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Leave was reserved to the

he whole caseé ; and for
uster as to

iss
de?e;((i);no:mer as to the remainder of the lot.
the Plaimi}to move to enter the verdict for them on t
the to move to enter a verdict for them on the issue of o
whole or part.
for thl/:'jz:n' Q.C,, for the defendants,
unreaSOnar;‘dénts on the issue of title, co
the qllestio)ne ;."ne had elapsed before Fraser repu
was misdirec(:' “‘?reasonab]eness is for the court and not for the jury ;
and that he slmn]m the lea.rned Judge to leave the second question to them,
Pugsle g“cd have directed a verdict for the defendants.
tracts are \'},(;id T an(% Montgomery for plam.tlﬂ's, contended that infants’ con-
i“‘erest, s v ?(‘l‘d ’VOIdahle, and that as this deed‘is against the grantors’
to prove oust o1 . They also contended that the plaintiff was not called upon
fore moved ufr where t‘hat had not bf:en denied by the defendant, and there-
The follo::t' a verdlct'f(.)r the plmptiff be entered on the issue of ouster also.
Doe dem, Seel ing authorities were cited: 1oe dem. Foster V. Lee, 2 Han. 486;
289 ; Zouch Vy }’) Charlton, 21 N.B. 119, 120 (1892) 5 Carter v. Silber, 2 Ch.
Ken. 194 ; D arsons, 3 Burr. 1704, 1804 ; Doe dem. Duffin v. Simpson, 3
McAvoy L Ry” v. Dyer, 2 Cox 92 ; Finch v. Finch, 15 Ves. 43; Stock V.
Foley V-'-’(.};n {' '5) Eq. 55; Collinson V. Collinson, 3 DeG., M. & G. 499 ;
Conve),am_in ada Permanent Loan & Savings Co., 4 O. R. 38 ; Perkins on
Allen, 1), &g’R‘S ed., sec. 125 —— V- Handcock, 17 Ves. 383 5 Allen V.
15C. p, 6'2 . M 3}8 ; 'lels v. IZav'ns, 9 C. P. 510} Featherston V. McDonell,
Ohio 255 ; P’V ”‘C"ﬁ/’m v. '/”c‘(zu”‘e'. 34 U.C.R. 1573 Drake v. Ramsay, 5
617, 627 "Iu;a :‘e’ v. Lewis, 4 Har. (Del.) 755 Irving v. Irving, 9 Wall.,
Ht’/(; (‘Ovm ens Case, 4 Ch. App. 31; Carfery. Silber, 2 Ch. Div. 278.
Fraser di:i ° errulmg Fasle-r v. Lee, and Seeley v. Charlton,
and that thec:; reP“d‘atC‘wuhm a r.easonable time after the coming
Held o) eed from F raser.to W}nchester is good.
ouster ag also (Tuck, J., dissenting), that plainti
s to the residue of the lot.
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McLEAN v. REEKIE.
Nz’gltjg’mce—Fx’re, damayges for setting oul.
lar to the case of Booth v. Moffatly
has since been affirmed by the Full
a special note of it here,
great interest
hasize the

nOtegl::tl: a case in many respects §ixni
Court, and ?t 41, the decision in which
except that thwouk? ha'rdly be necessa.ry to make
‘hroughout Me spbmct is one of extensive application and very
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