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have referred, this ground %'vere open ( and 1 think it i not),
1 should have no hesitation in holding that since the pasflg
of the legisiation now contained ini theý MaIrriedl Womali's
Pr,0perty Act, R1. S. 0. 1897 ch. 163, ~c.3, sub,-sec. 2, il
miarried woinau cau in ail respects and for ail purposes con-
t ract with ber husband, as if she were a feme sole, cvoery
contract made by ber being deeined to 1bo muade withi respect
to and to bind her separate property, hter he is or î isnt,
in fact posseiof separate estate ati the( date of the cont ract
(sec. 4.)

Tipon the evid!ren of Flavien loffti bis 'vife 'vas, in and
prior to July 18918, possessed of separate property. Mrs.
Moffet 'vas cazpaibe oF oritering into a contract of partnershiip
witi hier huisbandi(. B v virtue( of sec. 5 of R. S. 0. 1897 ch.
152, hier registfrred( dleclaration .onlus IiivelY establishe(s; that
she did acts by whichi, hiaving- the capaicity to enter in)to suich
a contraet, shie hecame a partuer 'with ber husband in the
business in question.

There îs no evidleuce that Mrs. Moffet ever witbdrew fromi
such-I partnershiip. Flavien Moffet purported te exec-tu and
eaused to be registered on I 9th May, 1903, a declaration tht
flhe partnershipi fo)rmenrly carrying on business as " La Comn-
pagnie d,(e 'Pub licait ion d e Temps " had been dissolved. Mr&.
Mollet did net sign thîs document Asz against Flavien
Mlollet thie statute miakes this delrto coclusive evide-nve;
in bis faveur it is ne evidlence whatever. Ris flippanit de-
mneanour, bis manifest dlisregardl of ibu (iiosesf biis
oath, and hie quibblinig evasions in the 'vitness box, in mny
opinion render bis evidleuce entirel y untrustworthyv exeept
in regard to inatters' uipon wich lie testifles adversely' to ies
own interest. There -is uoi other evdneof any dissolution
of ilw partnersipj between hiimself anid biis 'vife. except that
affordedl 1hy the declaratien last mentioued and the oral teeti-
nxony of Flavien -Moffet. 1, thereforeý. fiud that Flavien
Moffet and SaaMoffet were partnr -ufi bv ae
Le Temps -Publication Company, at the time of theformation
of the said coinpany, and have ever since -ontiniued t be
and are etili partuers in the saîd Le Temps Publication, and,
as such, are liable te 'have execuion issued again-t the goods
and lands of them and eacli of them, such execuition in the
case of Sara Mollet being limrited to her separate estate.

Plaintiff has, if se ,avised, leave to amnend the issue by
çtrilcing out the 'verds Ilagainst them persoually.," and suh-
stituting therefor the 'vords "against the goods and lands of


