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a reeon vey aine. It is admitted that the transaction was a part-
nrhptransaction, and it follows, 1 think, that the whole pro-

perty, lapon the dissolution of the partnership, became vestcd
in the surviving partner. In In re Bourne, t1906] 2 C'h. 427,
the whole question is, I think, satisfactorily deaIt with. For a
eoniplete understanding of the situation, In re lodgson(18)
31 Ch. D. 177, should also be eonsulted.

1 had some doubt whether our enactment relatingl toteafy
in Coinimon, sec. 13 of the Conveyancing and Law of Poet
Aet, R.S0,.. 1914 eh. 109, affects the matter in hand. On con-
sideration, I do flot think it doe. The faet that thet transaction
is a partnership transaction, and that the propcrty was con1veyed
to the partners, as partners, sufficitly demonistrateS thaIt the
holding is as joint tenants and flot as tenlants in comm1on01.

The resuit is, that, while the procecdings should beaedd
as already indicated, the motion in substance fails; and, with this
variationi, the order appealed f rom should be enimd

The costN here and helow max well be in thv cauise.

MWLTOJ. ,INAY4THi, 1915.

BRAZFJlAI v. 'EDARD.

JudgnentSatifaetoI-Trial of Issue- - Pate hrf
SoliCtor-lnjunclofl.

Motioni by the plainitiff to conitinule ani iiter'îim injurletioli rv-
Strainling thle defenldants f romn payiNýlg over ;1 certainl Si u o
molley niande by the sherliff (a dlefendanilt> ne)neen o
iasued by the defendi(ant, Bedar-d ini a former actioni o? Beilar v'
Brazeau.

The motion %vas heard in the W kl(oUtat Trnao h
3Oth December, 1914.

E. F. Macdonald, for- the plainitiff.
H. E. McpKittri-k, for the de-fenlda1fns

MIDDLE'rON. T. :-Thoe question b>etwteeni the par-1ie.s is, w010 11erl
a mlor-tgage giveni after the date of thi eor o? Ilhe judgmenlt
iii the forimer act-iont was aeeePted ili sat1isfartion lit ur as co-


