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493; Regina v. Wright, 3 B. & Ad. 681; Regina v. Leake, 5
Xd. 469; Roberts v. Hunt, 15 Q.B. 17; Regina v. %nhabitants
st Mark (184), il Q.B. 877, 882; Rue v. Trini, 27 Gr. 374;
!r v. Taylor (1832), 4 B. & Ad. 72; Rex v. Barr (1814), 4
i. 16; RugbyCharity Trustees v. Merryweather (1790), il
375 (n.) ]
pplying the principles laid downl in tiiese cases to the pre-
ýage, I arn of opinion that there was evidence upon which a
might and ouglit to find, as the trial Judge did find, a

ation of the road i11 question. Tihis view is strcngthened
e fact that the M.Nunicipalities of the Townships of Chathamn
KNalaeburg eoneidered it necessary to take proceedings to
portions of titis road by by-laws. Thcsc were publie acts,
Ibew how the question was regarded by the public, acting
gli thir cfficial representatives
liat this would be admissible as evidence of reputation wvould
ir frorn the Barraclough case, supra, wlhere it was held that
i taken at a public meeting was evidence of repntatioâ, upon
mue s to whether or flot certain land was a common highway.
.act that the mail was carried over this road f or inany years
D cogent evidence.
that also weighs with me in the disposition of this case is the
-e of the land through which the road passed. The question
d bie considered as it existed down to the time when action
aken to drain the lands. The policy of the Legisiature was
ývidenced by the Drainage Act; and deication, if it took
ut al, was long prior thereto. The case ditTers, I think,
that of a partially settled country, N'bere roads are used
wprivate property until the authorised public roads are

,d; for, in that case, even long user does flot always raise
sumption of întention to dedicate on the part of the owner
e lotis. Every one knows that, as soon as the roads on the
ies an~d between the concessions are opened, the ways of
ýnience across the lots may bie abandoned.
uit here, front the condition of the lands, the case is different.
»resurnption is, 1 think, the other way. It eau, scarcely bie
x.ed that the owners of the lots had in mind a possible
e poliey of the Legîsiature, and only intended to. permit
>ad being used for a temporary purpose.
poni the facts of this case, I agrcc withi the trial Judge that
)ad ïn question became a public highway by dedication.
iis bngothe subsequent opelling of the concessions and
ines, and the graduaI diversion of tbe traffie to these better
,dld not, in my opinion, have the effeet of destroying thc


