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plea cf intltncy, andi a replicetion tîat the de-
fendant rtitificd aui conllrnxied lte debt al'ter ho
beceme of age.

Il wa proved lu evidetîce bLd after the de-
fendent ettainedl twventy-cnie yeers tLe ptainiiff
tooL ru iîccoutnt to Iti wiih conttinei the
items a td prices, and on a lîlh sues iciretily
suritten, Il î

5
srtieuitrs cf au account te; tlicendii

cf 1867; 1 certify thatt titis acceaunt l8 coctt
an eifttr. Titis flite defen lent sigîîedl
and iii titis it suas elleged lthe ruatification cou-
sisle i.

Thc iertned jucige ditected tie jury ltat this
suas insufficiont, enl ltaI they shît nd fini a v 't-
dict for tLe defendant, tut ruserved beave ta the
plaintiff te moe te sor r ido lime netîsuit. Tlite
sratute 9 hec. IV., o. 14, c. 5, enireta that 1'1ie
action cha ho naainteincd aheri te chargec
any poteau uipon aîîy promise trde 'fCer fuît

logc te psy any debt contrecîrd durit g ilifaito,
et upon ratification afler full âgc cf eity pro-

mire or sitmple cuitraet rnde durirg iîîttîîcy,
uniess sucit ptrmise et ary ratificattion sitali ho
mcdo by sente writiîîg sigcil ty flie pi ny ta be
charge.d tberewitb."

'iJlrQ C., now usovei accer liogiy. Ho
rîrguod liait ltote wsa 9 sufficent tecîpOltin,
or it icast cvidertcc cf an accotant croIe I. 'lTe
words u-ed need nol be snob îLot at pr'aitiie eau

bo imlus ed front ltent, but it la sufficient tat
tere shonid ho on meknowledg"nt of the dltt
Ile cited fiari l v, Wall, 1 Ex. 122; lIoi(bçI v.

W/trortn, Il Ad. & E. 931.
Ceci3eus., J.-I lhiîîk litote sitoîtic ne

mile. ttc statîure requit-os lUit aîîy recognition
cf a dett incutred ty a perron uniier age, maie
after Le Lais arrived et full cge, munst te ii surit-
ing if cny action ies te te meiutained on it, and
lirefore the ehet cf sucit wîiîttn document la
a question for the court, and luit for lte Jury.

TIer must be, lu my opinion, a recognitiont cf
lte dett birîdiîîg on the dltom Iu ttc peent

cse totre w-to an account sntntittol le the de-
fendantt, aud avbet sue lookr et lte sîîpposcd
recognition, sue indit ilsl ouiy an admission thtî
lte iems aie pi eperly set cul, and îLot lte
auras chat grd for tient are selisftîcti.ry in
amount. Titis ls neit sufficlent. We ought te
have a rcortnitieit cf lte aieolit as a sutsisting
liatiiîy. 1 do net thinthîe termis beic îîsed

armeout- ta tiiet, and therefore there ciioni cit
rit rttt".

Lt rt, lIA-NINENa atîc IIsYLs, JJ., conurt-ed.
Rutle refuceci.

COMIiON PLL'AS.

W'ooaa V. VausAN rsaBANDE.

1f ats t' tthi i~ Si Iitie litait ttt di')Oif

sl . t, L t i ,a ecuI ii t i tîts -jli.îd re t

ttc. il. 'Nov. 21, at.

Titis w is in tactionr cf ejectîîeîit, tried olu June

21 iii, tefi îe Kecig, J., et the gittiîigs lu Midi-
diesex, aliii lest terni, 'homo suas a verdict for
the.9t

To-day the court was moved for a rule to show
cause wby thre verdict sbouid îiot be ett'I for
the defendaule. on flic ground that there tees ne
evidence at the triai 10 go to the jury in favor cf
the plintitff

lut !lis caise flic plaIntiffs showed a par "r titlO,
ard the defendati ciaiîed, under the Sti tc

of Limait"atis, as havic4 hal contiaullus adiver-e
possession for 'flore than, twerîty years.

