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advisecd the whole transaction, and did not waril his client,Bras
of thie effuct. That contention was wNell-fouuded,(. A solicitor
is nlot -Illomwed to advantage hlimse-,lf hy bis owu neglect or ignorance:
(iemmill v, Macalister (1863), 7 L.T.R. S41, and othier cases.

Looking at it fromi anothper anigle, die silicitor nmst 1w lï(4d
to have consenteýd to the substitution of thev new mortgage for the
old and to lie lxrnud as surety fur the new as for the old.

Buti, lwoethe dlefault oit thie part of Peterson, hie had be
reliased. Thie crevditor must keep is. secu-trities from the debtor
in thesw condition as mwhenl thle guiaranty w-as given;ý aud,( if
regstration or t!ie like be iiecessary' to make themi valid ami
effective, 1w- inust re-gisteri: Wat-soni v. Alikok183 i m &
G. 319. aud oilher cases.

To mnke aL chte nortgaqge aL valid seuiyfor ail purposes,
it imist be fIlud; auld, before the, cud of the vuar, a renewalsttmu
lm.st 1w filet, Thlve hattel mortgage asfiled, but norewl
statemeuclt was, filed. Thereupon thle rnortgage wvas effective
betweeut mortgagor aud mnortgagee ouly, and thev rights of creditors
became paramiount , Thiis maiy have done no harmi in fact, but
that is lot the test. rii, murety, hiiisef must bv the sole
judge whether or not lie %vil] consent to remnain hiable nlotw%ýith-
standing thev alteration; sud, if he lias not so couseuted, lie wilI
lie dicagi.Sec Ebert v. National Cro- Bank, [1918]
A.C. 90ý3, 908, 909;: Croyvdou s Co. v. Dickeuson (1876), '2
Cd.». 51.

The learnid Judge ýaid that hie could see 110 differeuce (t'o
the- dliisdvtutge of the surety) betweert su alteration iu the
express contract hetween creditor snd debtor sud iu the ùnplied
contracd be(tweeut creditor sud surety. Ilere the creditor desired
the surety to arccept a chiattel mortgsge invalid against creditors
for une valid agaluat creditors. This wss, not ai case where it
waus "without inquiry evideut that the change Is imsubstsultial,
or that it ca.unot lie otherwise than beueficial to the surty:"$
the Egbert case« (supra), at p). 90)8; sud the surety is relievedl.

The, subsequent conduct of Peterpon may give rise t'o some
other and different riglit iu the plaintiffs, but the Court is not
called on to express any opinion on that point.

The apelshould Il(- dismlaised withi costs.

MACEE, J.A., sud CLVUT sud SUTHRumLAND, MJ., aLgreed with
tIMLJ.

MAsTUFN, J., agreed iu the( resuit, for reamon statvd iu writing.

,Appeal dîamdiued uoItA cosis.


