
The policy of the zegistry laws is to secure to the
of the registered couveyance titie as agaînst the g
under an unregistered deed of prior date. The statut
vides for the registration of plans, and ia.kes them bi
Ail instruments to hoe registered against lands covei
registered plans must eonform thereto.. The mortga
lot 4, upon searcl in the registry office, would flnd n
registered against that lot. The mortgage to MansE
registered against lot 3 only. If Îead, it would no
rise even. to a suspicion, that it covered any part of lol
which ini ît eutirety another chain, 6f title stood upi
register. Thougli registered, inasmuch as it affecA
3, so far as this mortgage xnay have affected part of
if at ail, it must, iu My, opinion, lie deeined an ujnregi
instrument. To permit it to deleat the registered ti
the plaintif to any part of lotý No. 4, would, I thinl;
great extent render nugatory the sain Iary 'provisions
Reiètry Act and frustrate the intention of the Legis]

Nothing short of actual notice of the titie under
dlefendaint 'NansÉield elaims-sucb notice as would mal
fraud on the part of plaintif 'to insist on the protect
the Registry Act-is suficient to prechide bim froxu
ing in a court of equlty the legal priority conferredl b~
statute: Hlarrington v. Sprilug Creek Cibeese Manufaci
Co., 7 0. L. R. 319, 325; Rloss v. Hunter, 7 S. C. R
323;- Rose V. Peterkin, 13 S. C. R. 677, 694-5; Gray v
23 Gr. 390, 393.

Therefore, whether or not, as against bis mortý
Mansield acquired title to the pieceof laüd ini qu(
upon the groujnd that the llegistry Act proteets the regi
'title of plaintiff to, lot 4 iu its enti-rety, the latter is,
opinion, entitled to the disinissal ofthîs appeal froi
Master's finiding iu bis favour.

I have carefully conisidered Mr. Kidd's argument
tihe question of costs. Mansfield was a necessary defe
in respect of the portion of lot 4 which, upon service
writ, hp offered ta relinquish. By bis defence he dist
raises the issue as to title, which entailed ail the ex
of the trial, and whieh bas bepn detenuined agaiïist hi
llnd no sufficient ground for interfering with the dispo
made of the cocts by the Master. Defendant Mansfield
pay plainfiLf's caqs of this appeal. There will ha no
as to, the. casts of the other defeudanits.