'Tire piper titl of flic piaintilf a as net dis-
pritcd, but the cntinteaut possession cf tic dle-
fendant fer tteeuty yecii o wns denied i y the
plaintiffs. The intecrruption on whielt riiey rc-
lied took plae tctweeîî niia"eee aud tsenty
ycars beore flic writ iu lthe presrit ationi aas
iss-red. Upton) tii-t occasian those ai uflic
pi eont P1îiîîtiffs repre i ut wentt ta the laind,
ea witit im.pleimats mlilh they lîtd br Su2 ît

trok' draît tnc ece wchsliefi e' iod flie latl,
and il recte i a pjs enti hc ciose, ro i( ' t h '

taffed ià bo-ard. tat wshici tees p;i itoïd a -tie

tent tiîat ai, ccic wli eri-l d tl îie a h asc
of flic laîîi shil a piîy to flicÉi on suite - h

ail' the enti once liad tlîus beri i l At flic
thre tItis v te donc the close wéis undouedly lu
the po-ses-litn of those uîîder wvtîi lite lte-Lu
dent cltdîuied. But thit possc-rioit was cvînîccd
solely by flic fnec

'lTe plai tf' ptry i utaîbu on ile t iiorn
ttres qut rs et oin beur. 'fhitee tiaî 'ir
titis the. pa.t and boarîd wOO gioule, liti tuiere
wais ne0 cvicilice te showt wia iîad retuiovu i thuto

niom ta s flire ûvidcîuce cf iîîy subsiqurtît dcci-
ing stiti tire landt by ct thercîtitr hy arîy one
for the fluor fice yutits, Afier thît purind titt
possessien cf thc defendant was eviîîced iy nicts
cf thc n'est ci"quivacl klîîd-niiee, lty lte
oruction cf biidings.

The scie question rtiseil te dgy vsta whiether
the cniry just duscribed was a nacre cntry, or
was suct 'a dealing wiîh the liard as iuaouuted te
takiîîg possession se lis te iîtcrrnîît the adverse
possession cf thc defendîcnt.

uSir Rober-t f'ollier, atîd Plbitrik, for the de-
fendent. The question tutus oui 8 et 4 lym. M,
c. 27, sa, 2, 1, 1d. Ttongb thc îteinîtUfs mado
air entry iii I848, yet they nover avere in "couine
ptosscessioni. No noetice scens te have Ituon u'iven
te the deftiidant, andtie ecntry was made hubitn
lis b'tck, net dtoes it qppear tuaI lthe cnry ws
malde uîîder professlonai advlce. Thpe stes ne
evideîîce te show taI Ibose stiO prnb i di vî tht.
fonce b•new sviio put it np. Pae d. Baker v.
Cottti. , 9 C. B1. 714, is a sireucer ca se titan
tLe preselîl. But the acts there a ce heId net

tem ntte possession. The prcsuîttptiati fi ore
toci defcîîd"ant's subselquent dealiîg wi11h tue iand
ils tuai Le ttîok possessioniiuîmodietîuy afier the
entry ln 1848. Though rie subsequent act eh the
leaid uas piovedl earler than 1853, yot tue de-
fendant lei the ]and before thet yecr. [lOIe LI,,
C..Yes, but ltatisl oniy paper rigIinet pepei.

WLrt yen bave te maire ont is a litl c y advecrac
possession ] Ru. v. Thte In/tabitants cf iVoturn,
10 B. & C. 84 6, ils in my faveur cireo.

PIeVua, C.J,-TLe verdict must stand, Thc
commiencemtent cf the defcudtant's tubl ws lu
1845. A fuîîce is put nia. This is the soie tbing
donc on lte lard then. If thia lied oentinned,
tire titie cf lte dufentiant suld have becît goeci.
la 1848 the fente lis destr'oyed by tLe 1' 'eoste
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