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' 'sg,'f"ess to satisfy the fine and costs, Chancery Division.
da}’s, umment In the common jail for fourteen T
Gostg .S the fine and costs, including the Divl March 8
Were o COmmitment and conveying to jail, v1Ct] ‘ [March 8.
Oner paid. CAMERON 7. WALKER.

eld, .
S68 th;; ftonof"mg Regina v. Wright, 14 O.R,,
Men, € Imposition of the costs of commit-
g ¢ at €onveving to jail were unauthorized,
S. def R.S.0,, c. 74, not referred to in
s, 41d not affect the ti
ich question.
:,ZZ for the applicant.
07th, Q.C., and Waddel contra.
Dj, —_—
W] Ct, [F ) ;
eb. 23.
GARDNER . BROWN.

Dowey._ Equity of Redemption.

er,

¢ ;an be no dower in land of which the
) an ler.ely acquired the Equity of Redemp-
Re Cro :hlch he had parted with.
Aoy % 16 O.R., 207, followed.
R ¢ for the applicant.
" Macdonald contra.

Div’l Ct.]
[March 7.

Iy HUFFMAN 2, WaTERHOUSE.
Tees,
r—
Joy ke Sale of stallion under R.S.0., c. 154,
liceyys, o &ec—Lien— Revival of— Tavern
TOwne, of.

2 Public auction a stallion belonging

eroc. a boarder at his inn, to enforce

Heoﬁ on for the keepand accommodation

. dely ‘

gz“ acC’rL}:; ,the sale was authorized after the
dg Sequ’ the plaintiff removed the stallion

th”'eld’ t ently brought it back to the inn.
® Stayy;

ha . .
llont the lien revived after the return of

. er
:::Ying as.t;: of R:S.O., c. 194, the person re-
the‘sﬁed the l'em license is assumed to have
the trye Ownelcense Coml.‘mssioners that he is
a'no\vnt at ther’]'bm’ notwithstanding, it can be
. “esther’ . Icensee was merely theagentof

Ds. Was the real owner of the busi-

. 0,

M"Facamer 9% and Blain for the plaintiff.
C;-% “% for the defendant Waterhouse.

m
for the defendant Broddy.

Limitation of actions— Wife's properly — Re-
moval of disability of coverture— When time
commences to run as against morilgagee ov
those claiming under the mortyage—Title by
possession.

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 1870. Defendant remained 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
mortgagee under the power of sale in the mort- .
gage, and put up a fence around them, dividing
them from the lot conveyed to defendant, and
defendant pulled it down. Plaintiff then brought
an action of trespass.

/eld (affirming ROSE, J.), that B.’s disability
of coverture having been removed in 1876 by
38 Vict,, c. 16, 5. § (0.), the Statute of Limita~
tions ran against her from that time, and that
defendant had acquired a good title by posses-
sion under 38 Vict., c. 16,s. 1 (O.) But,

Held, also, that as the plaintiff was a person
claiming under the mortgage, the statute did
not commence to run against him 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 in.the
court below must be reversed.

G. M. Macdonell, Q.C., for plaintiff.

J. McIntyre, Q.C., for defendant.

Bovp, C.] [March 13.
KENNEDY eZ a/ 7. HADDOW ef al.

Meckanics lien—Prior mortgage—Subsequent

lien— Increase of selling value of the land—
Priority.

Before a mortgagee having priority upon the
mortgaged premises for payment of his 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 he
land has been increased by the work done.

The mortgage should retain its priority to the



