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'l'le ineans of g ýttiing iroîin place to place in that locality
is nîiainly by water. t)efenidants' Iogs prevented plaintiff
froîîî lavinig ready access to the watýer, the boomns îte(,rfered
wiith bis~ navigating Ilic rive i wtl bis launchies anid boaths, so
mauch so th'dt aI1 tiincs his oIIIy i-nüans of gettinig to the. ;ost-
office on the opposite bank of the river, and reaclîing the
place wlcre lia obtained bis supplies, was by wa]kiing over
thec opcîî anîd uinguardcd trestie bridge, of tuie railw av.

Bis chief causes of complaint are: (1) tbat defendants'
operations iii the river were so conducted as to pravant bis
using it as lie lad a right to use it, and (2) that defendants
committed a trespass upon bis property by erecting the jack-
ladder who]ly or in part thercon, and caused him damage by
destroying ànd TClfloYing trees and by flooding a portion of
his land.

lJcaling witlî the Iirst of thesi objections, defendants
bave placed machl reliance ripou their contention that plain-
tiff by reasoit of flic Oie chain reserve along the shore of the
river is not a riparian proprietor, and so is îîot entitled to the
privileges of sueab an owiiar. This contention is based upon
tlie assomiptioni that the reaerve is to be measuradl froin high
water miarkç, anid that, thereforîv, at tinias of low water, land
would initervene betwaan the shore sida of the reserve and the
cdge of the water. Even were it eonceded that the measure-
mient of tha chain reserve is to be made froîn bigli water
mnark, (a position wbiahi on the autliorities is unitenah)le) , it
cannot ha admnittcd, as contended by defendajits, tliot the lîina
of thiose waters iii the summar of 1912, when dafendants for
tlilir own purpoge,, raiscd the water levai several feet aboya
nornmal, (,an ha conisidcred as the higli water linae. Counly of
YorZ- v. Ro/Is, 27 App. Reports 72, Angeli 0o1 Watercourses,
7th cd., sec. 53, p. 50, note 1.

The fuirther conitenition tlîat the chiaiî raserva itsalf etuts
off platitfV's right of aecess to the wvater cannot pravail. A
casa miach sinîlilar in ibis respect to tha present is the iletro-
politan Board of Wores v.'.LlcCarhiy, 7 IL L. C. 243, refer-
enca to whieh will tbrow some light iîpon the affect of the
conditions existing here.

Another elcînent to ba considered in solving the question
of defendants' liability is wbethar they were within their
rights in using the river as thay did use it. They maintain
that they bava not exceeded the statnltory riglits of those en-
,oaged in a business suai as they carry on. The Saw T-ogs


