
CITY OF? TORONTO v. RAMSDELN.

before me, the appeal being a liinited one, andl 1 cannot review
hie decision on that question of fact.

This objection was flot urged before mie with muchi coli-
fidence; for eould it be, having reg ard to the decision ini lie
Ittussell (2), Il. E. Ci. 519, which deides the very point in-
volved.

The appeal fails on ail the grounds of objection, and I
think must be disinissed witli costs.
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THE MASTER.-Plaintiffs seek to recover possession of
certain lands forming part of what is called " the sand-bars,"
soutlî of Ashbridge's bay. The writs of summons were
issued and served on 9th Septeniber, 1902, and defendants
dulv appeared on I 9th Septciiber, 1902. Th solieitor for
the plaintiffs stated on affidavit titat " about the date when the
time expired, under the Rides, to deliver statetnents of laim,
1 asked a niember of the firmi of defendants' soliicitors to
grant further tinte to deliver sanie, to whîeh ho aissented."
This is not denied. The affidavit goes on: " No particular
tinte was mentioned, and, as 1 neyer received any requet
since that time from the said solîcitors to deliver -tatemente
of dlaim, or any notice that tbev objeced to tlie inatter stand-
ing, 1 took il for granted that there was no objection." The
affidavit further states that the delay wae due f0 a doulit as
to whether the lands Nvere within the jurisdietion of the Do-
minion or tlie P'rovince, and al so from inability to get evi-
dence to nieft the defence of titie by possession wbicb he
thought would he raîsed.L

Without any order a statenient of dlaim in each action
was fiIed on 3rd Febrnary. 1905....

It woul have been better had plaintiffs liled their state-
ments of claim within a shorter time than 2 vears and more


