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that had taken place between L. and the defendants and the consent by b

that the machinery should remain affixed in the miii, constituted an absolutC

sale thereof so long as it continued incorporated with the freehold, and,' in so

far as regarded the rights of persons who were flot parties to the agreefflefl,

the engine and boilers had become immoveables by destination and forITIed

part of the real estate. ilo

That such parts of the machinery as were actually attached to the Ino

built into the foundations at the time of the hypothecs were charge hb

as part of the freehold, and that the conditions in the agreement did ntcne

any privilege upo the unpaid edo which wud dpiethe reot confC

hypothecary creditor of the priority he had acquired under the provisionisO

the law relating to the registration of real rights.
Wallbridge v. Farwell, 18 Can. S.C.R. 1, followed.
Appeal dismissed with costs.
Belleau, Q.C., for appellants.
Robitaille, for respondent.
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CITY 0F HALIFAX V. LITHGOW. ~ po
Municip5al corpo ration -Rebair of streets-Pa7}emens-Assessicet ~ 0, e

poerty owner-Double taxation-24 Vici., Ch. 3 9 (N. S-)-53 vc.C.6,se

By sec. 14 of the Nova Scotia statute, 53 Vict., ch. 6o, the CitY

Halifax was authonized to borrow money for covering the sidewalsf ghe t

with concrete or other permanent material, one-half the cost t e W

against the owners of the repcieproperties in front of whichth
should be done, and to be a first lien on such properties. A conrirt y ad el
was laid, under authority of thssaue nfoto spropertiti ad h

refused to pay haîf the cost on the ground that his predecessor i il rc

1867, under the Act 24 Vict., ch. 89, furnished the material to coflstruct uble

sidewalk in front of the same property, and that it would be imposing ado

tax on the property if hie had to pay for the concrete sidewalk as wel'. that

11e/ci, reversing the judgment of the Supreme Court of Nova ScOtia9, etc

there was nothing dubious or uncertain in the Act under whic th CL'er

sidewalk was laid ; that it authorized no exemption in favor of propert fl

who had contributed to the cost of sidewalks laid under the Act Of 1861 189.

that to be called upori to pay haîf the cost of a concrete sieal n a
would flot be paying t wice for the saine thi ng, because in 186 the propertYOr

contributed bricks to construct a sidewalk which, in 1891, hadbcap

out, useless and dangerous.
Appeal allowed with costs.

Bell, for respondent. [Jli

Nova Scotia.]
WARNER v. DON.

Personal chattes- F/tu res- Mortga4'e. n esoa

The Ilfixtures"I included in the meaning of the expression c. article5

chattels"I by sec. lo of the Nova Scotia iiiils of Sale Act are ol Suc


