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and coneswere bought with the machines for a lump price as integral parts
4'ý thereof, and there appliances of one machine could not be used ta operate

another unless it was of the samne ie and description.
The mortgagor, Perkins, before he made a second chattel mortgage ta

defendants covering these machines, had made a mortgage ta plaintiffs, and in
view of my findinge aa abave set out, of the fastenings of the mr chines, and

.j>~ :~.of the mortgagor's intention, that they should form part af the prumises, they
P ~must be regarded as part af the realty and so covered by plaintifs' mortgage.

~ ~..See Ditkson v. Hunier, 29 Gr. 73, and other cases on the same line.
There will be judgment for the plaintifs in terma of the prayer of the

statement af dlaim (with reference as ta damages), as ta ail the goads except
the follawing (here his Lordship enumerates a quantity of ?',ose toals flot
in question in the action) with full costs af suit.

MCMAHON, J)[August 24.
RnOuNA V. MURRAY.

o Crwdai law-Proedure-Conintpfent for tilt-Dies non juridieu -
Subsequent ftial- Vaidty- Court of Record-Haba corpus.

The prisoner was on a statutory holiday coînmitted for trial by a magis-
trate upon a charge af attempting ta steal froin the persan, and on being
brought befare the County Court Judge, in campliance with s. 766 af the
Criminal Code, 1892, consented ta be tried by the judge withcout a jury, and,
being sa tried, was convicted and sentenced ta a term, of imprisanmient.

Holtd, upon the returfi ta a writ af habens corpus, thât the fact that the
prianer was committed for trial and confined ini gaol on a warrant that was
a nulliry, could not affect the validity of the trial before the Judge urider the
Speedy Trials Act.

D. O'Conneil, for the prisoner.
A. M. Dymond, for the Crown.
(Upon appeal the Court ai Appeal held that the Caunty Court Judge's

Criminal Couit being a Court of record, its proceedirngs were flot reviewable
upon habeas corpus, but anly upon writ af error.)

* ~~~MEREDTHf, C.).) Spt ]

IN RE JONES M. JULIAN.

Pro,'biton - Division Court -lieprdiction- rerul by jury-Questions sub-
mil/ed- Verdict enièred 1hereon by 1ude.

Motio>n by the defendRnt for prohlibition to the third Division Court in the
Cotinty af Essex, on the graund that the Judge presiding therein, wrongrully
and withotit juriadictian, deprived the defendant of Ns right ta a trial by jury,

* aof aIl the questions arîsing in the action, and af his right ta a generai verdict
at the hands af the jury.


