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As to the requiisýition that the vendor give titie te a right of
way of one foot si x inches ini width (instead of one foot five
luches), the contract for sale does not expressly refer to this
rlght of way for its extent, nor is it shewn hy survey or other-
wise what is the width of the strip of lsand over which the pur-
clisser is to have a riglit. In the absence of this information,
1 arni unable to say what is its width, or that the vendor is bound
to give sucli rig-ht over one foot six înches.

The only matter remaining to ho disposed of is, what are the
terins of payment, of the purchase-money? On the -argument
it developeýd that since the contraet was made the vendor had
paid $50 on account of the principal of the $2,900 xnortgage
then on the property, thus leaving $2,850 of the mortgage to be
assunied by the purehaser; this with the $50 deposit already
paidl, the further payment of *550 to ho miade on closing the
transaction, and the giving of the $500 mortgage provided by
the contract, removes any doulit about the manner of payment.

The question raised by the purchaser as to, the ternis of
renewal of the existing mortgage 18 not one occasioning*any
difficulty or entiting hlm to reject the titie.

There will be no coets of the appieation.

COOK V. COQK-CAMERON, OFIqCIAL REFREEu, WN CHAMBER-
SEPT. 18.

Scirity for Costs-Libel <nid Sian'der Act, 9 Edw. VIL. ch.
40, sec. 19-Con. Ride 373(g)-WVords Impuitîîng Viiclastty-
Defence-PUintwif <sot Possessed of Property~ to Answrr (Josis.]
-Ap)plicatîin by the defenidant for an ordler for seeurity for
costs under se. 19 of the Libel and Siander Act, 9 Edw. VIL.
eh. 40, sund under Rule 373 (g) of the new Consolidated Rules.
It was contended by thé plaintiff's counsel that the action
brought was not covered by sec. 19, as the words complained
of did not impute unchastity. The learned Official Referee
(sitting in lieu of the Master lu Chambers) found that the
worda comnplained of were covered by the section referred to;
and saidl that, upon this flnlng, the oriler for security should
go as a inatter of course.-lt wss aiso contended that the de-
fendfant should not only discloge a primâ faeie defence, but
musit show the nature of this defence. That had been doue.-
The plaintiff's counsel adinilttedj on the motion that the plain-


