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* agricultural districts, by a fair and sensible agreement betweeni the ow-ners. The nature of this agreemnent usually varieb accord-
g ingto tbe locality. Sometimes the one owner or bis tenant

agrees to keep the ditch cleansed.. while the other owner or bis

tenant undertakes the repair of the fence. In other cases the
work is donc jointly by a mutual contribution towards the labour.
But where neighbours are rea.sonable there is little room for thet!';lawyer. 'So we shall purs-ue our subject in another direction.

Apart from the point we commenced with-the reptiring of
fences to prevent the repairer's cettie string and trespassing-
is, there such a thing as an obligation to repair a fence? This
question mnust be answered in the affirmative. There are, indeed,
several other ground.s upon which a man may b-e made liable for
not repairing a fence. We do flot propose to deal -%ith the posi-
tion as between lanalord and tenant. We shail deal only -%ith
c&ses where thcre is no relationship founded on tenure, betweent the parties. There are cases, as welshall see, w"-ere A.'s cattieJ or other animai,, getting through B.'s fence on to B.'s land and
there suffering damage give A. a right of action against B. on
the grùunid that 13. oughit a' law to have kept his fence in such
a st2te of repair that the animais could flot have escaped from

The miost tiî.nil cas;e, apart fr(rn contrart. where a mian is held
fiable for not keeping his fences in such ai ,tate as to keep his
nieighbour's animiais from wandering. arises ufi(er the Inclosure
Acts. The gencral effeet of these staiutes wvas. of couirse, k) allot
iii severalty lands which were fornialvy suâbiert to the old comrnon
field system of om-nership, or which were part of the hord's waste
suhject te common rights. 'liere were, of covrse, general
Inclosure Acts. but, in the main, inclosures were carried out by
local statutes. The method adopted was generally the saine ini every case, the variation: being only in points of detail. The
object aimned at was twofold. First, the partitioning of the lands
amongst the various persons and classes of îwýrs-ons having varlous
intercsts, estates, ard iights in and over the lands. In carrying
this int.i effeet regard waýs ha<l to the relative values of the
respective rnterests, estates, and rights. Secon(hiy, the laying out


