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are both servants of the same master. It is not s;ufficient that
LE ~Çtthe injury occurs whilst they are engaged in the same work. In

this c, se the appellants made a contract with stevedores to uriload
a ship, and engaged, on their part, to provide winch drivers to
manage and work the lifting a:ýparatus. These men were paid
by the appellants, and there was nothing in the contract to show
that while engaged in the unloading they were to be deeined ser-
vants of the stevedores, or that the latter were to have any con-
trol over them. Claridge, one of the servants of the s.luve-
doreL, wvas injured, owing to the negligence of one of the winch
drivers, and the defence of commi-on employment wvas held not to

4 be applicable. The judgrnent of the Court of Appeal of e
Zealand was, therefore, affirmed.

B.N.A. ACT, bS. 91, 92-LOrAl, LEGISLATURUL, POWERS op-BANKRLUPTCY-R.S.O.,
Ç, 124, s. 9.

TIue A ttorney-GenteraI of Ontario v. Thte A ttorney-General of
Carada, (1894) A.C. i89, has already been discussed at length
(see affle P. lb2). It is only, therefore, necessary to say here that
the Judicial Conrnittee of the Privy Council (the Lord Chancel-
lor, Lords Watson, NIacnaghten, and Shand, and Sir R. Couchi,
have held that the provisions of R.S.O., c. 129, s, o, are merel'
auxiliary to a bankruptcy law, and, as such, are infra vires ofthte
Provincial Legislature, so long as they do not conflict Nwith
any legisiation of the Dominion Parlianient on the subject of
batikruptcy. This, we may observe, is another case in wvhich

......... the decision of the Privy Council niust approve itself to the
judgment of the legal profession as an able and well-reasonced
-;olution of aî somewhat difficult problem.

The L,.w% Reports for june comprise (1894) 2 Q.B., pp. 1-188;
(1894) P., pp. 189-220; and (1894) 2 Ch., pp. 1.183-

BILL OF OA.~R;sR1o-A F GOOjiS BV RUSBANI; TO~wF-EE'-

POSSESSION -Ih;SDAND ANDwît~

Ramnsay v. Margreti, (1894) 1 Q.13. 18; 9 R., June, x89, is a
decision of the Court of Appeal uinder the English Bill of Sals
Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict.. C. 31), and inasmuch as that Act differs
in nnny respects froni the R.S.O., c. 125, it is somnewhat difficuttl

W. to apply English cases in the construction of the latter Act. In
this case the transaction in question arase between husband and
wife, wvho were living together. The husband was in embarrassed
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