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join with the plaiiitifY to '"t aside, the nirgg. a asoth
th(, plaintiff and the conpany take the position that thw ilor-t-
gage wvas void in toto, ami thv 1dfendants insistîed that h wa
valid. axid that the aetioni ouiiht to bc dismi.-iwd,. 11-rte sh1m11d
1w no costs up to amil inclusiveý of titis jud(giinenrt.

The~ costs of the referieou niay be disposed of iii th, mmrt
gag, action.

MiUiocK, C.J.Ex., and Si TIIERJA-ýND alid LUTt fi, .. are.

RIDDELL, J., was of opinion, for ruasons statu(d iiWii
that the judgment Of MIDIj,.1'N, J., Nshould 1w- aflirined %vith a
slight variation.
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STUARlT v. TAYLOR.

W'lf- 'Qstu~lîon hr:ss Et t f(,r Lif< amd 1h ,(

as &c>ndIf»iende-Rihtof l( ir "fT 'taor

Tow i f ù l' ralliei ~ i < t <, f L n d n P~

Art-Partitl*join.

Actfion for a deerai;tiom of the igtso tht'parisirgr
to 'a parcel of hIand, for partition ther-eof. aild for*pseso
;IgkRinl.t the persons now iii posý,sessji.

Thie actionl WaS tried,( %withou)t ailr at Sadihon i 2-th
Marchi.

. 1. Roddl, for- the( plaixîtiff.
A. R. Bartiet. for 1te defundanit TJa vlor,
K. D. Davis, for ilt dtefendan:,ts str-ong (leaieza,

Duhy.


