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when lie went away, diseontinued possession, and lef t the property
in the sole occupation and possession of the Raheily famly.

Gerald Rahielly continued.to occupy anid use the prernises for
bimeeli, his wif e and three daughters, cnttlony visibl,'ad notorioilsly as any owvner atbsolutelysese in fee Would do.
The exclusion of Thomas axid the possession of his shiare miust be(
attributed Wo (erald, and Wo 1dm alone, unitil lie died li 1907.

Tliv riglit of Thomas o ire-enter finit accrued ineitl
after lie went out. Time begani W run against hlm, and lin favour
of Oerald li August, 1904; and the undîvided one-haif share or
interest of Thomas became extingui'shed ini August, 1904, by force
of the Limitations Act.

Geffraldl was the sole owner ixi fee wvhen lie died li 1907. As
Gerald died ixitestate, Thomas imdui(iatdýy beaeentitled Wo a
one,-fifthi ahare. (There was another soii, Thomnas's brother
Daniel.) Inieia11tely upon Gerald's death, the de(fendants axid
their mother assumed and took possession, to the excluii-on of
Thomxas, anid occupied, used, and treated the prope)(rtyý as thieir
oWn. IYuring .thev 5 years after this before the- deathi of Thlomnas
Jie cJid nothing. Time was runring against hîm in Ilis lifetime,
and taxi on, whether his chidren were of age or not after lie died.
The Raheily plaintifTs' dlaimi W oiet-fiftýh as accruing tbrough
their grai(fthei(r, Gerald, therefore failed.

The- mothier of the defendats, who died lin Decembewr, 1915,
aeurdno initerest li the lanid in ber hus.-bandI's, lifetime. Shie

survived lier hiusband k-,s thian 8 years, axid acquiired xriotlinig.
She had a dloweýr-righit, buit dower was neyer assignied. Shie wals in

po~ssinso far as sbe coulld be, said tW be, as dom-ress or as a
troepaaser, axid lad acquired nlo statutory riglit up Io the tinie of
her dvath. Thec daim of thie Relyplainitiffs based on sorte
iight accrulnig tîrouigli their graxidmothier therefore failed.

There ishou1d be juidgmenit for the plaintiffs the trus~t; >orpoxra-
lion, lu termes of the consent miueuponl thie tlrst branih of
the Cse, with coSts. xIn ail othier respects tIc action should be

dsisdwithout costs. There should be no deduction fromi the
costs of the successful plaintifs by reasoni of their laving joined
the unsluccessfulVplalntiffs.
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