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le father, after the son 's death, leased the place
,ion, or rather with the assent of the wife, and let
rent. This was done after the expiration of the
years, and this, thougli donc after the ten years'
onsistent witb her liusband being the owncr, and
>n the real nature of the son 's oceupation, for thec
given by Blake, C., and Esten, V.-C., in Poster v.
r. at pp. 148 and 154.
her ground, also, 1 tbink the judgmcnt in appeal

The father pur'chascd the lot on tlic 2Oth Feb-'
tid gave a xnortgage in fee for part of the purchase-
same day.' The son went into possession in April,
subjeet to the, mortgagc. Payments werc mËade
ries of years by the father to the mortgagce, fil
r was paid off and the diseharge rcgistered in
18. Rad flie son acquired a tifle under the statute
father, yet, accor ding to Heuderson v. Henderson,
he executionand registration of the discliarge gave
g-point for the stafute. And flic same point-was
lie Court of Appeal in Ludbrook v. Ludbrook,
96, wbere Romer, L.J., says: "If the mortgagc be

le, and was executed M~one the commencement of
of the person claiming to, have aequired a tifle by

Dn under the Statute of Limitations,, then the
btedly applies in favour of flic mortgagec, tbough
p)ossession may have acquircd a good titie as against

suad those claiming.under tlic mortgagor." The
his case being paid off' by tbe mortgagor, the effect
barge the mortgage as against the assumed statu-
ut to reconvey f0 flic mortgagor bis original titlc
lie riglit to possession as from the date of the re-
vlor v. Lawlor,,10 S.C.R. 194.
lent sbould be reversed; but I assume that no0 cosf s
the plaintiff sfated during the argument that lic
allow the widow to getfic balance'of tlic price of

h flic plaintifT bas'sold, affer deducting tbe amount
nortgage.

'V. Huon LL-MÀSTM IN CHAMBES--JAN. 10.
s-Statement of Cl4imk-Negligenc e-M otor Ve&-
'bis action was brouglit to rec'over damnages for'the
daintiff's son, wbo was admnitfedly killed by flic de.


