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as registrar were required to be vouc"ýed by the aperintendent
registrar. On March 8, i904, the defendant in consideration of an
advance to carry on his business assigned to his father ail his fées
and salary as public vaccinator and registrar of 'births and deaths
by way of mortgage. The father admitted that he took the assign,-
nient for the purpose of preventing his son's home being broken
up by execution of the suit of the plaintiff. On the 24th March
the first attaching order was issued, attaching ail debts due and
acc-u.ng due frcm the gaz nîshees to the judgmrent debtor. At the
date of this order the A,' - tor had earned £38 1 Ss. 6d. for vaccina-
tior. fees and £7 8s. id. for registration of births, ctc. On
April Sth the garnîshees gave a cheque to the debtor for

£38 1iSs (i1. which he indorsed to his father as assignee. And
on April 22nd they gave hirn a cheque for C 35. id., which
iacluded the £7 85- id. and a furthcr sum of i5s. subsequently
earned as registrar. This cheque %vas aiso indorsed by the debtor
in faveur of his father a-; assîgnee. On the application by the
judgment creditor against the garnishees for an order to pay over

thev set up (i' that the fees in questioa were flot attachable, as

flot being a present debt; and second1l', because thev %vere in the

nature of a salary flot payable tiil pav-day cornes, and there wvas

nothing a-tually due at the time the attaching order wvas mnade.

()that the d1aims hadi been assigned. Barnes, I., held tha- the

fees in question constituted a debt accruing due, and as .such were

bound by che attaching order. and that the assigment Nvas void
under the Statute of 13 Eliz.abeth, c. 5 \R.S.0 c. 334, ss. 1-5);
and that the judgment creditor %vas entitled, to payment fromr the
garnishees notwithstanding the paynîents made te the debtor.

SALE OF Q00DS--COeNDITIONS ATTACI4ED TO GOODS AS TO TERNS OF THE

SALE THEREOF - NoTICE - RIGHT OF PURCHASER TO DISRFe.ARI, CON-

DIT IONS.

MilcGruilher v. Pitcirer (1904,, 2 Ch. ,,c,, wvaq a somewhat simi-

lar case to that of -Taddy v. Sterjous ( i9o4) i C h. 3 54 (nlOted ante

P. 3o6), in which Firwell, J., came te a different conclusion. The

goods in question were patent rubber revolving heel pads. The

goods were manufactured and sold by- the plaintiffs in boxes on

ihe lid of which wvas a notice that they werc sold to dealers sub-

'ect te a condition that they should flot bc retailcd for less than a
.certain specified sum. The defendant touglht some cf the goods

and was orally informed cf the condition, but had resold some of


