
ff(iitto <j J.dioii,ý -Tjj.' lv Latid by Jv.wso rl'tej 4f Lvc< zwile .ppujAnapal by Eiiima E.011 from tlie report of the Local Master. at Ottawa bytlie fomnd agaiflst lier claini to, an interest in certain land inSof Ottawa. The appeal was heard in the Weekly Court,
KELLjY, J., iii a written judgment, said that a part oftory of the titie to this land was to be found in the reportalton v. The King (1917), 54 Can. S-C.R. 331. The ques-s, whether the respondents had acquired a titie by Iengthýssion under the Limitationîs Act to the land. The Localreached the conclusion that James J. Hamilton (the fatherrespondents) abandoned the ProPertY shortly after thef his wife. The evidence was open'to that interpretatîon

ply sul)ported the Master's view in that respect, and his,,on was thiat the respondents had acquired a good ttle, aq
the appellant. .On the eiridence, no other conclusion couIldWy have been reached. The appeal should be dîsmissedst&s J P. Ebbs, for the appellant. A. E. Fripp, ]K.C.,

CORRIECTION.

oBsoN v. V WxLsol, ante 54, at p. 55, at the end of the note,that " the plaintiffs should have their cot -tshould lie

RE HAMILTON.


