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Heltd, that the daughters took an e5tate in fée tail general, and that her bus-
band was tenant by the curtesy.

M. 1). Feaser for the plaintiff
14' M1. Dovidson for the infant defendants.
. Wg Iioze/l for the advlt defendants.
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In an action to recover the amoutnt due under a niortgage, the plaintiff ini-
dorse.d upon bis writ of summions particulars of his claimu showing the date of
the mortgage, the parties, the amount of principal and interest claitned, and
the date when the interest feul due; alsu a statemient that by the ternis of the
mortgage, in default ini payvient of interest, the principal becarne due, and that
default in paynient of interest had been muade. Intetest on overdue interest was
also claimied, but no cont act therefor was alleged.

Hred. that thi, indors >iient was not a sutffcient special indorsement to sup-
port a suitmary judgo ment under Rule 7,39, iii that it ornitted the dates fronit
which interest was :Iair-ned, and did not state a coatract ta pay interest upon.
interest; and that the affidavit in support of the motion could not be read with,
the indorsement sa as ta make it good.

GoId Ores Redticlion C'o. v. />aIrr, ( 18 9 2) 2 Q. 13. 14, followed.
Mas/en for the plaintiff.
R. B. ileannoni for the defend-nt.
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The plaintiff Pratt had a barn destroyed by fire, cause ', as alieged, by sparks.
froin a locomotive of the defendants. The property was insured in the City of
London Insurance Co. for $123, %whiCh amiount they paid to the said Pratt,.
first baving demarided and received from hirn an assigament or subrogation of
I iii right of action against the defendants ta that extent, who, they contended,.
being wrongdoers, should >'e held responsible for the loss.

The actions %vere brouglit ta trial at the same lime. Pratt, in bis state-
ment of claim, set forth the total loss and damaxes caused by the fire as.
amounting ta $335, recited the assignment or subrogation as aféresaid, and the
paymnent to hîmi of the $125, and concluded in these words "The plaintift


