
D>4M!EI il. BROWN.

No matter what the defendants call the work on which they
were engaged-they înay eall it construction or rebuilding or
repair if they please-but it was certainly an Aet of misfea"-
ance or iiegligence to place heaps of gravel frorn twelve to
fifteen inches hli,, in the centre of the road, in1 the winter, at
a tiine when the liighw ay w as being used or likeiy to be uscd for
sleighing. Th le defendants were warned of the dangerous con-
dition of the highway, but took no step to obviate it or proteet
the travelling public.

The appeal should be disînissed with costs.
The pliintiff cross-appealed to inerease the damnages. WXe

think that the learned trial Judge assessed the daînages on a
inoderate sclile, andi bis discretion should xiot be interfered %vit1î.
The cross-appeal shoald be disrnissed without costs.

MARdI3OTn,1914t.

*1)ANCEY v. B3ROWN.

Hiisband and Wife Voliuntar-y ()tfn t (orquv
Lands by Jluishand to Ilife-Actioni by Siibs(,qîu ut Krcuil
fion ('reditor to Sel asîdc llighýts of Pior Cr, dit ors Ab-
sece of J'raudiileit Itt-Ei<< noe
Ilazardoits Biisiness.

Appeal by the plaintif! fruin the judgînent of )oî,t 'o.
C.J., dismissing an action, brouglit in the Comity (Comrl of the
County of Huron, by an execution creditor of the' defendaInt
David Brown, to set Siffe three conveyances of diffrrnt
parcels of land, ,nade by the defendant David Brown to his t.
the defendpnt Rosa Brown, on the 22nd February, 19M6, the -tli
September, 1907, and] the 6th January, 1910, repeitla
fraudulent and void against the plaintiff antd other retosof
David Brow'n; the consideration stated in eaeh coîîveyaiicu being
natural love' and affection and $1.

Thte appeal xvas heard by MI'ý,LOCK, C.J.Ex., RIDDELL, STIR
LAND, and LEITCn, IJL

ILt McKay, K.C., for the appellant.
-C. Seager and R. C. H1. Cassels, for the defendants. Itht. re-

spondents.

*To be reported in the Ontario Law Reports.


