat it is "land" ie strengthened by the decision lu Merritt
f Toronto (1911), 23 O.L.R. 365, 372.
plaintiff should have an injunction snd $25 damages,


