COLONIAL INVEST. AND LOAN CO. v MeCRIMMON. 315

“ 3 pllin.tiu‘ s property. Such a demand not compliesl
Bt o o0rding to the cases cited by Mr, Plaxton, a sulli-
nand to justify a finding that there has been a con-

"?ﬁd‘d.mm“”l P with the demand, and the tita-
i“hm e . worked into the barn, and she u'!l'u’ble
ourt y {or which she might have been sued in the Division

o,,“ ess the question of title arose. |
h‘ the 'hO‘C, we think the judgment ‘hou]d w .gglngl
: M“u as her husband for $20, but as t0 her it will be
3] costs, ’

&hmlﬂt is that the judgment stands as against the
xd for $20 with costs, as below, and that judgment 1
umﬁ the same $20 against the wife without cOSts, and
either be no costs of the appeal or of the cross-appeal 10

e

i 4
_'Em" Masten 1y Oxpiany.  Frspuany 1T 1905.

MASTER'S OFFICE.

- COLONIAL INVESTMENT AND LOAN CO.- v
McCRIMMON.

reference they contested the plaintifs’ priority ' ™
SPect of $4,500 advancad to contractors and Wage-eaTner™
A. McLean Macdonell, for plaintiffs

J. H. Denton and R. F. Seglworth,forum-boldﬂ

~+,THE Masten:—At the close of the argument

1 found, o o' evidence, that.the um of 86505 15 1o
b"h‘moftgngeuformpunhnnof&c

on ildi that the same




