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which iu fact did nid reali flie river when the deed wvas
nîadc-does not beconie riparian wlheu the intcrvcning land
is waalîed awav, and the river in f'aet 1>ceoriies a boiîndairy."

I1 liave ecarlier eited. There have also been cited fa ine
autimorifies wluelî if. îs elaimed dispose couipletely of the

ll'ddcome ~C'," viz,., the Lopez (fs.whieh is reportcd as
'Lopez V. Mud iu [olîun hao, in 13 Moore's In<lian

Appeals, at p. 1437; Singh v. Ali Kakn, 1,. R1. 2 Iîîdian
Appeals, 28, and Thcobald an Land, p. 37.

If was strongly contended by the junior eoiînsel for the
plaintiffs fliat, apart fron'i the main question, and granting
tliat the erosive action of the lake lias eneroaclied tipon flhc
plaintitf Carr, and that lic lias lest soine of bis land,' thien
at any rate lie <rnlv loses it downl to the low water mark.
Bat Iiaving regard to the view filat 1 tuke abouit tuie main
question, it is not necessary f0 consider that argument.

I (Io niot sec tlîat the Statiute 1 GÀeo. V. ch. G, lias any
aipplication to flua case; nor do I sec tlîat the Attorney-
{;(encral ouglit to bring flic action or is a necessary party,
flhc plaintiffs hein,, eoneerned only with the tres.pass up0il
their lands and not with any supposcdl public riglht.

The oil faitli, or fthe opposite, of the defendants in
making flic trcspass is a inatter of no conscquence ia flic
disýposai of the action.

I find, therefore, thuat fhiere lias becu, a trospass by de-
fendants upon f le plaintifTs' land, and tîmaf tliey arc en-
tif 'cd ta have the injunet ion hercin made perpetual, with
f iml eosts on the Iligli Court scule anmd ten dollars damnages.

Thirfv (laya' s.fay.
rihle injiinetion orders are nof befare me. Il any ques-

tions of costs are reserved for the trial Judge, plaintiffs are
to have costs ail through,


