
Mausileld lias no0 titie to the smiall strip of land iniqesin
the prescnt appeal is tàken....

-Mansfield dlaims title to this strip of land by grant, ux-
'pres., or implied, or bv possession.

Both lots were originallv owned bv one Ahx Nder Mutel-
inor. i ving first buit the liouse In repe fw ile
presenit difficulty arises, lie had a plani prtepard andrei
tered in June, 1872, covering, anongst, other lands, h.
Fatibsequenti)ly known as lots 3 and -4. 7T'le bo11ar lw b-
tween thesoL two, lots wa1ýsil run thait, white thle main11 part or
the houise built by )Mutchmor()I stood up1oni lot :Î. a silnail ti-

anglarshaedportion einddover piair f lot 4. Ae-
cording to thîs plan the subisÀquent sales wver(, made.

lIn July, 1872, Alexander Mutehrnor e-onvt.ed lot 3 to
one Camnipbell; in September, 187ý2, li w on \i eed lot :4 to one
Lawrence. There can be no0 doubt that ail parties in 18'42
actedl upon thie assuraption that the building lu question -was
wbolly upon lot 3. The 'Master so finds. . . . The dleud
to Camnpbell deserihes the lands convey- ed to hiM as lot 3
according to the.registered plan. Th(, (]e(,d to Law-renue
deseribes the lands conveyved te him as lot 4 aeeiordirig tei the
wnme plan. These descriptions have been carried dlown
through ail the conveyances and mortgages of the rsetv
p.rop)erties.

Th'le ownership and possession of the, two prp rur-
mnained distinct ixntil June, 188.3. From that tinie untiil
1896 one Luey MeCuaig ewned both, subjeet We outstandi(ing
inortgages. In 1892 shep iortgaged lot 3 te dlefendant
Mansfield, who in 1896 foreelos;ed and obtained osesin
up te that time held by Mrs. MeCuaig. In 1893 Mrs. Mi-
Cuaig iiortgaiged te Ale\andler Mteuo lot 1, and, throughi
fûreclosure proeeedings, in respect of that mortgage and a
subsequent inor-tgage, te limýilf 1)-y A. 1>. Mutchlmor, plain-
tiff dlaims titie. Th'le legal estatfes in these properties appears
te have been f rom the beginning aud throughout outstand-
ing in different mortgagees, holding distinct mortgages on
tii. respective lots.

Whatever rniglit have been the rights of the original
grantee of lot 3 in an action for the reformation of thle
Mi(utlhxor deed of 1872, and whether, if mi)h relief wr
sought, it would be granted, no sulh clair, is inade ini ths
action. Any equity- te refermiation is probablyi stev
by the provisions of the(, fegistry* vet Whatever may hve
beeu the effeetf, npon the state of Ilhe titie, of Ilhe pos*1ssson


