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Louis Wyman, AttorneyC. General, Waters,and Warren E.
Deputy General WatersAttorney orally), for the State.{Mr.

George R. Scammon brief(by and orally), for the claimants
Marcus Marty.and Marie A. J.

Per curiam. The issue before the court is ofsimply that
anywhether apparenterrors of uponlaw are the face of the record.

Racine v. Armstrong, 100 H. 96.N. The rule for apportionment of
accretion adjoining riparianbetween owners which employedwas
by the reachingmaster in his conclusions is one longwhich has
been both in jurisdictionestablished this and elsewhere. Batchelder

Keniston, 496;v. 51 N. H. Horne,v. 64Watson N. H. 416. See
State v. Company, 92, 100;99 N. H. III American Law ofStafford

15.31, p. (1957Property, 867; Thompsons. on Property5A Real
Replacement) 2560, p.s. As briefly610. stated in Batchelder v.
Keniston, appliedsupra, 498, the rule is toas follows: each“Give

a the proportionowner share of new shore line in he heldto what
thein old line . . thenshore . and the division of the land would
completed partiesfrom theby runningbe a line the bound between

point newlyon the old river bank on theto the thus determined
”.formed shore . . .

pointedAs was out in Watson v. Horne, supra, 418: “When the
general approximatesof thecourse shore a straight line, the

amongis made the proprietorsdivision by perpendicularlines to
general originalthe course of the bank or of the markoriginal of

generalthe shore.” But when “it curves or . .bends the rule is to .
newly theaccordingdivide . . . the formed water line” to rule

Keniston, supra.in Batchelder v. See v.described State Stafford
H. “TheCompany, 92,99 N. 100. lines the alluviondividing across
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uplandof theconnectinglaid extremitiescommonly byare down the
theon new shorepointthe old the divisionsides at shore with of

Prop-Adjacentby proportion.” Skelton, Boundaries andas fixed
Since in this(1930) L. 68.338, note,339. 6 Ark. Rev.erties See

isthe accretionsurroundinggeneralthe of the shorecase course
v.Batchelderrule ofstraight convex,but thepredominantlynot

themake division.supra, toKeniston, properly employedwas
Horne, supra.v.Watson

fact alongThe that the accretion which formed the claimants’
property partresulted in inwhole or from the artificial obstruction

prevent acquisitionthe ofby operateerected State does not to
rights byin the the anno. 134 A. L. R.accretion claimants. See

468-472;467, City, 634, 639,Solomon Siouxv. 243 Iowa 640.
urgedIt is on behalf of the claimants however that erection of

jetty southerlythe the original highfrom markwater thetoward
trespasslow water mark by rightsconstituted a the State to theof

claimants; and highthat the new water mark which uponresulted
completion jetty ignoredof the should be in favor of the high water
mark which inprior thereto, determiningexisted the ofdivision

parties. Upon theorythe accretion between the it arguedisthis
the “bythat division should be made the of easterlyextension the
line theside claimants’ to the low waterproperty] mark.”[of

an parallelSince such extension would andvirtually coincide with
westerlythe effectjetty,side of the the claimants in assert title

by proceeding.the entire tract in theto of land accretion involved
not the'findingsThe views thus are sustained ofadvanced by

upon“The find evidence thethe master: master cannot the that
Newtrespass by Hampshire.”the dike the oferection of was a State

rightit was. Thecompel findingno to a thatThere was evidence
provisions ofpursuant to thejettyState to theof the construct

thequestion.here Nor does159, not in1933, c. is thusLaws
artificialresulted from this struc­that the accretioncircumstance

theclaiming alongformedland sopreclude the State from theture
Brundage Knox,457; v.Meriwether,Kansas v. 182 Fed.jetty.

(3d ed.) s.Property4 RealTiffany,450,Ill. 464-467. See279
s.472; supra, 296.supra, Skelton,A.1223; R.,134 L.anno.

approvedmaster properly byrecommendations of the wereThe
questions apparent uponCourt and there are no of lawthe Trial

the disclose error.the face of record which

Exceptions overruled.

J., did not sit.Wheeler,


