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taxes and redeemied the land: it w-as thereafter as.sessed against
the plaintiff, and he paid the taxes. In 1901, hie rented it to
one Lee by1 a verbal arrangement, Lee to eut iee for the plain-
tiff, give hua what filh ho wanted to, use, and fi the road built
hy thv plaintiff in 1886 or 1887, to get the stone and timbers
froin the beach. Lee rented the property froni the plaintiff
for three seasons, and went out in 1904, when Koehler hought
hixxi out, i.e., as 1 understand it, bought out Lee's fishing appar-
atus. Thereupon the plaintiff made an agreement with one
O'Brien that lic should have the property on the sanie ternme as
Lee; and O'Brien and Koehiler (who seeni te have been in
1pirtniershlip) occupied in this way till 1907. Thon James
O'Birien rented for the fishing season for $50. The agreemient
was ebl but a lease was to be drawn tmp. O'B rien refused to
exeviute the bease, and the plaintiff took proceedings under the
Ov-erbiolinig Tenants Act te put hini and Koehler off. O 'Brien
swore that lie bad nlot rented the propcrty, and the applica-
tion failed.

Then the plaintiff, about, May, 1907, procured a deed from
four out of the six heirs and heiresses at law of William Wilson,
that is, those living in London, the others living clsewhere tôot
bcing asked.

The defendants camne upon the propcrty.during last fal or
.Lhe present ycar; Eý'berlte huying out Koebler 's right to fishing

privileges; Frank Rose O 'Brivn, the other defendant, joining
theni; but none tîi(er any righit from the ýplaintiff. Tbey
erected one ice-house of cernent near and ta, the west of the site
of the old warehouse, and apparently a little flsh bouse, though
this inay have been built by O 'Brien and Koebler or Lee.

Lece had been a fishernian under license, so wcrc O'B rien and
Koehlcr, as arc the dc fendants; CJunninghami was nlot.

In the statement of elaim the plaintiff alleges that froxu
1886 hoe bas been the owner in fec simple of thc land, and that
the defendants entercd upon bis possession.

The learnced County Court Judgc, at the tonclusion, of the
plaintiff's evidence, dismnissed thc action with coats, sayîng: I
ride on time groundff that there bas heen no sufficient evidence put
in of any dccd wbatevcr or any title whatevcr in the plaintiff
as against these dlefendagnt.4 for the land whieh they are in
possession of." But this must bc taken in connection with
what is saidi immiiedliately before, on motion made for a nonsuit:
"It is utterly impossible for me to hold there cvcr was a trans.
fer to Poulin. There ig an, alleged deed, and the very mnan
thalt is said to bave exeeuted it or that drew il, is net here."1


