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burnt. That during the following winter she was
repaired, and in the Season of 1881, about the
Ist of July, he took charge of her again and so
continued for 214 o 3 months, when the respon-
dent took Possession of her by virtue of an over-
due mortgage, held by him on the tug. On
Cross-examination the Petitioner said, that when
his wife and song bought the tug from the re-
spondent Moore, he helped them a little, but it
was his wife’s OWn money that “went into it ;7
that when he was hired in 1880, nothing was
said about the length of time he was hired for ;
that he coulq come or go when he liked ; that
he had always made 5 bargain ezesy Jyear with
other boats and for, perhaps, different wages ;
that every spring they hire their Captains and
crew, who, when paid off, can g0 where they
like.

The respondent took possession of the vessel
under the power in his mortgage,, and after giv-
ing the necessary security, sold her, so that this
Proceeding 7 pep, may now be said to he
changed into 4 procecding 7n personam.

The objection was taken by the respondent
that in no case could the petitioner recover
wages for 1880, inasmuch as the hiring ended
that year, not later than the 1t September, at
which date the wages must be said (o have
crued. And that, as this petition
tll the month of Novcmber, 1881, more ‘than
the ninety days prescribed by the M. C, Act, 40
Vict. c. 21, s, 2, sub-s. 4, have expired, and that
the petitioner cannot enforce this ¢]
respondent, a bona fige mortgagee,
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