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With ail due respect to *Ihose who hold'the contrary opinion,
we venture to believe that the Rleal Property Limitations Act is
intended to apply to real "land" and not to merely iniaginary
or theoretical "land." It is quit. true that the~ definition of
"land" in that statute is wide enough to include, "unlees a con-

trary intention appears, " mèssuages and ail other iiereditarnents
whether corporeal or incorporeal and money to be laid out in the
purehase of land (and ehattels and other personal property
transmissible to heins), and also to any share of the sme
hereditaments and properties or any of themn, and to any estate
of inheritance, or estate for any lif. or lives, or other estate
transmissible to heirs, and to any possibility, right rr titie of
entry or action, sud any other interest capable of hieing inher-
ited, and whether.the, sme estates, possibilities, rights, titie, and
interests, or any of them, are in possession, reversion, remainder
or contingency, R.8,0., é. 133, a. 2. A roorn in a bouse may.
aecording to the authorities above referred to, be the subjeet of
a corporeal hereditament, and as such within the ternis of the
statplte, but the statute requires in effect an exclusive possession
,by a squatter before he can acquire a title under its provisions,
and the dilemma whieh Mr. Justice Garrow put, we do not think
is at al answered by the Supreme Court. In order to establish
his titi. under the statut. the squatter must shew an exclusive
and undisputed possession of the land or of the corporeal
hereditamrent h. cl&ini, whiii in the case in hand was not
shewn, but merely a pogmession jointly with the true owner, which
would not be sufficient under the statute to oust the latter 's titie.

Not only have the Supreme Court declared a iroom. to be
liand, " but thiti speeies of " land " beîng of sueh an aerial char-

acter that it needs support, they have also declared that the
possession of a room, draws with it a night to have the substrue-
ture, to whicb no titl. has been acquired, inaintained in statu
quo, so far as neeusary for the support of the rooni.

Whether the judgrnent of Mabee, ., was modiffed in this
respect is not; very clear. Duif, J.. seeme to have disagreed with
Davies, J., as to the'nature of the plintiff's right to support,


