
;aylor until the amount secured by the mortgage should be due,

,ind for dainages for illegal seizure of the goods.

The mortgage was made on the 24th September, 1912, to accure

;2,200, and wau duly flled in the offipc of the Clerk of the CouutY

IýQuYt of the County of Peterborough,
The mortgage provided that the $2,200 should be paid lu

oiir years from the date of the ynOrtgage withou.t interest; and

hatif he ioey ecuedwas not paid wÎthin the fOur ye&8" anl

exension for a year would be given. Thee we anise teridabe
vrhich the mortgage-moneY would become due-ta arirdt

n the event of the plaintiff's fallure, to observe and perforJu cert&3

>f the covenants contained in the mortgaP-

Ou the 4th December, 1912, Saylor assigued the mnortgftge to

lbe defendant. i h also alrwo h
The duplicate mortgage eun the bad f al r oe th

issign!nent was made had ou its face alteration luteprv
ror ayuewtby hichit as adeto ppe9x~ that the principal

beiae due in two years froni the date ofovtsionmorte ud"
bat it bore interest at 7 Per cent.; but the prv-o fo exteilSiOfl
,f the term. froni the end O! four years remaiueducaed

Ii the instrument o! a$signuient it was recited that the chattel

riortgage bore juterest at 7 per cent. aud that the tume of matuitY

wEIs two years fromn the 24th Septeniber, 19R12; sud there was a

coenn by Saylgr th.at the principal and interest from~ that

date, at the rate mentioued, were then uupaid. drce.t h

Soon after the afflignInent, atteution was detet ate

variance between the terras of the filed~ motgg andth le

duplicate, then îu the defeldant' ýSPossession, sud the plaiutiff be-

camne aware of the variance, sud also haLd.uotice o! th, as8ignnent.

The plaintiff alleged that the m~ortgage, y fter its executioil, wes

se, xaterially altered that it became nul1 and void. n fe

The evidence shewed that Saylor had dJ55ppe-are sook

the assigumeut, aud had ilQt sinee been heard of.


