
well asq of her husband, and the question of the ownerslîip
of thern was, uimiportant unless the plaintif! should estah-
1l1iAi tht th)( jugren ,dbt was as again8t her satîsid.

Th t iU\Uri '. 11 t 11 .' .it iajtiI' te~e~tbn ii
doi fiter the s(,[zuro Çfo vh 114)1lî11" 11:1 been all1ow-d)
bv ioiiie 1underI 011, a111u o îi \ f t i1w rt o f t4 th t i April.

1896. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~1 an h ugiotpoondattt ral: anti1 if' (a1
is wll tlod)ainexootiouredtori,l lotalc for aniv 1osý

whîch isý sulstainlod 1). olle woeoosaren, gulv~io
as heinlg the1rlu t of the executlion dbowil apn
aifter the miakiin of an interpicador order, 1 ain unable to

t1 w P bfudnlaul .\. Boultoti,, i ijal for aniv
dainagi, Nirh plaiif!ii >uffertd in fo anvtlîiîg titat was
dette under 1th order anid jiidguîeîîti....

(Walker v. Odling, 1Il1. &- C. 621, and Mayne on D)am-
ag a,7h ed., p. 439, referred to.]

Whiat in this case was donce under the order of 14h
April, 1896, and the jufigment li)rnotlflcd at the trial, wa;
not, 1 think, the approxîiaie e-onseqienoe of thle 'ffor-ts of
defendants to vnforve the Biggar juîent aantthe plain-
tif!, and the e-1iiurp of lier geeidat under thic exeo(.itton issued
uiponi that jwdgmient.

What wvas paid to the shieriff for hiat expenses is, to the
extf-nt of what was ineurred hefore the date of the order,
properl ' allowable, as that was thie direct cneun of the
wrong,-fuil enforeing of the execution agaiinst plaintiff', -ood.

T arn uniahie( to agree -with the argument of defendauts'
counisel as to classes, î and 2.

liad] the act wici(h cauaed the dantage to plaintif! heen
that of soine eue o)thetr lian the defendants, for whlie-h deftend-
ant. Paul A. Bouitoin wvas hable on the -ontract of indexitil
il is neot opnto doubht thiat ho wold have beeni hable tn in-
dexnniiify' the plaintif! againatt the c08t8 prope(rl Neurd la'-
twee(n solicitor and client a., well as htenpartY and partv:
Mfavue- on Damiagoes, 7th id.. pt. 94 1: ai i sec no rea son whiv,
ivhere thef ac(t is thiat of tuie ver v purson who has ag1re-ed to
iîtdemnifv lier, ilt plaintif! shoiild be ini a wvorse position.

Ail thec costat of the action werc netl, Ilowever, inicurred
ln risisting the, attemrpt to enfore the Biggar mnortgage

againati plaintif! and in ob)taiingi. relief aga;insit It. The
action was brouglit aise to recover daînages for bkreaých of thie
montract to indeniîfy, and to the ctsof sucli action thle
contriict of inderanity does not, of (:ourse, extend.


