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Is the dlaimi to the way deficiency be paid for by the Bank. The Board

'Ild only pass with the of Directors of the Bank, thereupon, resolved

nleccssary that the owvner to stibiriit the lumber to a culler, and if hie re-

Id be before the Court. potdstifcoilt ive the guarantee. The

e plaintiff. head-n1anager notified the local agcent of this,

efen dan t. and told him to get a cuiler to examine the lum-

ber. The latter, however, did not do this, but,

with the assent of the formIer, nevertheless gave

[jun 21 th guranee.This document purported to

[ue2.thegîaraltee. ehalf of the B3ank" that the

1, V. said deals should be satisfactorilYr culled, pre-

(W/io COL/. 'Vious to shipineit in the Spring. It was not

,intiff clainied to have a uinder scal. On receiling,- it, the plaintiffs paid

* xisted bcîtveen himiself the Band for the lnnmber, but not until the Bank

nid tii), and to have ail hiad been infornicd, at their head office, of the

taken, al]leging( that the gunarantee ha.viflrT beeli given. 'l'le cuiling did

carricd out an agreemielt znot turn ont atscorand the question ivas,

of the dissolution of the whether the Ban11k %vas liable for the deficieflcy

*îch the defendant wvas to resultîng, as well as Rochester.

lhc fir-Il, andi that lic had Ife/d, the Banik wvas hiable on the guarantee,

Il i in respect thcreto. for the plaintiffs Nvere wvarranted in assuming

that lie had accouintefi, that the agent giving it had the nccessary

d flot accounted to imi authority ,and if the plaintiffs repudiated it,

receîved. On refèece they ough,-It to refund the mnoney.-

at the defendant had re- Semble, the above g(uaýranitee did not comie

luare Of the firmIl nioneys, wNitini the description of a guarantee for the act

t* te plaintiff the balance of a thind party, for the Bank wcre scillingy,

uinder RZ. S. 0., C. 12 1. bN' vir-tue of being holders

trections, the defendant of the \warhoi,-C rcept an îig i ur

*riCe andi tlîe c<sts ()f the Iltte was an ordiriary transaction', neess7Iry to

effect a Sale, and \\7;i ntwihn the class of

the plaintiff. cases rcurtgthe sanction of a seal.

uidant. 
.1c u/tOC,/o w'îith imii), for the

phd titi ff.

B/ ). C., for th(, clefcndaflt, the Bank.

v. lîlE NIARO IINR. ~-~ ! ~derfor tlic defendatit Ruochester.

Blik agent- (;iiraiitte inot umder seal --R. S. O

C. 121.

3, thj's case the defendant Rochester, (,i May

31 877) entered into a contract to sel 10 the

Plaint'ffs a1 certain number of pine deals, wvbich

he delîvered eXceI)t to8 standards. On Nov.

20, 1877, being indebted to t1e dcfcndants, the

Bank, fravnelegv sscrt ae
hou eî dacs i ae sscrt ae

botsr'ceiPt for io8 standards. Afterwards,

the deenda<ts being anxious to realize on

tlaie Pifle boards, offered to deliver thcmn to the

tiv asa e-forinance of the balance of the

.e djntract of sale. Trhe plaintiffs, homever,
'qurda guarantee froin the Bank that the

Pine Sshouîd be satisfactorily culled, and any

îîroudfoot, J. ;Fcrgusoll, j.]
lAULDS v. HARPER.

iLquity of re(l,1q5//o;lLPl/tiiýs-tl"s
,?.S.O(., C. IOS, SeC/S. 11, 19, 20, 43.

The equity of redemption is an entire whole,

and so long as the righit of redemption exists in

an), portion of the estate, or in any of the per-

sonis entitled to it, it enures for the bencfit of

ail, and the inortgagee mlust submnit to redemnp-

tion as tI) the whole niortgage.

Hence, in this suit, which was one for re-

dexnptiofl of a inortgagC of land where the

mortgagor had -died intestate in 1858, leaving

[june 22.


