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h'eld, that defendant's pension could be made avail: île for the paymnent
of bis debts.

Held, alzo, that as defendan. was residing out of the jurisdiction of the
Court, and had ne property within the jurisdiction, and the ordinary modes
of execution were net available, plaintiff was entitled te the appointment of a
receiver.

Held aiso, that since the passage of the judicature Act (R.S. 5th series,
c. io4) the Court bas power te grant equitabie execution by the appointment
of a receiver, at the instance of a judginent creditor, against debts and sumrs
of money payable te the judgnient debtor in cases where the garnishee pro-
cess is net applicable.

h'fe/d, also, that this was clearly a case for the exercise of such power.
Semble, that the County Court had power to grant such equitable relief

under Acts of 1889, C. 9, SS. 26-29.
Sedgewick, for plaintiffs.
Neni. con.
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GOUM) V. BLANCHARD,

Salicilar and cic: -Ng/îgence in conduct of business-Loss qf notes -
Liablhty for--Measure of damagýes-Nate reiurned ta pl$ainte «fier
,Oayment Ia solidcior- Liability of sw/icilor jor daPnages resu/tng from
unsaccessfut action on Piote-Ezidence--Burdeni af roaf,

Defendant, a solicitor, received a number of accounts and pronissory
notes for collection on account of plairitiff. In an action by plaintiff for the
amounit of onc cf the notes w1iich, it was alleged, had net been collected or
returned,

H-e/d, that defendant, having adniitted the receipt cf the note, was botund
to collcct or rcturn it, or cisc accounît fer its loss on grounds relieving hirr froni
blanie, and that, not having donc se, lic was accountable for the loss cf the
note and for aIl daniages rcsultîng therefrom.

IIe/d, aIse, that negligence on the part cf defendant having been shomwn,
the daniages were rightly fixed at the face cf the note and intercst, that being,
prima facie, the value of the note.

In an action brouglit by plaintiff against C. it appeared that the ainount
claixned liad been previously paid by C. te defendant, who was acting at the
timie as plaintiff's solicitor.

Iield, that defendant was responsible to plaintiff for damages in con-
nection with the unsucccssful resuit of the action against C., he having returncd
the note to plaintiff, but omitted to inform iiim cf the fact that payment had
been made.

At the time of the paynient made by C. to defendant the latter held a
claini of M. against C., and the defence te plaintiffs action~ was that the
anieunt paid by C. was apprepriated towards paymnent cf M's. claim.

llet*IIENRY, J,, dissenting,
heli, that the nicre rcceipt of the inoney by defendant fronil C, under the


