
sheep had been killed a watch was kept, when defendant's dog and
another, oirned by C., were found attacking a sheep, defendant's dog
having hold of the sheep at the tirnie, that the two dogs had been ht..rd by
defe.ndant barking ini the vicinity on several occasions, but were supposed
ta be chasing rabbits, and that, after defendant's dog was sent away, iio
more sheep were destroyed.

Held-Per MEAGHER, J., TowNSHEND, J., concurring,
i. There was evidence to support a finding that it was defend.it's

dog which did the killing.
2. The case was one that was peculiarly for the trial judge, and Ihis

conclusion should not be interfered with, except upon clear grounids.
3. The learned trial judge %vas justified in holding defenclat liable

for the value of the sheep which his dog was found killing, and for mie.
half of the remaining dannage.

Per GPAHAMi~, E.J., HENRY, J., concurring, The trial judge u
flot justifieci in drawing the inférence hie did as to the sheep killud
previously ta the date when the two dogs were fo'ind uniting in the attack.

J.jRi/ci, Q.C., for appellant. IE E, Roscoe, Q.C., for respondent.

Full Court.] BARROWINAN v. FADER. [May i j.
Eçuit a bl e.cao-Receive'r-.Po7ver of Cotnty Court judge- l~

"reozedy "-- Coun1j, Court Ac, Acis of 1cSS9, c. 9, S. 22.

Plaitiif recovered judgnient against defendants in the County Court.
and issued execution, but was unable te obtain satisfaction for want of
property of defendants upon which to levy. It appeared, bowever, that
defendants were iii possession of a lot of land, with a house and hrni
thereon, under an agreenient for purcliase for the sumn of $2,ooo, of which
$103 was paid on the signing of the agreemnent, and the balance was to be
paid in instaîrnents. Under the terms of the agreement, the defendants
were ta have possession until the completion of the paynients, provided
that ii. default of payrrnent of any of the insfalrnents the vendor should
have the option of cancelling the agreemnent and cf resurning possession,
in which case an>' payrnents rnade were te be forfeited. Twvo hundre.
and flfty dollars in aIl had been paid in accordajice wîth the ternis of the
agreement.

lle/di i. l'he case was a proper one for the appointiment of a receiver
b>' way of equitable execution

2. The judge of the Coutity Court lias power to appoint such a
receiver.

3. The appointment of a receiver is a 11reniedy"' which mnust ho
given effect to when necessary, under s. 22 of the Coutity Court Act.

A. Whitman, for appellant. J.A. Chis/w/m, for respondent.
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