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If actuSl possession in once obtained by a maftgagee ia anoertion of bis
lg right of entry, it need not oe inaintained continuouuly for the etatutory
pe-nod. Kay v. Wilson <1877), 2 AKR (Ont.) 133. But poumeoon obtainsdi ~by the xnortgagee alter the lapse of the statutoay perioci dom es t cawe b

4 titie ta revive. Court v. Walsh (1882), i O.R. 167.
The words " posasion or receipt of the profits" in R.S.O. (1914) ch 75,

sec. 20, supra, seem, to înclule the case of a mortpagee receiving runt fro<n aI ~ ~ tenant iD poession; receipt of such rerit by a mort<ahee for the. satutoty
y period will, it seems, bar the mortgagor'a right ta redeem. W ard v. CSrUar

(1865), L.R. 1 Eq. 29; Markwick v. Hardingham (1880), 16 Cb.D. S3U; 19
HaIsbiiry. Laws o! England, p. 149, note (1).

9. Possass ior0 PART 0r MonToAGED LAine.

The rule which prevailed prioir to 3 & 4 Wm. IV., ch. 27, that wo laps
of tixne barred the right of the mortgagor to redeemn tk- whole of the mort-

* gaged lands, if lie held possession of part (Rakeslrau' v. Breicer (1728>, Sel. Cas.
Ch. 55, 2 P. Wrns., 511) was abolisbed by sec. 28 of the statute. Hence it hm
been held that where a mortgagee had been in possession af part o! the. lanàI
for more than 2ü years, the right of the mortgagor ta redeem that part was
barred, although lie hield possession of the remainder of the landsa. Kirsan
v. Rouse (1881), 17 Ch.D. 104.

On the other hand, if a person lias oinly a partial interest in the. equity
* o! red1emption. ecg., as teiîaîît, he has a right to pay the whole mortgage debt

and receive a conveyance of the nîortgaged lands,. subject ta thse rights o!
redemption o! other persons interei'ted in the equity. Martin v. M des (1884),'t'. 5 O.R.404, at 416. This principle, that the equity o! redereption las an entirety
which cannot ha redeened piecemeal or proportionatel.-, bas beer held ta
apply even wherc the person redeeming is entitleci orily to a share in the. equity
of redetuption and the other persons intcresgted have been barreci by the

41 Statute of Limitations. Paulds v. Ilarper (1883), 2 0 R. 405, at 411, Il Can.

S.C.R.. at pp. 645, 656,
10, WHEN TMiE BFCGINS To RuN.

R.S.O, (1914), ch. 75, sec. 20, supra, provides that where a mortgage
has obtained possession, the niortgagoréhall flot bringany actiop fnr redezaption
"buit within 10 years next a!ter the time at which the mortwaee obtained eticb
possession." The opinion bas been expressed that the general rule that time

4 begins ta run f romn the taking of posisession ia subject ta an exception il the
mortgagee tak-es possession before the niortgage ie d5ue. Fisher on Mortgage,
t e. liseric. 1404 cthin rtowv Caol(t5,1 rdcm. 427o, 1ha da.". ayaso
"Tinei wiIi iîot run in the case o! a common znortgage until the .iay of rodemp--

WiLçon v. WVallon and Kirkdale Permnanent Building ,Society (1903), 19 Times~
1-11. 408. TIie propoition just quoted niust, however, bc accepteci with
cauiimi. The dIecigïion in Brown v. C'ole, was to thc elYect that ai mortgffor
is not cnit ýei Io redem before the expiration of the time Iirnited for payment
of thp rnortgagc debt. Thc deduction that t he statuts will commence ta run

iynly froin the saine ditte apricars to be bmed i pon the asuinption àhat the


