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,es are recoverable in respect tereof; referrig the, action
LoalMastcr at Kitchiener Vo aszzs such damaget; atud

sing the defendant's couniiter-claiy. t'pou the tru
becoming absolute, judgment will be ent.ered for the amlolnt
shail be found due by hiru, u ithout any motion for f urt ler
ons. The plaintiff's costs of the actIon down Vo and inchud-
trial will be paid by te defeýnd,ïit; te costs, of the referencee
in te daîseretîon of te Master.

)x, J. JULY lOTI!t, 1920.

DOUGLAS v. HANNAH.

!ion-Renewal of Fi. Fa. Lctnds--TIie for-Sheriff's Sale
scier Writ not Renewed in iePo,&< of LamiL

tion Vo recover possession of land zund for an aceoumt in
t of use and occupation.

e action was Vried without a jury at Belleiille.
Wright and W. Carte w, for the plaintiff.
H. Ludwig, K.C., for te defendant.

NNox, J., in a written judgment, said that the plaintiffta
lepended on te validVy of a deed fromn the Slieriff of the.
y of Hastings, purporting Vo convey thie land in c quetion,
muance o! a writ of execution against lands o! the. defendant,
ou te Stit pril, 1911. The writ was renewed on the.

pril, 1914, and agaîn on te 7th April, 1917. The. land waS
Àised for sale on the 2nd January, 1917, and on the 19th
threafter declared Vo be sold Vo, the plaitiff as the high(-t

.. The recital in te deed that te wTit was teted on tiie
41arch appeared Vo be an error.
.e defendant gave evidence at te trial that he sold asud
ïed the land Vo itis son on the 24th Apgust, 1907, and that
i defendant, had noV since that date been tii. ownr or i
uien of the land. The leamed Judge said that lie iad not.
ide te quiestion raised by that statement.
,e point for decision was, whether te writ of execution
roperly renewed in 1914, or witether it had expired on the
prij, 1914, te date o! te a.lleged first renewal.


