
THE ONTARIO Wi'EELl NOTES.

The appeal was heard by ULuii,, RID)DELL, and Kxu.y, J~j,
0. L. Lewis, K.C., and W. Stanworth, for the diefeud(atita.
G. F. Shepley, K.C., and J. G. Kerr, K.C., for the pIairtif

KEuLY, J. :-There is, toi my mînd, a distinction to b. drwzw
betwecen those cases where lands border upon navigable wae
the boundary not being otherwîse defined, and the present e4.
where thie boundary nearest to the water ilî "cleakrlv ami rigidty
fixedl" 1by the Cirown grant, the description in which is hy mête
and boundffs.

Iu the present case, too, there is the furthur faet that th
la.nd -À) pateutedl \w separaited f rom the water, flot mlly by t'h'
Taihot Road, but also -by other landls between that road and the

The grantee rould not have been said to be a ripariaa pro
prietor, ani his riglits and liabilities dift'ered iii that r--pe
from those of ain owner whose Lunds bordler on navigablc- waer

After al càa.roful perusal of the vdec andf nunierous auth
orities, 1 arni of opinion that the judgrnent of the learned Che
Justice of thev King's J3ench is eorrect and it shoui( ld be

CIA-Ti, J., iLnd ILIDDELL, J., concurred in i8snhissig tb
appeal with vost-s, giving written reasons, in whieh th~e f&t
and law in the case are discussed with great fuiness.

DivisoNAL CouRT. DscsmtSa '24T, , lsxa

ERRIKKiLA v. McGOVERN.

Assessm n n Taxes-Tax Sal e-À ctii to Set Ai~~K
Vil. ch. 124, sec, 4-Irregular Se-ivdbyL ,q
.- As.sssmcnt Act o! 1904, sec. 173-Q (ompuitatiol of Ti"

Appeal by the defendant frein the judgmaent of
noted ante 195, where the facts are stated. .j

The appeal was heard by FALcoNBRmit, C.J.K.B., litTo
and RIDnELL, MJ.

J. Bicknell, K.C., for the defendant.
Glyn O)sier, for the plaintiff.


