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'OntrarY to the course of the Courts. The Officiai Refereedeait with the case as such cases are ordinarily dealt with upon
a n'Ortgagee bringing in his account. The parties admittedbe£ore him the correctness of the figures stated in the agreement
as shewing the indebtedne'ss at that time; but the plaintiffclaimed that lie was entitled to be credited with the costs that he
was entitled to o-ver and above those to which. the defendant was
entitled. This'was admitted, and the parties agreed upon $150,and credit was given for that amount upon the sum. of $1,340.62,
admitted to be due in respect of the mortgage-debt. The Officiai
Referee, having thus, by the admissions and agreement of theparties, ascertained what was due as of the lst July, 1895, pro-
13eeded to take the accounts acedrding to the well-understood rulelaid dOwIl in MeGregor v. Gaulin, 4 U.C.R. 378, charging inter-
est "lO" the debt up to the date when the rents and proflts
"eOeived exeeeded the interest and reduced the principal: Bell &
1)nnn on Mortgages, p. 156. A-n examination of the final ac-
e()"nt, as fOund shews that the Officiai Referee observed the
ProPer Practice. And there can be no question that in so taking
the accOulits lie rightýy allowed the defendant interest upon the
Principal DiGneys. The jud-gment bore interest as of course from
'tg date: Con. Rule 116; and the agreement, which wu never
fW£Redý had not the effect clabned for it of depriving the defen-dant of the right to bc allowed interest upon his mortgage-claim,
eSpecially when, as here, he is charged with the rents and
Profits of the Premises as a mortgagee in possession.

The objection& to, the manner in which the insurance moneYs
reeeived and dealt with are covered and answered by theWide ternis of the judgment. The Officiai Referee was not

'eulricted as to the allowances to be made for moneys expendedin ."n'P'*O'vements and rebuilding after the fire, otherwise than
that they were to be just, which must mean just to, both parties.-&Ud it 18 quite apparent that the reference directed was inten.
io)ýally designed to eoyer the state of circunistances which was
dne in Part at least tc, the plainti&'s delay and apparent acquies-
egnce in what the defendant was dbing with the premises during

'th" lo'19 PeriOd which elapsed between the lst Julýý, 1895, and
th6 c0limencement of this action. As between mo-gtgaPr and
raort9agIbO in Possession, it has long been the rule to allow for
r8asonable l"ng improvements, and especially where the effect
of tlO elrPenditure hu been to incirease the revenue fmm the
1-entR and prolits fkom the premises, which wu the casé in this
instance- And, in ôrder to support such a daim, it has not been
eeceMarY to mort to the ststutory provisions with regard to


