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NOTES 0F CANADI« CASES. "at O

FrornProudoot, .C.][Feb. 
6. signature of the defendant. In this casg tbc

GooDIERHAM v. TORONTO AND NîPISSIN(. dlaimn was upon the following documlent:'.IRAILWAy Co. ceived fromn R. W. an order for C. B. acePt"-Reeivler, J6aynents 6Y-Acui. me to pay himi the suin of $140, which is 'ebA receiver of a railway having been appointed, 
pdo h olwgcniinrovidIiwho atter paying the working expenses of the carrnes out his agreemnent with ne as cheestroad was directed to pay any balance remaining maker. (Signed), M. W." .jdic

in his hands periodically into Court, and an . He/d, that the Division Court had no Julr the
account having been directed of ail liens, charges tion, bec 'ause the writing did not ascerta'"lh
and incumbrances existing on the undertaking am«ount, inasmiuch as it depended uPOfl t
and the moneys so paid into Court having beordered to be applied.in payment of such liens, which evidence had to be adduced.etc., according to priority. 

Georg'e Macdonald, for the appellant.Held; [amrn-iing the ruling Of PROUDFOOTV Falcozbrûlg, for the respondent.V.C.] that in taking such account the receivershould have been a]lowed for a] payments rnade 
Fb

on account of working expenses, which were not Fromn C. P.] 
fb

payable until after bis appointment, but not DEVANNEV V. BROWNLEE.
those past dfue at that time ; these being pay -Promiissory note-Acconzitnodatio,î 

ymaker-"'P
able out of the m-onleys dirccted to be paid into c~5ladsr/ ~ ~ a
Court. c>1adçrl-)nwl-icl'gMlaclennan, Q.C., and Knfrdfor appellî Sure/y. 

bak I
ant. 

~~A married Nvoman signed a note in lnefe
an.gave 

it to her son eto be used as he liked "7 4
R.M. Wells, and W. Casse/s, for respondents. filled it Up for $1200, signed it, and transferre

it to the plaintiff, who was not mnade aware 0the circumistances under which it liad e
From Proudfoot, V.C.] 

[Feb. 6. signed. It was renewed twice wvithoLit the
CANADA LANDED CREDIT Co. V. TiiOMPSON. mariin %inahes name, the original noteteNew trial-- Gonf1ict oflevizence-Er-oyiou 

IJe/d thein iunmnto the C0Unif% aof lawsview d [reversing tha dmnds ft. OLrbelow], that the rnarried wonan was a suretY io
Where there wvas a conflict of evidence, and respect of the note for ber son, and that the et'

the learned judgre who tried the case attnibuted thority to the son as to using the note, did O
greater weight to the eviden(,e of some witnesses extend to keeping it afioat after maturity withot
than to that of others, but in the opinion Of this ber knowledge, and that she had been ds
Court took an erroneous view of the law, this charged by the extension of the time for Pey'
Court refused to make a decree tipon the 'nere ment.perusal of the evidence, and reînitted the case to Mc Cliv7e, for the appellant.the Court below for a new trial. 

Btue -. o h epnet
McCarthiy and Creelinan, for the appellant. Beue,(CfrteepndnW. Casse/s, for the respondents.

From Spragge, C.] 
[Feb. 9-From Div. Ct. Leeds and Grenville.] [Feb. 6. SI'SIH v. THE- MERCHANTS' BANK.WILTSIE V. WARD. 

Warehzouse recez»/Is-Banks. a eClam aceraind b sIInaureDivsi Corts H1eld, on appeal, [reversing the decreeasrC/a/m~ cleane b s o.aue Dvîé n C u/ ported, 28 Gr. 629,] that to bring a trans'Ac/, 88o.action 
within section 46 of the Dominil'

By the Division Courts Act, i 88o, the Division Banking Act of 1871 (3 Vict. ch. 5) there itlU5 t
Courts have jurisdiction in actions for debt be three pensons concerned therein-the owiner
where the same does not exceed $2oo , and the of the goods, some person filling the position Of
amnount or original amount is ascertained by th2 a keeper of a wharf, yard or other place, and the


