
Tii. plaintif wus mortgagt. of lands, the. mortgagor aauigned
the. .quity of redemption in 1897, and dieti, anti lis will wu8
proved in that yeàe. The. interest on the mortgage eontinued
to b. paid by the. owner of the, equity of redemption up to 1910,
when defauit being madie the. plaintiff called on the mortgagor 's
zxecutor f0 psy cf the. mortgfge, andi on hi& failing f0 do so

brougiit this action for the.administration of the mortgagor 'a
estate, whieh b.d been distributeti in 1898, elainung te follow
the assets inte the hande of thome who huti receiveti them. Eady,
J., 3ield that the. plaintiff having been paid his intereat by the
proper hanti up f0 1910, wua in no default, anti wua entitl 'ý to
follow the, asseta of the. deceaset mortgagrir as claimed.

A.Br¶~xN-LÂsaCcus'mcrxN-CÂiMFOX RECTMPCATION
-ABimYRÂTION CLUU--.STÂYING AcTiox--AaBITRAtiN AÇT,

1889 (52-53 VicT. c. 19), o. 4-119 Eo>w. VII. c. 35, S. 8,
ONT.).

Prini*g Me4LitterlJ Co. v. Linotype (1912) 1 Ch. 666. In
tas case an application wus made to stay the acM;Ou under a. 4
of the Arbitration Act, 1889 (aec 9 Edw. VII. c. 35, s. 8, Ont.),
in the following circumatancea. In 1901 tlic plaintiff comxpany
lesseti its undertaking btiuinzss and goodwill to the 'Maehinery
Trut for 21 years, sabject f0, certain powers of determination
and renewal. The. leue contained a proviso giving the lessees and
the Linotype Company an option to purchase the liadertaking
of the. p~laintIf eompary. It aloc containeti au &Lfbitration claueij
whie. provided that "any dispute, différence, or question whach
may e, any tini. arise between ail or any of the. part:es hereto
touchirng the. construction, mei,.-Wg, or effect of tiieze presents, or
any clause or tiiing herein cnantained, or the rights or liabilitieg
of tb. sid parties reepectively, or any of them muder these pre-
sents or etherwise hoewsoever in relation to these preaents shall
b. referreti" fr' arbitration. In 1903 the. Machinery Trust andi
the Linotype Company agreed ta amalgamate, and, for that, pur-
pose, beth empanies were wound up and a n- i company, the
defendant corûpany, wua forraed andi by a deeti dated in 1905
madie isupplemental to the lease of 1901, the defendant conm-
pany w.. aubstituted for the. Maehinery Trust and the Linotype
Comipany, su-d umdertook the. obligations anti became entitled to
flic bevefits of those companies under the. lease. Questions arose
as te the option f0 purchase given in the, lems of 1901, andi the
plaintiff eompaxiy brougbt the. preseri't action claiming inter aih
(1) that the. option was void, (2) )r if iht- option was net void


