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Soute tillue about 190i4, the eity offieials started ssssîî the
ow-ners of t1e tue in lattes whieli had iiivcr bren foiuai;llv dedi-
eated to the' pubilie. About that tinte, 21e. I)ie-ke.o eevn
lus is'sîîîtilotîce, raie iip and looko'î at thbe l)roperty, no0
dlouiiî goiîîg uipont it» Th is is rejed upon as an rntrv Nhich

woold stop t he statute t'roon ruiininlg.
Soin(, other iiinor iincidenjts have bren inentiont'd. whiehi ap-

pea, I'to nie to lhav nuo bea ring xm liatevlr upon the dispute.
1 aim liot hwe 'oiierned witI hcu question as 1<> u etlier

there ver newas ant easernent iii fa vou r of the nortberti bouses,
nlot mii 1 uie eu11Ieri'ied wuil h thle quiest ion whel ler t llit easc-
mnti lias bfýui rtigild.Tedi-spute betore nie- is. 1 thiîîk,
quito e pa et frontî tliese quiesti olis.

W'hen Mr. Bu ird receît lx sold to Mre. Bîîllen. litiîleti uuîdee
took to ni'eet bis apa rtiiient liouse up tu I he îortlierti bolinidar 'v
of lis owîî land.l Hie Iliî funi the so-ealledu ]alie( enieloscî ail
aî)pais'îî 1> furîia ilig part utf thle Lawson peoi ertv. le knew
tîlat lie liad< 110 lit le ol' anY k in it it. vet lie t ook dtlo î tht'
soiithuî'rii 1*t4(-lieu s lu wx ieli thr lie e ',lruhabîx* v1 iiojevtioii ru
îuoved thle gales, and( proceed ed t o usie thte bille as a nica nls oh'
aeess to lus property. le lîuîîîeî uip Mr. l)icke v. and on the'
18th Mardi, 1912, ohtairied fronti hit a -oleale of thet laite,
taken in thp naine of Mr. Ira -Stanîish, his soîjeitor ; andi lie
juistifies the user of this bine by lu1oi îrsîî uîuler tbis eoiviî'V-
anee. Ife is within hiii righit. uîiess thie Lawsons bave aequirt'd
a l)osst'ssorv tille, as against l)iukey. huis grantor.

1 t hiik il ïs x'ery doîibtfuil wlirtlîtr the plaintiff lias shewîî
811Y siiel eontiînions possession a.s wouhd iii any' aspect of the
case establisît a. possessory tille; lait 1 îîccd itot dtusthis at
Icngth, a, Liît leialv v. Liverpool ('ollt'gt' [ 19001 1 ('b. 19, sliews

fiît tlw'eeto ol» _atdés at th elic 'îls of thie lune over whieh the'
peroîiereîiîg tie gaeslus n riglît of w'ay iii an et'qivoc.al act

whii-h may h ave heeni douém' îeeel. xviîl the initentioni of pro-
e t fi tt riglit of \\a 'y froin inv~asioni h)v the publ j 1 , and does

îlot aiiinount to a dlisl>osse"Ssion ofl' t anr îîd so does not give,
a lîo)SSv'ssory tille,

liras aireadY îboiiituî ont, te îifereneî' froint Ieî faets
proved is, that tlîert' was no intention of doiiîg more than
neccssary 10 excîndfe Iliose nienbers of the publie whlo w'ere îuak-
iîîg Ibis strip a nuisance: so tht' case in hand does flot raise as
illany tiffleulties ias lucre were in the Englisb <'ast',

lit the use of the lunte tlitre ivas soine iiîjury 10 tle building.
Thte defezîdant hias paid $25 imîto C'ourt. 1 think Ibis is înough
tb 0ro1u(lit'itt' for' tItis tlaîiage.


