
.Notes qf Catiadtian Cases.
Suly'

over ta the plaintif. tJpon the. application af a compariy, mortgagees af the

demiied premises, who had served nlotice upon the garnishees ta pay the rent
ta them, the Master made an order rescinding the attaching orders.

Hodd, that if the garnishees, upon the return ai the suinmons, neglected to

suggest ta the court the dlaim of the conipany, as provided by Rule 944, they

would nat be protected by an order ta pay to the plaintift.
?lie Leader, L.R. 2 Ad. & Ec. 314, oallowed.

And!, therefor-e, the company was flot a Ilparty atTected " by tht e.rpar/e

orders, within the meaflifg of Rule 536.
No fraud or imposition was practised upon the court in flot informing the

Master of lhe dlaim which might he set up by the garnishees or the cornpany;
it wos a mater for hearing and adjudication before the County Court judge.

Quc&re :Whether the company bac! the rigM. ta have the renta paid ta them

simply by virtue af the notice served upon the tenants ?
Towerson v.Jac'son, 65 L.T.N.S. 332, sPecialiY referred ta.
1?. NV. Dcvis and_. E. C'ook for the plaintiff.

W .Lockharl Gordion for the cornpany.

MA NI!TORA .

COURT 0F QUEENIS 1BENCH.

DU1uc, B 1ERiTAND V. HOOKER. [Jtine 22.

F.ra4uduliert, p-eference-Ass4'n#tieflt in, trust for creditors--PléacMne-Assign.
ment of chose in action.

The defendant being indebted to Mitchell & Gestur, they assigned the debt

ta Sigurdson Bras., and within a imanth Mitchell & Gestur made an assign-

ment ta the plaintiff under the Assigninents Act for the benefit ai their credit-

ors. Plaintiff in this action sued defendant ta recover the debt. De.fendant

plended the prior assignment ta Sigurdson Bras. Plaintiff replied, setting up,

facto shawving that the assignment ta Sigurdson Bras. was void as a fraudulent

preference ; and defendant demurred ta the replicatian.
IIeld, that the demiurrer iit,'.t lie allowed because the assignment ta Sigurd.

son Bras. could flot lie declared fraudulent and void in this action, as Sigurd.
son Bras. were flot parties ta il.

Mlonkman for the plaintiff.
illioit for the defendant.

TAYLOR, C..! FLACK V. JEEEREV. [JuîY 3.

Mleclienics' Lien Act- owe-t/mn f lime iwit/dn whic/s zork dane-
I>riarity of 71cndor's lien.

The plaintiffs did wark an a house for defendant Jeffrey. The house was

but upan land which Jeffrey had agreed ta boy fram defendant Fijher.


