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mnan,"j etc.; and thbat: an incor-
porated company or person
operating street cars on Sunday
was not wîthin the prohibition of
the enactment. Rose, J., was also
of opinion that, if the enactment
did apply to Lhae defendants, tliey
were within the exception as 10
ccconveyingy travellers,"1 followîng
Rc.q. v. Dagqctt, 1 O. Pl. 537, in
preference to Req. v. Tinning, Il
U. 0. B. 636. lHe fouaild further,
that by oýarrying, persons; who
-%vere not travellers defendants
were not creating or continuing
a nuisance. The appellants con-
tended for a wider construction
of the Statute, and that the de-
fendants were not w'ithin fthe
exetption as tio con-vcyingr travel.
]ers. Ail the memnbers of thie
CDourt agreed that the defendant
coi-poration was net included in
the 'words of the Statute, and
therefore flie appellants could not
succeed. Burton, J.A., disagreed.
with tlie trial Juuge as to the
exception in thxe Statute regard-
ing Recq. v. Ti.ni.nig as well de-
cided. The appeal -was dismissed
with costs. Moss, Q.C., and A.
E. O'Meara, for appellants. E.
Mfartin, Q.O., for defendants.

SMALL v. THOMSON.
3fvdwornan-Separate estate

-rchae of la-nd isubject io
inortigage-Deedl taken to defen-
drtnt withou.t her irLou'ledge or
consent -De fendlant not tte reat
?,urcha.scr, -not liale.
Judgment on appeai by de-

fendant Mary C. Tlioîpson froiu
judgment of Aruxour, C.J., direct-
ing judgnxent fo, be entered
agLrýinst ber for Z-1,891-96, to, be
paid ouf of lier separate property.
The plaintiff executed a mort-
gage of land, and then §old lier
equity to one Sinclaiùr, «wio cove-
nanted to pay flie xortgage.

Sinclair sold to defendant, and
assigned to, plaintiff flie benefit
of defendant's covenant mai4de at
the tinue of sale. Defendant con-
teivded tixat her separate estate
wais not liable because lier hîus-
baud w'as tixe real purcliaser, and
the conveyance was taken in lier
name -witliout lier knowledge.
The Couit t leld chfat the action
was iiot maintainable. Appeal
allowed with costs, and action
dismissed witli eosts. Ayleswvorth,
Q.C., for appeliant E. D. Ar-
mour, Q.C., for plaintiff.
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TRUSTS CORPORATION 0F
TARIO v. PUDER.

ON-

A42signment o*f book- debts by word
of 'mouti- Torcls, if im, wr2itinq,
-iourZ kctve constitutect a -ai
a.ssign.ment - .dssiqnrnents9 of
chose in action lU good-Sc.
7 B,? S. O. c. 122
Judgment on appeal byv plain-
tifrom judgment of Fealcon-

bridge, J. (27 O. B. .59:1, il fa.
vour of dofendant upon a suecil
case submifted to fthe Court. The
plaintiffs were fthe administrators
of the estate of F. J. Rosar, wlio
died in Pecember, 1895. The ile.
ceased was indebted to defendant,
and from time to time lianded
him buis of account, representing
certain book debts, -with thle pue-
pose and intent of assigning
tliem to flie defendant as security.
Tlie words used on sucli occasions
-would, if in writing' liave consti-
tuted a -valid legal assignment.
Thle defendant, gace notice to ilat-
different debtors that thxe debts
had been assigned to him. T"sie
Court below gare judgment for
defendant, declaring him eutitil
f0 flie book debfs in que'rtion by
-virtue of fthe assigznments, hold-
ing fliat fliey were good assign-
ments of cliose in action under
s. 7i of thxe Mercantile Amendment


