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newals was a substantial compliance
with the provisions uf the Act, and
that, as sec. i (of R. S.O0., ch. 125,
sections 14 and 17 of the Act oF 1894
being re-enactmnents of section§ i i
and 14 of R.S.O. reference is made
only to the latter) requires a state-
ment that r.agifestly eovars only the
preceding year, the statements under
sec. 14 will be Ilin accordance wvith
the provisions of sec. ;,>if they
also are each confined to the trans-
actions of the preceding year ; an.d
it was stated that this is the view
and practice of niany able and care-
fui lawyers. It ivas also argued
that in ai.-y case the earlier state-
mnents being on file and open to in-
spection, and being referred to in
the later onces ini the manner de-
scribed, mighit and should be read
with !lie later statements, s0 that
each sta&.1ment shall include ail prior
ones and showv ail the payments
miade; ilso. that there being no
fraud or itiproper motive on the
part of the defendant, and ail the
paynients being duly credited, the
error (if there is errr>r) should be
held to be "--inae.eriaï and flot fatal

plaintiff's cause of action (if any) is
one under sec. 70a Of the D.C. Act,
in which the jurisdiction of the
Division Courts is limited to $6o.

Theère wvas no attempt to correct
the statements uinder sec. iS of the
Act of 1894.

Held that the wvords in sec. i i
"and showing ailt payments made
on account thereof " (which must be
deemed to be incorporated ini sec.
14 by the Ianguage of that section),
and the words of the fonn, schedule
Bi IlNo paymnen£s have been made
on account of the saidi mortgagre,"
or, "11The folIo,%ving payments, and
no other; have been made on account
of the said niortgagre,"' are plain,
and cannot be judicially construed
to authorize the omission of pay-
ments that bave not been made
within a year, and that, to satisfy
the plain requirements of the Act,
everv statement on renewal must

show ail payments made on account
of the mortgage since :4he datk, of i/te

That the earlier statemenis ini this
case cannot be read wvith, or in aid
of, the later statenients, so as to
supply to the latter information re-
quired by the Act, which they lack :
for, first, sec. 14 requices 11another
statement," that is, a ?ýeparate and
distinct stater ient from that reiquired
by sec. i i, and from any previously
fited under sec. 14; secondly, the
earlier statemients were riot flled
wvith the later ones, or wîthin the
thirty days rnentioned in sec. 14,
and statements îîled prior to the
thirty days mentioned are of no
effect as renewals under that section,
Beaty v. Fowvler, lo, U.C.R. '382;Z
Grifin v. McKenzie, 46, U.C.R. z-;
and, thirdlv, if a statierment flled in
oi.e year could be re-filed wviti, the
statement of the fc'llowing- year, it
could not be read iii aid of the
latter, unless ijt was referred to in
the later statement in such a manner
as to make it a part of that state-
ment, and the references to the
eariier renewvals and statements con-
tained in the Inter ones, iii this case,
are insuficient to connect the earlier
with the later as parts of one
statenient.

Held also, though acimitting the
-good faith of the defendant and the
hardne-ss of the decisic.n in his case,
that the object and purpose of the
Act deniand a strict construction and
observance of its provisions in ail
cases where a departure fi-om that
cou--se would sanction questionable
methods, wvhich, though innorent
and harm'ess in some cases, nrizht
ini ather cases be used foi' a fraudulent
purpose; and that, \%liirre the statute
expressly rerjuires that certain in-
formation shail be given in a state-
ment the omission of that informa-
tion from the statenient, whether
intentional or otherwise, must be
regarded as a material omission and
fatal to the validity of the statement
and of the securitv.

Held, therefore, that defendant's


