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36 in the honest belief certainly of himself, and probably 

of the plamtiff, as that of an owner occupying his pro- 
perty up to the supposed true boundary.

We are not called upon now to discuss whether it might 
or might not have been better to have originally deter- ^ 
mined that unengloned woodland in this 
never be the subject of a statutable possession.

I cannot find that the Courts of Ontario ha 
down such a proposition 
contrary, the authoriti^
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em to me to be all the other way. 
necessaryto go through the cases. They are 
m the Digest, Vol. 1. under title "Limitation
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be possessed ? It is settled that it need not be euclosed." 
Many of the cases are there noticed, as they also are

I do not think that any practical injuetice will be d 
by upholding the verdict for defendan^n thi. case. I

uik it is m aceordance with the epirit of the Statute of 
liimitations an enactment which, with ite occasionally 
unavoidable mterferenee with the righte of property, ha. 
on the whole, been of incaloulable benefit '
country like ours.
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Oameron, J., concurred.

entitled t0 recover in respel oTZtre^paVto thiT^H o'f 

it which ha, not been substantially encloeed by the defen- 
dant for more than ten years, according to the reasons I 
have given in Shepperdaon v. McChdlough (o). To hold that

(o) 46 U. C. R. 671

I

l

5—VOL. 10. B.

.9 
>

5 ■g


