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Held, per Rxrcix, C.j,, FOUANiIER abid BURTON, 013LER, and' MACLXN S, JJ.A.- -PArTEitSOr, JJ., that the right of a hiisband tu the 28th of September, i g9».the persontal Property of hie decieased wife dots H Maedw>mld, Q.C., for the appellantflot depend upon the Statute of Distribution" G.If ilme- for the respondentbut hie takes it jure madti. 'At the conclusion of the a;gume'nt the courtPer STRONG, J., that the repeal by the Revised dismisee*d the appeal with couts, agreeing witltStatutes Of GeO, 3, c. 11z, wli<ch was passed in the. reagons for judgnient in the court bulow.the affirmance of the 1 mperial Acte, operated to
restore s. 25 of the Statute of Fraude as part of
the coxnmon law.ABA 

Mv.BRH .Fler GWYNNR, J. : When a colonial legislature ARHMv IRHMre-enacts an lmperial Act it enacts it as inter- A iôtlfdPe-RÉtrinpreted hy the Implerial courts, and afortiori by -. Assi tunt a jew S.Re.(1007 ),other Imiperial Acts. Hence, when the. English c. «, j. jeo-R. S.O0. (188f.7>, C. -r-7, '. 9.Statute of Distributions was re-enacted by 26 This wvas an appeal front the judgment of'Gea. 3, r. r i(N.B.), it was ziot necessary to en- MACMAHoN, J., reported i9 O.R. 256, by oneact the interpreting scction of the Statute of John Iddington, a creditor of the defendant, iniFrauds, and its omission in the Revised Statutes the nanie of John H-ossie, asignee for the bene-did not affect the construction to ho put upon fit of the creditors of the defendant, pursuant tothe whole Act. art order made under the provisions of theHe(,eRTHI, .JFUNFWNE Aeeignmrents Act. The appeal came on to b.and PATTERSON, JJ., that the Married Wonian'e heardi before this court (HAGARTY, C.J.C.,Property Act of New Brunswick (C.S.N.B., c. BIYRTON, OSLER, anld MACLENNAN, JJ.A.) on72», wh;ch exempts the separate property of a the i5th September, 1891,niarried wonian froin liability for her husband's Moss, Q.C., for the appellant.debts and prohibits any dealing with it without J. P. Mabee for the respondent.lier consent, only ouspends the husbanti's rights At the conclusion of the argument, the. courtin the property during coverture, and on the dismissed the appeal with costs, P.greeing veithdeath of the wife hie takes the personal propertY and adopting the reasons for judgrnent given inas lie would if the Act had IICver been passed. the court below.The Supreine Court of New Brunswick, while
deciding against the next of kin on bis claimi to
the residue of a feine czr/,dîrected that his HG OR FJSIEcosts should be paid out of the estate. On ap- HG OR FJSIEpeal, the decree 'vas varit.d by striking out such
direction. Queen's Bench Dtivision.Appeal dismissed with coets.

SI PM er, .C for repondnt. FALCONflRIDGE, J.] [Sept. 2.
Skin erQ .C . fo res ond nt.IN ?E D A VIS AN D TH E C iTy OF~ T ORON TO.

SUPREME COURT 0F4 JUDICA TURE ofseiver-Acquitino eiuemnt over ad;oiningFOR ONT7ARZO. 0~nsR.S ., c. 184, s. 479, 3-S. 15.-" Usingj'
meiming o f-Qteeus'ng by-law-Acting uj0ow

COURT 0F APPEAL ywEgdXgc aaou nir.

BARiirR V. CLARK. A by-law of a municipal corporation authoris-
MiS~ke WÏi-Lgac--- ~ing the construction uf a qz-wer provided, int-

aia, that for the purpose of the construction theThis was an ajlieai by the defendant, John corporation might enter upon and use and or- 3~Barber, from thejudgment of th&i Chancery cupy with horses, etc., the lands lyin8 %vithîia)ivision, reported 2o O.R. 522, and came on to twetity-five ficet on either side of the. centre liftee heard before thue court-HAGARTY, C. J.O.. of thes--..l
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