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seizure and sale. e swore that the plaintiff boas security for a debt. He represent

fter giving notice of his claim to the goo that he had paid the purchase money, and pro
withdrew it. and that the sale then went on.  duced as evidence the note of February 17th,
The plaintilf offered to disprove the with INTE, which had been returned to him on its
drawal Semble, that if the plaintiff in fact renewal, and they acted upon this misstate

withdrew his elaim, and Hu\ indueed defen i Ilhie note bore marks of having been

ant 1o proces t w sale, which was f ounted, but there was nothing to connect
the jury to would be estopped from | it with the organ, While the organ was in the
FOCOVEring v. Reynolds, 23 U, C possession of J. W, |1 it was seized by the
12, 560, plaintiffs” agent and removed to eXpress

: office, from which it was taken by G. B., the

other defendant, under J, W L' direction,

Fixtures Ercention.)
| Y ‘

inst v sherif ng nd earried back to the use in wl
ou..u wnder a fi. fa & held that the  bot v, Subsequen J. W, B
plaintiffs, having purchased them as ehattels | instrument to B.:—Ileld, that the
by verbal sale, were estopped from asserting | Hls were not estopped, for there was no re
that the execution did not cause they presentation by the plaintiffs, and no neglect
vore t of the realty. Walt Jarvis, 13 | of any duty owing to the fendants,  Held,
U COI 616, 14 UL OO R 6A0 tso, that there was ample evidenee of a joint

conversion,  Held, a that the dis

Frandulent Representation uf Titl(‘ | Ix"‘\”" f"'l"' WaS 1y 2 ""“" "“'1 "l"" vl Hmlllh
Defendant went to England, I . n g ot P Semble, that the insertion
Vs 10 purchased corn '|wm of the date in the receipt was an immaterial
‘Iv'“\ o fo \“‘I“(vu‘llw g ‘1 I \teration.  Mason v, Bickle t. 201
: Insurance Building Chattel.) The
\ laintiff insured with defendants a barn as
wn undertak purtenant to his freehold.  After it was
them at | burned, he made a claim under the policy, still
iff came to iting it as appurtenant to the freehold,
ttle as h e wving failed in proving title to the land,
ards sue | | ttor er on_the ground that the
z con DRFT i s h «l by
. I Held, affirming 30 U, ¢, R that
[ e was preclided fron hoa claim,
wnd that he could not ' the
barn was a_chattel, Sher Beaver Mu
In an n aEn the sheriff ol il Pive Insurance Co., 33 U, C. R, 1
soized and sold, 1 v h g twice found
in plaintifl’s f Held, 1) hongh it Mnrt‘.,ngn- Vequicscence,) A mortgage
soemmd clear U U lenee that the plain h commenced proceedings under a mort
tiff had never in fa veedl or paid for tl gage, one L, O 8, professed to have a elaim
ool | had been poa pu 1ol to some of the property as an alle I partner
merel protect them f t of the ippeared, however, that
| \ & o . m p . ( when the mortgage was
o real defendants in th ‘ about the transaction
curred in hold n fal that 1k the was gi
the conrt should not interfere, (€ to secure was partly for the purposes
Voodic, 15 U, C. R, 601, The cor printing office, in which he claimed
intimated that they fully neurre terested as such partner: and that
hich the court be liad ken N h the time of the transaction, made
G10, note (a) tion and asserted no claim :— Held, that, under
these cirem inees, he was estopped from set
pe Possession. ) Ihe plait ght or title as against the mort
wr}?h:':l‘lnwf.(:w‘ul" M organ on -|.‘1u’ and title was the same as if he had

in the mortgage Robinson v. Coo

oceived from him a conditional hire receipt :

hich acknowledged the receipt of an organ on R. B0

hire. It contained a stipulation that the

igner might purchase the organ for $130, pay Mortgage from Execution Dehtor

ble in two equal annual mstalments on the Claimant Purchasing at Sale.]—One W

1 February, 18T, and the Ist Februar vised all his personal estate to three trustees,
with interest; and it provided that it of whom his widow was one, in trust to pay

vemain the plaintiffs’ property on hire the interest and produce thereof to his widow
aind that they n e during her life, for herself and his children

shi
until fully paid

"
sume possession on defanlt, although a part | The widow after W.'s death remained on his
of the purchase money mignt have been paid, | farm, and in possession of the

or 1 note or notes given on account thereof sonal property, some of which

This receipt, and a note dated the 17th Febru the stock had been added to by

ary, IST4 payable four months after date, | execution came into the sheriff’s hands against
were signed by R e days afterwards it her, and while it was there the two other
was discovered the sipt bore no date, where S ok from her a mortgage of all
upon the plaintiffis’ bookkeeper filled in the the personal property for advances made by
Zoth February, 1874, the day on which the them to her Fhe sheriff afterwards seized
receipt and note were received by the plam under the writ, and the two trustees forbade
tiffs. The plaintiffs discounted the note with the sale; but it went on, and one of them
their bankers, and at maturity obtained a re bought the g and took a bill of sale from
newal and returned it to |1 The first in the sheriff, vinst whom xlu\ then brought an
stalment was paid, and renewals in whole or wetion for the seizure Held, that they were

IS5, In | not estopped by havin ..n.lmml. the sale,

iven until Septembe; |
n to G, & ' but that having taken the mortgage from the

in part we )
transferred the or

May, INT¢




