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tue adgcc is to ascertainl the nxeaning of the words ofthe" tanl«zut to sPeculate UPOn the mneaning of the wordstettator wiljch J ets in-the consideration what he in-o have doue:y' per Lord -WestbUrYý 11 H. L. QI 375, at p.
'en, the teatator lias devised land which ho did not own,hing mfore iu the will te assisty aithough there is littielonat tb lied w i ntne yto devise sOnie land he didlatter ~ ladwilfot pass, and ccthere iS a clear anded rule of law which stands iMexorably iu the way ofevidenoe that that lot was intended: per Burton,JA.v- lýagle, 24 A. R. 162, at P. J.A u, f hreb
Iin 1h wi Ile would be effective to dispose of theJyowxied by the testator, even if the Wrong descriptionely Olfltted, the lanid passes, and the wron- descriptiona dernostati ivhiel niay be rernoved by7v' eesaaIbiguity. vdnea
nce te Doe LowIry v. Grant, 7 tT. C» R. 125; Doyle V.. R. 162; -y e Ilarkin, 7 0. W. R. 840.]present wlll it is Perfectly rnnifesqt that the testatordevise laudj which lie owved-the very precise dis-it Proves that beyond questionbut it isnet enougli ina tesator to inteud te devise; lie miuet use words whicgýfteetive to niake a devise.
ill be a declaration that the testator died intestatef the land iu question; and the orders which follow!claration will issue . Costs of ail parties out
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S taent of D)ef ance -Aepditi l-okesfor Ijvise AC, uc?, -9 - ýa1ui)r Limittio 

-~~I-MOtien bY the defendants for leave toteret defence bi, settincy Il


