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in question were said and the moneys retained by the sherift. The result of
the interpieftder issue was that the piaintiff's dlaimi was beid gaod, and the pro-
ceeds of the sale were accardingiy paid aver to her. She then braugbt this
action, claiming $aoo damages for injury ta her business and ta her credit, and
for the difféence between the value of the goods and the amount reaiized at
the sheriff's sale,

qeld, that the defendant was liable, untet the circumstances, for damages
limited ta the injury ta the plaintifi's business su5tained dtîring the perind
betweCfi the seizure and tbe date of the interpieader order, and for the injury ta
her credit ; but that she was flot entitled ta any damages in respect of the differ.
erice between the value of the goods and the amnount reahized by the sale,

* Heltd also, that although fia evidence was given of any specific damage,
the plaintiff was entitled ta general damages, which should be estimated as a
jury would do, having regard ta the fact that although the shap was kept open
during tbhit period, and the business was carried on in much the same way as

*farnerly, yet as the stock was under beizure and the sheriff was in possessftn,
*and the plaintiff could not bring new goads ino stock for the purpose of replen-

shing it, and ber credit in business must bave been affected ta some extent,î
the plaintiff was entitted to substantial damages, and bis lordsbip entered a
verdict for $200o. As this is within the jurisdiction of the County Court, andi
plaintiff hai fia reason ta expect that sh- would have recovereti more, the court
refuseti a certificate ta entitie ber to Queen's Bench costs, but gave a certificatt
wo prevent the defendant setting off costs.

IM A. Macdonald, Q.C., for the plaintif.,
Aikins, Q.C., for the defendant.

*DUBuc, J.] [April 9.

DEs Fol«;Es v. CoAiTswoRH.

/'/,</n~, incqii/vI)eurrr-M/ti~riusnss- I'antof eviity-Sa/e of
parlners/d/' ,stale 4>' one pa/e'- ) rshtvno'irtntersh:e-Pelice ats
Io setIietin, q dn eemurrer for ariiument.

Denmurrer by defendant Reeves ta the plaintiff's bill of compiaint,
As a preliminary objection, defendant's counsel contendeti that the demur.

rer should be considered as adumitted by lapse of time, It was filed on Janu-
i ry 2ist, t893, andi fot set down for argument tiii March 9th, 1894, and under
the English Rule 14 madie beforc \prili 5th, i87o, and which would be in force
in this Province, unless superted or' ame.nded by aur owfl rules or practice,
a demurrer which is flot set down within tweive days front the filing thereof
is ta be heiti as suffcient, unless in the meantirne the plaintiff bas taken some
steps ta amenti bis bill. The learneti judge, however, helti tbat this rule had
1been superseded by our G-., No. 99, andi the objection was overruieti.

The groundis of demurrer wcre for multifariousness andi %vant of equity.
The bill alleged that there was a partnership at will existing between plaintiff
and defendant Coatsworth, that it was agreeti between themn that the partner.
ships shouiti be dîssalveti, andi that on Octaber 31st, 1892, the plaintiff gave
notice ta Coatsworth that the partnership wauld be dissolved from andi aîter


