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Cudracl 7*ait i)-> i- -Trrialo oft Abe l î Dwe

Tieim-t ber )<'ry hy! 1)$uw'-m O <hcne r f(pr aVr Il'e aMii uney

x'pclied )ml ç <rI r ujiTriwn oi, necam

lie pllainiitli waýt 1ht' wn f :i sa-îind th' efndn was

le hoider of a lieiise t .11 1îîber litiiet White Fisil Likv In1diani
( )il illO u 1ht lt Ma \ 191-à, tht' partiu> 11114)d nt anl

Mreemeflt for tilt cutting of tht'df,idn titubeýfr by «thIll plain-
ffs sauw-rnill. Ili 11is ;tetion iv ht'plitif e1linwd $2tX.for

qwnitues,*r~ivei ud work doiw 1undelr tht' agreemenwit anid
.5,000 i nzigus~ 1y reaisonl of tilt, unnl-11lat i r deeîiainof

iLe igr(,et-i h\ thtefna. Thea defewdant i neeaîe

aoeages for br ii f tht' agreviiwint . Tht' actionl ani cuner

laimi were lrivd withoutl a juriy zit 'Sidblilr. JUH:L,.. iin

jyrittenl jugîntîtýlt, after sotting oult ilhu lacs and ux:11ninin1g thle

[L-ins of tht' plailntiffs vdaill withi pari Wilarity v.satedl his g.<i>clusiofl

luit the plainitiff was, venitled tu reoer5,066 poil lis first

lainli and $1,00 for danulages with costs anid ui lw Ih u tr

laini should he dIlirissed withi costs. Judgrnet çtoriuly

F. . Bluehamilu, for. 11a, plainitiff. C. M(refor t11w defenldalt.

Si v1sR(M'. Yým I\ rk:x, . (1r ICI.

Mo1rigag> Action 141(o1 Pe.fenee- Frad 141 lmi Mirento
-Failure Io PrnovMc 4kei Murgag lis Il .11iuwunt1.l ayble--

ý'ksiMIiff AWnr.'ud l~isdlanet Il~verpl Ammoil Clakirnd-
4jnndent4'stsI Act ion lu rever a200 md interest on ii

ilortgap, exeute by tht defendantii iii the' plainitiff's favour.

Mie deifenice was that th1v mourtgage waýs basd pon a transacvtioni

wbich the defendant waLs iduved tu enter linto by certain falise

tn4 frauduilent represenitatiomis made 10 1dmii by thiv plaintiff.

Mhe action wits tried withlout a juiry at ai TorornVu sit tings.Luox
J.. li a written judgment, said, after stalinig the favtý4, tha-t the

[prfvi*o for pilyment iTi tht' mnortgage wats contradictory: the

total murn nienticiied wws 82,000. but thie ipcf payimto li e

miade were three, of $300 each, and a finial payment of $200),
makiug in ail 51,100. No doubt, this was an error i onvey-

mpncing, but the' plaintiff did not asic for reforimation or for a

d.eclaration of the intenitioni of tht' miortgagor anid nmiortgktgee.

The tearned Judge said that he( was Iipae o thitnk thatt repre-

mexilationa material Io tht' conitract amid false Vu the' kniowlt'dige of
the plaintiff were mnade to and actedl ipoît hy tht' deed ; but

êlag wa anerely onetr.The' defvrndanti had failved Vu prove
the inisreprespent ft iOf. a111 voildi mil .'edupoii his dlne
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