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sequence of the plaintiff’s dam, which obstructed their passage;
that the defendants, by reason of ‘the plaintif’s refusal aforesaid,
were justified; in removing a portion of the said. dam, to effect a
passage for their logs, and that, in so doing, they acted under the
direction of the plaintiff himself, as to whene' their men engaged in
that operation should begin, and what portion'.of the said dam
they might take down, with the least possible injury to thie. plain-.
tiff, in ¢ffecting a passage for the said logs which could not he
driven through the said dam, without serigusly damagiog the same,
and, thereby, occagioning a very heavy, peouniyry loss to the defen-
dants, deth maintain the said exception pf: them the said- deten .
dants, and doth. dmmss the plamtxﬂ"s acteon in t-ha& behalf,r With
cost.:

Ce Jugement fut porw en révaon, A Montnéal deva.ut. tmu,
juges de la.Cour. Supéneure :

Le demandeur s'appuya sur les d;qusmons du chapxtre 51, des.
Statuts Refondus pour le Bas-CanadaJ R e

Les défendeurs prétendirent. que.cetts loi sta.tuteure ne sa.pplxque
pas aux dépendances de la Couronne, Is citaient 4 Blackstone’s
comm. par Chxtty, P 167 8 L. C Reports P 147 Lhapman vs
Clatke’ etal, - Rs.msa;s digest, vo. (Rive ”», No. 6, et vo
“Servxtude” g} 295 No. 1. ST , .

Ce jugement fut oopﬂrmé en révmon

xme Cugiam, —The Court holds> that the owner 9f a property, .
on the banks of a ﬂoax.u;g rlver ha,s no nght to, “par the same, bx
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WbRTHEN vs ﬁbLT AT ! .

Juek : 1o quele dépulé-protonotaire n’a aucun pouveir ‘de’ ﬁxe'f", on




