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PEARCIE v. ARCIBALD. [Dec. i9, 1900.

Husband apid rwife-A~utzoriy of wife tc. car-ry apt /u.vipess- Goods~ takeri
for hms<bad's' deb/-IlWrds I he place "-P. S. Y, S. c. 94, s. 5,7.

Unider th,- provisions of R. S. N. S. c- 94s S- 53, when a inarried woinan
does, or proposes to do, business on lier separate account, in addition to
filing lier husband's conisent thereto in the office of the Registrar of decds
for the county, she shall record, in the office of the clerk of the city or town
iii which she proposes to do such businless, a certificate in writing setting
forth lier naine and that of lier husband, the nature of the business, and the
place where it is or is proposed ta be carried on, anâ giving, if practicable,
thestieet and the numberon the street; and where the nature of the business,
or the place where it is carried on, is changed, a ne*w certificate shal l>e
filed accordingly.

Plaintiff Nvho carried on business as a grocer in the city of Halifax
lander a license front lier husband, Iiabling her to carry on such business
saparate and apart and free froi his control, flied a certificate giving the
particulars required by the act, except as ta the street and the numiber on
the street, as ta which it %vas set out that it %vas not practicable to do so as
the premises had flot yet been selccted.

Goods clainied by plaintiff as hier separate property having been levied
uipon by defendant, as sheriff ofthe cotinty, under a writ of executioni,

HeUd i. Afflrming the judgment of the trial judge in defendant's favour,
that it was inicumbent upon plaintiff to select the prernises before filing her
certificate.

2. The words "the place" mean the pflace in the city, town, or
rnunicipality where it is proposed to do the business, and where the place
is changed a new certificate mnust he recorded.
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except a statement to that eifect in the affidavit of defendant, upon which
the application for the order was mnade, which %vas flot borne out by either
the conviction or the commitient.

lkld, that the order %vas wrong and must bc set aside.
Per MEAGHER, J. B3. was flot bound ta appear in aniswer to the

suimnioms for the writ of habeas corpus, and that the fact of his flot appear-
ing was flot ta be regarded.as conduct or acquiescence justifying the
imposition of costs.

Quiv-e, also, whether the judge had jurisdiction to niake the order.
C. P. Fm1le-/n, for appellant. j7 f. Paztei,, for responident.


