
tnoneY lent at interest, and quite a different thing to legisiatein reference te otber contracts where interest is only an in-.cident. The question Îs simply as to the power. The ivis-dom of the Dominion Parliament is likely to ho equal tothat of the 'Province, and private rîghts in regard to interestare not less likely to be protected ini the Dominion than inthe Province,
Section 7 is not restricted to such xnortgages as are men-tioned iii sec, 2. IBy plain and unanibiguous language it ap-

p iles to every inortgage on real estate executed alter the firitday of July, 1880, where the money secured 'lis not underýthe ternis o! the mortgage payable till a tirne more thanfive y-ears after the date of the rnortg«age."
The plaintiffs dlaim to be exititleod tothe benefit of sec. 25'of R. S. U ch). 205. . . The words of this section arewidie enough to apply to mortgages executed before the pass-ing of that Act. ''tiers is no restraint as to its applicationstueh as is found( in R1. S. C. eh. 127. It îs contended thatthia Ontario Act applies only to mortgages of loan corrora-tiolis. 1I(do nlot decidle this.
Nothing turine on the company's Act of incorporation.l'le coxnpanjtly has iti hiead office in Edinburgh, and bas therigbit to Ielid lnoncey in Canadan. It is given the right, as aCompany, to do0 what an inidividual eau do, but it can haveno higher or other right,
It wag argued that, as the iinoney is payable in Scotlan'd,the I.w governing the riglit to pay or to refus paymntmut o heawofScotlanj(, 

. . As the tortgage givesthi, eirtgagoýr the option of paying in Canada, the contractinla> lw conidered ais if mrade in Caniada and to be performed
,ee the, Jan %vas, il, fact, madehlere, upon property bre.

Th. aw ! Cnad inat oven i reatin t the contractandI ifs inlciden.tq.
Appinge prtiiplles laid down in Hamnlyn v. Tallus-ker I>istillery, [1894] A,. C. 202, Jacobs v. Credit Lyonnais,12 Qý. H3. D. W89, Re Missourt S. S. Co., 42 Ch. D * 321, andSouth Africani Brew6%eries v. King, [1899] 2 Ch. 1'78, it mustlie founid thit the, contract was intended to ho governed b>'theInila o! Canada. . . . UpIon the whole case, I thinkthe agenicy of Kingstone, Symnons & Kingstone is eetablished,and that tender to theni of the bill o! exclhange as payment

o! mie rnortgage nioney mueit 1he coneidered as good and suffi-
cient. SculIy ̂ v. Tracey, 21 0. R. 4,54, distinguished.

AR thie is an application under the statute, Brown v. Colo,14 8im. 427, approved in Bovili v. Endle, [1896] 1 Ch. 648,
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