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paynments of maney then made for the purpose of effectuating the partition
was by the deed of partition declared ta romain a lien upan the portion of
the land thereby conveyed ta M.W. until such quitclaims should have bteen
obtains-d and delivered to her said co-parceners.

Ik/d- that the-sajid recitaU wag- sufficienit ta charge that portion of the
land sa con veyed ta M. W. with the amount of the said payments ofmnoncy
as secirity for the due execution and delivery of the quitclaims in con-
formity wîth the condition stipulated in the deed or partition. Appeal
dismissed with costs.

Gundy, for the appellants. John A4. Robinson, for the respondent.

OntarioJ WOaLFF V. SPMRKS. UJune 5.
Contruelion of satu/e-i4 & i5 M, c. ô (Ont. )- Will-Dervisc ta hetrs.

The Ontaria Act, t4 & x5 V., c. 6, abolishing the law of priniogeniture
in the province, placed no legislative intcerpretation upon tht; word 11hleirs, "
Therefore, where a will made after it was in force devised property on
certain contingencies ta Ilthe heirs"' of a persan namned, such heirs were ail
the brothers and sisters of said person and not his eldest brother oi.1y.
Judgnient of the Court of Appeal for Ontario (25 Ont. App. R. 326)
affirmed. Appeal dismissed with costs.

O'Gara, Q.C., and Wild, for the appellant. A. E. ri~pe, for the
respondent.

Quebec.1 Cirv op MNTNREAL V'. CADIEUX. [lune ~
Appe'a/ -Evidence- Gonaur-tent flndinigs en questions of /aci-Reversai

on appeal.

Although there may be voncurrent findings on questions of fact in both
courts bclow, the Supreme Court af Canada will, upon af peal, interfere
with their decision where it clearly appears that a grass injustice has been
occasioned ta the appellant and there is evidence sufficient ta justîfy find-
ings to the cantrary.

TAscHE&EAu, J., dissented, holding that as there had been concurrent
findings in bath courts below, supported by the evidence, an appellate
court ought not ta interfere.

Atwaler, Q.C., and Ethier-, Q.C., for appellant. Ideaudin, Q.C., for
respandent.

Ontario.] Uune 5.
LoNnoN ASSURANCE Ca. v. GREAT N0IRT1ERN TRANSIT CO.

A policy islued in 1895 insured against fire the hull of the S. S. Baltic,
including engines, etc., Ilwhilst running on the inland laites, rivers and
canais during the seasoii of navigation. Ta be laid up in a place of safety
during winter montha framn any extra hazardous building." The Baltic was


