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Mul>-IIIERSON v. IUNITEI) ST'ATFS FIDELITY AND)
a1UARANTY C'O.

EFxecuiit ion - Judgm eut - utisf action, - lnt vrpladr I,çsue -
Juidgment for !nstlienl.ç of Prhspicof Iaê-e
sale of Miiil on Land hyVe!l-d of Intest in Landil-

Efec1pon Acil oni Imter-
plemder Jond-Litaton of Amovint Recoverrablo'.

Appval by the plaintiff and croos-appeal by the de(fendanit~,i
from the judgnient Of M»uoJ., 6 ().W.N. 678.

The appeal and ro*p wal wev heard by FIO»I~
CAJK.B, ionoNsJ.A.. LATCçIFRD and KtI.y, JJ.

W. Laidlaw, K.C., for the plaintif.
C'l. 11. K inmer, K.(C., for the defendants.

FALCONIIRIDOE, C'.J.K.B., wasi of opinion, for reansoIn statvdin writing, in which he referred to, the caises citedl by
MIDuuTo~,J., and othpir muthoritivs, that the eontravt for thegale of the milli to MeGIuire was flot a contract for the sale of antintereat in land, and thajt the resale 1)y the plaintiff dii flot prv-vent the further enforcement of the judi(gienýt. The plaintiff's

aipeal should be allowed and the amounit of the execuition in-ereas(41 by the addition of the two sUnim of $2,500 anid ilnteret ;and the cross-appeal dismiissed with exoatR. Cost8 of the iss4ue
and motion to bc, paid býy the de-fendanlýtt

LATCNFORD, J., for maisons stated in writiing, wa.s of the sanie
opinion as the Chief Justice wîth regard to the effeet of the

Th'iis case and ail others so niarked to be repýrttd iii thie Ontario Law
Reporta

24-8 O.W.X.


