
RE DALE AND TOW1\ SIjPjj 0FBLNIav

chIased witli such notice of the defeiidai's, equitable -igilt, if any
s4e fiad, asz is rcqulircd to (lefeat thle plalnti iff', registered titi0. Ail
ilut wasz >1ewn, was thaï; the plaintily lîad notice tbai the respondent

WAs iMpseso and lîad nmade valuale inîprovecnents on the latîd
o rwich-l the plaintiff claîed Ille riglit she xvas seeking to enforce

in tlitis actýion, ami that was flot sufficient to eutitle th lidftendant's
titabiille interest to, prex ail against Ilie plainit ilts regisere title:

Gra v. Bail, 23 Gr. 390; floe v. Braden, 24 Gr. 589; MuVity V.
TrîoT,9 0. L R. 105, per. Osier, *i.A., at p). 110.

Thaiit t1w defeiîdaîîî's lîsesoîforý 10 years is flot suffit4ent to
b)ar iihe riglt of the plaîintil iý C the easeimîcuts claitned by t 1w laiter,

the('ur is bomnd to hold oni the autlîority of MYkel v. lDoyle, 15
UJ. C. Bý. 65; tiîat decision bias becîx questioned but neyer over-

r1lîîai biie uffeet of thie plan and tlih ovne to tue plaintif!
ami tg) S. bY bbt sscato was to confer on thein . . .bbh

caonnsor li'g1lt iii rpet of tlle spZlc ewc blocks 1). aîîd
E. ami 11w iiark ini the spcewas not diszpufed li >ou e for the

deenatad tucre was no dloi) as 1, thle r'iglit o ut 1wlainitif! to
biave b)oth inobstructed and iiie use of ilil fo'r ie pur-poses hlidi-
cated on tueü plan....

()hrquestions arîsing't ini lte actiion, as tu te 1w il'ect <4 thle1111-11j11d-lten ilk t1lw fortier action, tiot tiîisideredi, it 1imn

Appeal alowd wýitli sts anui jtdgîneut for plait ifufa
wvith coî,but tlîe operation, of the illiunet oît to lie useddfor
a yerto enabie lthe defendant to remiol e the obstructions.

v' 1:'rz F, J. Ocoî i;<rmi. 1909.

RFE DALE ANTi TOWNSTIn? 0FBAN TiI)

Iis nu Baed n hst ~îii'jAssesimenl ItollCourt of
Rci~on-~Tiefor Actn ss'se t , sec-q. 61, 65-

Muniipa A e, sc. 48 Cratve rovision, sec. -004.

Mtionr to quash a by-Iaw of the township auithorising t1e issue
of 4lebenturiies bu Ilie amont of $20,000 for tlie purpose of granting


