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The Ineresi Liven on appeal.

which 43r*d section of the Court of Appeal Act,
Wihenables the Court " when on an appeal

a judgment in any action personal, the

Court of Appeal gives judgment for the respond-t
ent1 iterest shaîl be allowed by the Court for

SuIch tirne as execution has been delayed b>' the

pea, does not apply to a case where the

leIg'nent of the Court below is in favour of the

clfendanti and which is reversed on appeal. In

su1Ch Case the Court inr reversing the judgment,

gaeliert to the appellant, the plaintiff in the

Court beîow to0 v Olea i)ryt ne

j"g-etas' directeci b>' this Court, nunc /)Ioa
PieC , Whereby he wvould be entitied to recover

nterest on the amnount of the verdict rendered

'Il his favour

Wýhen uIpo the argument of an appeal, the

'Pnetonte opitoti trespect

terepl ications of the plaintiff were demurrable,

the Cotîrt r-efused to wade through the mnass of

pieadhng whjch had been filed in the Court be-

OW'to flnd it out for thernselves ; and being of

,~lo In the absence of argument, that the

lecng was good, affirmed the judgment of the

COurt 1)elo)%v upon such pleading.

T he unîiecessary and improper îength of

Peadîngs reînarked upon.
ýreAnQ.C., and j B. 1)/rau, for the

apeal.

~ÎCc.hQ.C., and A. C. Gal/, contra.

W jOURNAL.

[ci. of App.

pon the executiofl issued thereon, seized a .horse

s the propertY of the father in the possession Of

he plaintiff A., another son. Lt was showfl that

everal years before, the father had agreed to

onvey his farm to A. and another brother W.,

>oth of whofll assunied possession and control

f the property before any conveyance was exe-

:uted, and so continued in possession,~ the father

ontinuing to reside on the place with the two

on s, part of the consideration for the convey-

Lnce being that they should support hlm. The

ofls also bought the chattel property from- their

'ather, the horse in question having been pur-

:hased by A. for $ýo, and which he kept upon

he preinises, as he had always done, using him

ni the wvork o~f the farni, and occasionally work-

ng for, others wvith hlm for hire, the father some-

imes using hlm for his own purposes. On this

state of facts, the Judge of the CountY Court of

Hastings in an interpleader issue, left the ques-

tion of property to the jury, who on being polled,

fouind a verdict for A. The Court being of opinion

that the claimi of G. having arisen long after the

alleged sale of the chiattels, it would require a

preponderance of evidence in favor of G., to in-

duce the Court to interfere with the finding of

the Jury (but wvhîch did not exist), rcfused to dis-

turb the conclulsion of the judge as to the finding

of the jury, and dismissed an appeal with costs.

7. K. Kerr, QOC., and Skinner, for the appeal.

Clu/c, contra.

FromQB.

IN R, FlI(.H SCHOOI, BOARD 0F DISTrRICT No.

4 0F STIORMONi,, DUNDAS AND) GLENGARRY

ANI) TOWNSHIP 0F WINCHESTIER.

H4iî haa dl tîric-Separatian of Par/-Lia-

bi/i/y Ia c-On/r/b;u/e- Maney demantded befare

sef ara/ian.

'Fhe decision of the Court of Queen's Bench

(4 U. C. R. 46o), reversed on appeal.

BRe//lule, Q.C., for appeal.

McrtCaIrhy, Q.C., contra.

o. B.1
*"'L. C. H astings.]jA -TWSISOFKN N LIN

I)UNFORD V. D)UNFORD>.MAVToNII.0,KNANABON

1 />P Zeader--Sale a/chat/le/s - Change aofgZeca/ 
buoyn~tCle

pai5ssessian. 
A portionl of a highway which the defendants

-'l' had recovered a judgment against his father were bound to keep in repair had a trench run-

eot in an action instituted by the latter, and ning across it caused by wvater escapiflg from a
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