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We have no other account of this narf «p *i. x

*« release or ,„i..e,„i„ „, obJ„ed Sof'y^::
^"J.,

I do not n,ake out from the evideDceVS
>»nirt went to Sorel for the purnose «f l,-^'
.hat ae^,eara.e., in .hoiXt atZ^ !!"/
on. and who had then been absent, i, ZZ^h^lCanada nearly 29 years, had been heard of '„fSeven years. This, I suppose, it ™s .hough, n oe^tyto karn, upon the prineiples on which Doe^demSy.Jfepean (a) was determined, in order that the pW„ "M^

oiectm'lVwTt in s^ 7:e!r\^f/'t^V"
•'«

defendant Mr. ^^.V,, .^'^ r^^or' i^^ ?ff.»r^« <?««, either could not, or would not nut It
,°„

h.s power ,0 give any such evidence, and th" the aol

n

of ejectment .„ consequence failed Lt the trial!

It is not e^rplained, and it is not material for us nowto know, whether on the defence any evidence was ri™to prove that more than seven years had .W j
*

the plaintiff, who had been so lonrb;':^ :tn d he":heard of; or whether the plaintiff or the learned i„d« 1. *.

(a) 2 M. & W. 894.


