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said sec. 10 of the Act of 1912, 1 thiîiuk that upon the streets
naîned therein the -Nuiiicipalitv bias the right to proh)iïbit,
regulate and control the locatiou of aparinent or tuiwnit
houses wbich answered to fle desc-riptîin contaied in sub-
sec. (d) of sec. 10 of said amoundiig Act.,

Tt is plain, in my opinion, froîn an e\aminatioji of thle
plans as altered, that the buildinig propioscd to b)0 erected
thereunder is ant apartment or feneuient bseproviding three
or more sets of roomns for separate occupation by one or more
persons.

1 arn of opinion tîmat this bv.ý-law, No. 6061, was iii foi-ce
at the time thc applicationi was mnad by the plaintiff to the
defendants for their approval of the lanlhs and specifications
now in question, and for a permit for flic erection of the
building, the refusaI of which by the defendants led to mnotioni.

1 think the defendants were %w itîmmn f heir riglhts fîereunder
in refusing. T'his is quite apiv frîmi in *v objection to tho
formn of the order or other mater iugedf ini support of the
appeal Whiclh 1 do not, ini tme irustcethlink il noces-
sary to deal with.

1 %wouldi allow the al)l>al wvitm coss.

lloxN. SIR WM. MuI.ocK, (XJE~,HoN. MR. JUSTICE
CJ.UTE, and IloN. Mit. J$T('Fc IDDIELL, agrced.

Hlox. MR. .Jusric MuIDnLTOx . .JUNE 18TIt, 1913.

SALTEII v. EVERSON.

4 O. W. N.

1Vay-Ru1tt of li'aji-7'itle by PrcxNerilitioniýtidcee ax ta UIain
of Titfr--Intç,rite Injunction J)aiayrs,.

MIDDLETON, J1., i n an acion 0i >ugut clni ning a righ t of wa v
over defPndant> lands h Iv re.,crIptln bçld, that thme evidenice did
flot extablish theî rîght fflaintiff wva, clainumng.

Action tried at Toronto o-uyS itings. in wbich the
plaintif! claimnis a riglît of wav over defenidanit's lands b) pro-
scription.

HT. 11. Dewa.rt, K. C., and D). 'D. (Crierson, for plaintiff.
A. R1. ('lute, for defemîdant.
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