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one of such funds, the latter hma the right to, require the fori
creditor to exhaust first the. f und on which the latter ha.9 no dua
Dolphin v. Aylward ý1870>, L.R. 4 H.L. 486.

Rere the defendant corporation had a lien on both lots, and
plaintiff comipany a lien on lot 14 only. The appellant was
owzier of the eqity of redemption ini bothIo kta, and, as btt;
the coinmon debtor, Frank, and binself, lie was bound to
bcth dlaiLns and thus save Frank harmleoe.

In these cicmt e, the plaintiffs %vere entitled tubh
mnarshalled iii their favour the securities of the defendant
poration-and tbat riglit could flot b. defealed by the act of
defendant corporation i having first resorted bo lot 13, onn]
the. plaintiffs had no claim.

In view of tii... farts, the application of the principh
inarsbaUling seouritiem shifted tu lot 14 the. plaintiffs' riglit lu re
therelo in respect of their dlaim; and il t. rightly deedared
the judpnent entered tiiat the plaintiffs wvere entitled to a liei
t.harge on lot 14. Tii. only aed nt to the formai judgr
tht as M esar *as tiie addition thereto of lhe usual provia
for redemiptioin and ini defauit for sale.

The. appeal should be dimise ith costs.

RiaJ., in a written judgment, agreed, for resens sta
tiaI tie appesil aliould bc ie m&e ý%ih csts.

SUTHERLAN<D. J., agreed wllth 'MULOCK, JEx

MAWrTieN, J,, ffgr.sd i the resull, for reasons stated in writ
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