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b;esr:a:f a l()cza:I board of health allow a person suﬂ'erin.g from an infectious
muni; t?go into an adjoining municipality, they are liable to repay to that
prevenit).a ity moneys reasonably expended in caring for the sick person and
Ing the spread of the disease.
JIZ(.igment of ROBERTSON, J., affirmed, HAGARTY, C. J. O, dissenting.
4 tngton, ().C., for the appellants.
J’lesworl/z, Q.C., and F. H. Thompson, for the respondents.

Fl‘ox .
nC.p. Div.] [June 6.
TRUSTS GCORPORATION v. HOOD.

ncipa; and surety— Assignment of mortgage—New mortgage—-Reservalion
o rights,
l.nOrt‘/;a‘fo\'enant by the assignor ofa} mortgage with the assignee that the
°rtgag§e money§ shall pe duly paid makes the assignor a surety.for the
paYmengt' r, but h.e is not discharged by the assignee extending the time for
Secure th and taking from .the mortgagor a new mortgage on the same land to
resel'vati: d?bt,‘ there be?mg at the.nme, although by parol only, an express
Jud n of rights against the assignor.
‘gment of the Common Pleas Division, 27 O.R. 135, affirmed, OSLER,
"y d'SSenting,
ijjr’ Q.C., and Ball, Q.C., for the appellants.
€Sworth, Q.C., for the respondents.

Fr,

om Chy, Div.] [June 6.

nitay; HENDERSON . HENDERSON.
- 1:0” of .atliom——Purc/zase of farm—Mortgage to secure purchase money
tha ,;f:e&rwn by son of purchaser—Payment of morigage—Efect of dis-
Veyeq t(I)\'I;"Ch, 188.1,.the plaintifPs testator purchased a farm, and had it con-
Durchase n‘)mself, giving to the vendor a mortgage to secure $3,600, part of.the
OSseSSion oney. In April, 1881, one of his sons, with his assent, went into
the farm ;‘Pon the understading that he should apply tbe profits derived from
anq 4 er,ea ter providing for his own living, towards payment of the mortgage,
2 paiq hWaS some evidence that the father promised that when the mortgage
fathe and € should have the farm subject to payment of an annuity to his
a'y“"ent OF‘Other. The son contributed from time to time $1,800 towards
Paigq off the mortgage, which, the balance being made up by the father, was
Ment On the 3oth of March, 1886, a statutory discharge acknowledging pay-
thig de(};’ -the father being on that day made and registered. The father after
“_'ill, ut 'n.ed t_O convey the farm to the son and promised to leave it to him by
tingg in ‘ed in 189y, leaving a will in favor of the plaintiffs. The son con-
Possession of the farm until his death in 1892, and the defendants, to
Actig e.de"ised his property, continued in possession after his death, this
the Son telng brought to eject them. From time to time during the life time of
fered i he father had spent a few days at the farm, but had not actively inter-

€ management.



