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HeU;, that the pt -iuniary interest of K., appealing fron, the judgmnit of the
Court of Queen's Bench (appeal side>, being under $2,oo, the case was not
appealable under R.S.C., c.135,6. 29. Geiltrat v. McDougall (Cassel's Digest,
2nd cd., 429ý folloved.

Helid, aIso, that s. 3 of 54 & 55 Vict., c. 25, providing for an appeal where the
amount demanded is $2,ooo or over, l' no -ipplication to the present case.

Appeal quashed with costs.
Belcouri for the appellant.
G. Stu'art, Q.C., for the respondent.
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Landiord and !n t- uc-ahnr-l'mv//-Ioisof letise
-- Chtittels-Ft7rfeiliere o! lerin-Acion Io recoî'er possession of goods-
Evidente ofdeMention.

Wvhere a trade fixture is attached te the freehold, it becôrnes part of the
freehold, subject to the right of the tenant te remiove it if lie does se in proper
time ; in the meantime, it remnains part cf the freehold.

Meux v._/acobs, L.R. 7 H.,!.., at PP. 490,491, followed.
But wherc the parties have made a special contract, they have defined and

made a law for themselves on the subject.
Daz'<y v. Lewis, 18 U.C.R., at p. 3o, followed.
In a lease dated in July, i189o, there was a provision, that the bessees niight

during the terth erect machinery upon the demised premises, which should be
the property cf the lessees and removable by thorn, but net so as te injure the
buildingi, etc. The lessees affixed machinery te the building derniised, and
afterwaxds, in April, t892, made an assignment fur the benefit of creditors.
The lessors elected te forfeit under a clause in the lease, but they perrnitted
MG., a purchaser of the nîachinery from the lessees' assignee, te remnain in
possession, paying rent, until December, 1892, when she ceased,lIeaving the
machinery on the premisesi. The defendants becarne the purchasers cf the
fteehold by virtue, of a sale under the power in at mortgage in July, 1892, but
the lease had corne te an end before their title comrnenced. The plaintiffs
claimed the rnachinery under a chattel mortgage made by M.G. on the 25th
April, 1892, and a subsequent assigrnent from lier of the whole of her interest
thercin, and in March, 1893, they brought this action to obtain possession.

IIeld, that the mathiraery was, owing te the provision ia the lease, chattels,
and the property cf the lessees, and continued te b. so until they mnade the


