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d'st.50 ress to satisfy the fine and costs, Claner I)0vsio.
d1n8 is 'Z'ln5 in the 1common jail for fourteen Cacr

1s 1nesthe fine and costs, including the l)v1C.[Mrh.
Wre '0of ýom1Initnment and conveying to jail, CAMERON. [M.c WAS.R

hered sOirpaid .C M R N V A K .
following kRe;na v. Wpighl, 14 O.R., 1imýitation of actions-- Wife's ;6roperty -- Re-

the t the osit0ion of the costs of commit- iflovai oJ disabi/ity of coverture-- W/zen lime

'an th eonveving to jail were unauthorized, comm/fences to riin as against mnortgagýee or
that tha 1 Of R. S.O., c. 74, not referred to in those ciaùi;in under the »morý4acýg- Tii/e by

,&Case) did flot affect the question. P6ossession.
4/s r thle applicant.

Woî, Q.C., and Waddei contra.

b i v' C t .[F e b . 2 3 .
GARDFNER v. BROWN.

ÀD9oWer-Eqç,ty of Redempition.

htherecan be no dower in land of wvhich the
afi 0) 1,eyaqired the Equity of Redemp-
C, Which he had parted with.

Amn0 5key, 16 O.R., 207, followed.
dlfor the applicant.
Afacdiold contra.

Ct.] [March 7.

""ee,.}iUFFMAN 7v. WATERHOUSE.

ko erSl of s/ai/ion undier R. S. O., c. 154,
lie ep ýC-~LinRevivjai of- Ta7vern

"'- 0fler of

154 nnkeeperSOI claiming to act under R.S.O., c.
e *Y Public auction a stallion belonging
h "tif a boarder at bis inn, to enforce

t reof hereon for rthe keep and accommodation

thn a the sale was authorized after the
sub5 d) the plaintiff removed the stallion

ýel'y equently hrought it back to the inn.
tal ,tho the lien revived after the return of

I."r, 1.2 Of R.S.O., c. 194, the person re-

th ltvrnlcne sasied o have
~htrije elcnecmisoesta esshl ther, but, notwithstanding, it can be

anth alt the licensee wvas merely theagentof
8. Whols the real owner of the busi-

k4f, ' keo and Biain for the plaintiff.
G '2'e for the defendant Waterhouse.

ea«nfor the. defendant Broddy.

A. and B., husband and wife, were married in
1841. B. acquired certain land in 1865. De-
fendant was put in possession of the land (three
lots) in 1869, and received a deed of one of the
lots in 187o. Defendant rernained in possession
until 1888.

A. and B. made a mortgage of the other two
lots in 1881, and a deed in 1884. Plaintiff pur-
chased these two lots from an assignee of the
rnortgagee under the power of sale in the mort-
gage, and put up a ferce around them, dividing
then from the lot conveyed to defendant, and
defendant pulled it down. I>aintiff then brought
an action of trespass.

/Jrei (afflrming ROSE, J.), that B.'s disability
Of coverture having been removed in 1876 by
38 Vict., c. 16, s. 5 (O.), the Statute of Limita-
tions ran against ber fromn that time, and that
defendant had acquired a good title by posses-
sion under 38 Vict., c. 16, s. 1 (O.) But,

Ild, also, that as the plaintiff was a person
claiming under the mortgage, the statute did
not commence to run against hlm until (as the
earliest possible period) the date of the mort-
gage, less than ten years before action, the
plaintiff must succeed, and the judgment inthe
court below mnust be reversed.

G. M. Macdoneli, Q.C., for plaintiff.
J.Aflntyre, Q.C., for defendant.

BoVD), C.] [Marcb 1.3.

KENNEDY-) et ai V'. HADDOW et a.

MÀlechanics' lient-Prior morteqg-e---Subsequent
lien-Icrease of seinz, 7'aite of the iandi-
Priority.

Before a mortgagee having priority upon the
mortgaged premises for payment of bis security
is postponed to the claim of one who subse-
quently does work upon the premises, it mus
be clearly proved that the selling value of be
land bas been increased by the work done.

The mortgage should retain its priority to the


