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other instance where the provisions of the by-law have not been

eoiriplitmi with. 1 think 1 shouldl he goingz far enough iii vindliva-
tion of the posiition taken by the plaintif! corporation by now dle--

clarine that the hu1ildfing was improperly altered withouit plans

for. the salteration having 1been submnitted to the Buildling In-

spector as requiiired( by the y-a in question, aind by followinlg
tidartinn by the Statemlent thaýt-it nlow apeaiupon
the ovidcei that the bilding is in fat in ii acordance with thie

requliri-eets or the by -law- thiis Court does flot sce lit to make

aily ordler Saive that the dlefendaniLlt do pay the plaintiff's costs

of titis actioni.
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WEDDELL v. DOUJGLAS.

CatlMirt 'qyi, ~Validity~ agaimnst Exrecuio»in rdior of Mofrt-
glagors - liMttt - Fi4t Parnersip E.recutior de gon
Tort S8talriyint of (Jnieair-atof Registratiom of

An iinteýrp-iiader imsiiue The plintif! elaimcd(, under a chat-

tel mortgage,. gooda seizedf by a sherif! undler thev defendant 's
e-xi-vtilonl Ilgist thie ehattiel mortgagors.

The iieeWas trivd ]by FÀILCONBRIMIg, (.J.K.3., withouýlt a
juyat<obourg.

W. [L. l>aynv, K.('., for the plinitiff.
W. F. Kerr and 1. A. RumphrieH, for the defenidanit,

F~uxrnu»z, CJ.K.. . The on11V question of favt

is mm to thi. iintent wîith whiolh thv miortgager( was madle, andi I tlid
that it waa flot xnade with initent on the part of eithe-r party to

deferat. indelir, or d1elay ereditorsi or others, but in entire hion-
041Y.

Ami, in view of the faet that theidbens was an in-
sletedeasof adi the McQuaids, who were working together as

a faiiy., partniership, the objection as to the capacity of an exe-
cutor de 505 tort is not of avail.

( nt this point M.%r, Kerr strongly relied ou Buekley v. Barber

(18501, fi Ex. 164, whieh necearily commandas respect, inas..

much(-I as Parke, B., deliveredl the judgmnent of the Court. But


