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Ido not think any reasonable man, veadin.. this des

hat
.», that wh,le the first clause eovered the articl^e onthe premises on the l.t of February IStT.W j

Cause covered those purchased e™!" oThpremises on the 23rd of March 1874 TvT
th.. these ,ocds are fou„r:; \het pr IrZ'are covered by this mortgage I thinV hlTZ ' T^
is the effecc of the third paragraph

'*'' ""^' "'"'

It is to be observed, that the covenants in the mort-gage refer to the whole of these goods and chaTte ^"^<--t-
puttmg them all, so far as locality and dealing with them•s con d, on the same footing, and shewinrhat n^d St nct.on exjsts as to the rights and remedies in respect of any of the three classes.

I think that this instrument contains, so far as all thegoods referred to are concerned, such a desc^ tbha a person des.nng to deal with these goods and

again t the mortgagor, could, without any doubt or
.1.fficulty. satisfy himself on the point whethe'th re weany, and ,f so, what goods not covered by the instrument
.n question

;
and this, I take it, should be the tesfof hesufficiency or insufficiency of the description in question!

In Boss v. Conger (a), the description was "all the

(a) 14 U. C. R. 525.


