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eorge mhould, make no differenc in the standing of the.
es. Certainiy not as to Johin. If lie knewv that lie wax
ripting to eonvey wvhat belonged to Archibald, it waa wrong,
as t.he evîden<,et disloes thiat George knew ofreial'

1,,he is net, ini my opinion, in any better posYition than Johnt.
r the conveyance to George, George aaîsuiniig ow-neruhip-
eularly of the. more valuable part wb.re the. hous is-
'gan to encroacli more and more, ipon Arehibald'a part,
'h. difficit, thing now)\, upoil tii evidenc, is to say hudw
1, if any, amil what partiotilar part of Arhbadsitind northt
lehgha and :south of Ohe raialias been ine t
April, 1895, and before thie cm ne e'tof thia .otiori,

Le exclusive visible poKssession of George.
liow there are five sinal fielda-20'/2 acres in all- four fields

~acres eachi eleared and fenced 'il, and one field Mf
,Uras under cultivation. These imiproveinenta4, suicii an Ib.
icularly pointed out as made for the uvse of George ]n lis
fflion, have been, or miay have been, mnade withliin tii. last

mars prior to George's d(eth. Ini my opin1i, tii ew nan
neot sati.4fied the oinus of establishing that George had tii.
ýssion required by law for thc wvhole statntoýry periodi se -
ir the plaixtiff's title.
le. Ryan v. Ryan, 5 S.C.R. 48;Do. dein. Perry v. ljender-
3 IJ.C.R. 486; Ilew-ard v. D)onoghuie, 19 S.V. R. 341 ; Wood
cBlanc, 34 S.O.R. 627.

.Fudgment will b. for the plaintifi for the. land and for p.
on and with costs.
,here may h. a deelaration thiat the, land in ii wmtion wa not
-d by George Meilnat the tirne of is, deatii.

LIERIAND, J., IN CHAMBERS. JULY 1iTH. 1911.

RE HJOLIJIS.

is-Pasi Maiiteta*we-Clairn of Uelatipe "ipois Kst.t of
Infarnts-Discretion,

ý,pplication by Emma Preston for an, order authorlsiug pay-
t te lier out of the. estate of certain infants of a sum for
r past maintenance.

7. E. Hodgins, KO., for thue applieant.
F. W. Harcourt, K.C.. for the. infant,,
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