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third parties, execution should flot be stayed as regRrds the dimages
awarded against them, or at ail events as regards the sums of $16o and
$282. 25 part thereof, or that the MacWillie Company shau1d Ie dwyicted ta
give security for the darnage4.. The motion was madd upon01 two g;rounds;
(r) that the company had noa assets and had discontinued bumoess - ()
that the comipany did flot on the appeal dispute their liabtili v ta the
defendant ta, the extent of $i6o, in other words that they a(Im'<'ed the
propriety of the judgment in favour af the plaintifrs against the djimndant,
but disputed that they were liable to indeinnify the defendant ''ni-1d the
stim ' f $r6o. The SUnifla $282.25 represented the costs af ft,, ilaintiffs
paid by the defendant. The appeal of the conîpany was in forrn a1ppeal
agaînist the judgnient in favour of the plaintiffs, as well as agiins, tui judg-
mient of indeinnity iii favour of the defendant, but the reasons i«%!ppeai
indicated that the company were relying chielly on the ground ittheir
liability ta the defendant aughit ta be limited ta $r6o.

Hcd that sccurity is nlot ta be required front the appellant I*or nUalges,
unless, upon an application showing special circunmstances, the courther-
wise orders. AfcCormick v. Teniperancc ana' Gerierai LifeAs'.,'
17 P. R. 175, followed. An application under Rule 827 (2) iS otdf.ity
supported by showing that the appellant does not appear ta bu ,!.cttly
passessed af assets irnmediately available under e\ecution. 11u li this
case the allegatian af wants of assets %vas displaced, and it wvas ni t ýzhown
that any fraudulent or inipraper disposition af the assets spoken of had
Iteen attmpted or canteiplatcd. As ta the second ground, thic duiendant
was not willing ta acrept the $16o in full af bis dlainm against the cowpany,
but iiiý,sted upan the full measure of the judgnient ii, bis favauir. Il t lmiht
be that, sbould the canipany succeed in their appeal to any extent, there
would nted ta be a rcadjustmient of flot anly the ainoiat af daniîagýS, but
also of the casts for which the conipany had lîeeii made repnu% t
could not be said at present that the calnpany niust in an>, event bu ordered
ta pay $16o ta the defendant, for there might be deductions o- off-sets.
The defýcidant was not in any irnmediate danger fromi inahility t uînrce
bis judgment. aMtion refused wiîh costs ta the conmpan>' in the pul
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Dties non jitridùucis- Good idy-ri.
He/d, that in this country the anly day on which no judicial ail ,an be

validly done is the Lord's Day, or Sunday. TIhis does nat resuit fioin Sun-
day being a statutary holiday, but because it is dies non juridîcus as. dec1ared


