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bers of a local board of hecalth allowv a person suffering from an infectious
disease to go into an adjoining in-unicipality, they are liable to repay to that

pre Uflicipaljty Mrolicys reasonably expended in caring for the sick person and
Preenting the spread of the disease.

JUdgrnent of lROBERTrsON, J., affirrned, HAGARTY, C. J. 0., dissenting.
Idington, (2-C., for the appellants.
4 Yleswortz, Q.C., and F. H.~ Thompson, for the respondents.

Frorn C. P. Div.] [June 6.

princ' 'TRUSTS ORPORATION v. HOOD.
c0tai and surety-A ssignmenl of ilor/gage-New mortgaýge--Reservation

Of rIý-hîs.

A covenant by the assignor of a mortgage with the assignee that the

Irtgagee n1loneys shall be duly paid makes the assignor a surety for the
nIortgagorý but hie is flot discharged by the assignee extending the time for
Payýýent and taking from the mortgagor a new lflortgage on the same land to
steure the dýbt, there being at the tinie, although by paroi only, an express

eer ati on of rights against the assignor.

J. A ugieto the Cominon Pleas Division, 27 O.R. 135, affirmed, OsLER,

Osier; Q.C., and Rail, Q.C., for the appellants.
-4Yles700rth, Q.C.. for the respondents.

erliChy. I)v][June 6.
1-iniait. onHFNDERSON v. HENI)ERSON.

iOnf actions-Purchase ofJfarim-Morý'age Io secure Purclhase ;noney
l1)Ossession b>' son of Purc/zaser-Payment of mortgage-f'ct of dis-

Charge.

lnec March, 188 1, the plaintifPs testator purchased a farm, and had it con-
Vedto hIniseif, giving to the vendor a nlortgage to secure $3,6oo, part of the

Purcst,. e y In April, 1881, one of bis sons, with his assent, went into

the r OlUiPon the understading that hie should apply the profits derived from
alc tr , fer providing for bis own living, towards payment of the mortgage,

ra adle as orne evidence that the father promised that when the mortgage
iat d bea Should have the farm subject to payment of an annuity to his

Payrnint ofohr 'l'lie sncontributed froni tume to time $i,8oo towards
PaîdI of the 'nortgage, which, the balance being made up by the father, was
Illernt b on the 3oth of March, 1886, a statutory discharge acknowledging pay-
thi 5 Y the father being on tbat day made and registered. The father after
Will b Clin ed ti convey the farni to the son and proniised to leave it to him by
tillued. n 84 leaving a will in favor of the plaintiffs. The son con-

%V 0 Possession of the farm until bis death in 1892, and the defendants, to

bito e vised his property, continued in possession after bis death, this
th tso eing brought to eject them. From time to tume during the life time of

er ntefather had spent a few days at the farn, but had not actively inter-
'li management.


