
Tar &Bum TROVE.

of a canal wua held to belong te the coempany operating the ianal
in the absence of proof as te the trite owner. In Fergusoit v.
Ray, the Court cites the cage of Wýlaterivorks v. Sharman, 65
L.J. (N.S,) 460, in support of thxe proposition that the possession
of the article foutid is in the owner of the locus in quo. If this cae
turroeil merely on the i 4ht of possession is between the owner
of- the land and a labourer who, found valuables therein, it is
tundoubltedIly sound in deeiding tha't the owner was entitled to
possession. But if it attempted to determine the ultimate owner-
ship of the articles ii, luestion, it is difficuit to reconcile the d2-
oision with the cominon-law miles as to treasure trove, for
the articles found were gold rings, and were hiddien beneath
the surface of the earili, and it docs not appear that the original
owner was known, ail of which eleinents ennibitied mnake a elear
c-mac of trensure trove. In Fragnce. it .4eems, an aero]ite lias been
held to hie the property of the fiuulcr. (Se 20 Alb. L.JT. 229).
To rveapitulate: La.st prùperty. %Nhithi ineludc" proporty un-
inténtionally Iost or intentionally abandoned by the' owier. and
folind iihove tgrountd. litlonza to the' finder if the owner is rot
knovi- tretmure trove. %ieth ineludes gold and silv r in somne
foriti or' othf hidden tuîderiieath the grourid or iii soine part of
a bilidime. 1by an unknown owner, beo~ y the e-.tiolo-ia%
m^~e to tht' sovvreign. and ;'ossihly, in the eountry, ta th(' finder-
pe'operty nbt iedin the goi1. and not of 81wh il ohamrater ai to
tionstitute treamire trove, lielorgs to the owner of tht' tei."

'r'ite litigftioit cotieerning Stonehenge and the î'ighix of the'
public ini eoiineetion thertiwith bring to renicînfirance the. (xiat
Cauécway case tried in Ireland in 1897. Tt Nvili be remnubered
that a comîpaxîy ivas forntcd which acquired at baýse of the plare
ami then elosed it, charging a fee to the public for admission.
Tile peopit' of the' neighbourhood and their friedrioaimed tfie
riglit to the' use of the' Causeway as a plale of public rkisort -but
the vist' w1l' t'o1111 avaiiwt thein. The' Courts lhld tha;t a publie
right of way could ouly arie by 8tatute or hy dedieatinn, sud
that there was not sufficient evidece of dedierýtion. The " ancient
aiuston" that was relied upon was heid to b uinreasonabie andi
tincertain, and therefore unenforcabie.


