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d OcculpieS in fact part thlereof. lie is considered
on of the whOle, unless aliother la in actuail phy-
ýf some part to the exclu,ýioni of the true owner.
;an and Leslie, 25 0. R., 136, 141, and IHeyland
!. R. 165, 172, referred to.] But, if lie lias noesFion in law only of that part of wivihI hie la in
Lakte v. Briley, 5 U. C. R1. 136, and miany othier

was certainly as inuehlihere as in Comway v.C. R. 18 5. As¶uming( the mile as to trespaus
Street v. Crooks-and Baker- v. Mifl8, 11 O. R.

oed at iipon thiat point-and assuingiç furthier
etion is now of any importance, tbere was suffi-
a the plaintiff to satisfy the ruie. The factmortgagor is rendered immaterial by the On-.et, sec. 58 (4)>: McMullen v. Free, Chi. D., un-

complains that hoe lias been raddled with coats,money into Court, and no further or greater
ýs lias been assessed againFt hlm. But lie did
intlf's titie, whilh was tie main niatter in3 necee.sary for thie plaintifr to proceed to trial

of the i


