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_ity. Notice of the levy was given by the sheniff,
and within the time limited servantsof the exe-
cution debtor, who had obtained judgments fo

- their claims, placed executions in the sheriff's

_ hands,

Held, veversing the judgment of the Ccmnty
Court of Elgin, by which the sherifi’s scheme of
distribution ‘was affirnsed, that the wage-c.amers

. were not entitled to the proceeds of the sale in
ptwmy to the first execution creditor, ¢. even to
share in such proceeds,

Aylesworth, Q.C., and J. 4. Mclean forv the

_appellants,

J. 3. Glenn for the respondents.

MARSH ET AL, % WEBE ET AL,

Title-—Aduverse possession—Husband and wife
w32 Hen, VI, c. ¢

This was an appeal by the defendants from
the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division
reversing the judgment of RO3E, ., at the trial
in their favour, reported 21 O.R. 281, and was
argued before Haaarty, C.J.0., BURTOR,
OSLER, and MACLENNAN, ]J.# on the 28th of
March, 1892,

IV, R, Riddell, Q.C., and F. L. Webé for the
appellants. ’

J. K. Reaf for the respondents.

June 218t, 1892, ‘The court, BURTON, J.A.,
dissenting, dismissed the appeal with costs,
agrecing with the court below that on the evi-
dence the possession of George S. Marsh was
.. adverse, und agreeing in their view of the
resuit of such finding.

BurToN, J.A., dissented on the ground that
the finding of the trial judge as to the nature of
the possession should be accepted as conclu-
sive,
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DAVIES ET AL, 2. GILLARD ET AL,

Assignments and prefevences —Pr u.s ~Col-

lusion—R.8.0,, ¢. 124, & 2,

This was an appeal by the defendants from
the judgment of the Queens Bench Division,
reported 21 O.R. 431, reversing the judgment
of ARMOUR, C.]., at the trial in their favour, and
was argued before Hacarty, C.J.O,, BURTON,
OSLER, MACLEYNAN, A, on the 3ist of
- May, 1892,

This action was brought to set aside asa
frauduleat’ ‘preference a chattel morigage made

by the defendant McKelar o ‘his -co-défend
ants Gillard & Company op- the rith of Ma
1891, befote the pasmg heamsﬁé’mg. : ‘cr, '
54 Viet, e'30 (0)), o

- Moss, Q.C,, for the appellant;.

W, Cassels, Q.C.,, and §. King for the ra-
spondents. - :

June atst, 1892, The appeal was anmd :
with costs, the court holding that on the Snding
of the learned Chief Justice as to pressure the
transaction ought not to have been set aside,

RECGINA 2, ELBORKE. ]
Inloxicating liguors—Sale by druggist—R.5.0,,

¢, 194y S. 49, 50, 52,85,

These were appeals by the Crown from three
erders of the Common Pleas Division quashing
three convicuonsof the defendast, a druggist,
“for that he vnlawfully did sell
liquor without recotding the same as required
by the Liguor License Act.” The decision of
the Common Pleas Division in one case is re-
ported 21 O.R. 504.

The appeals were argued before Hagarrty,
C.].0., BURTON, OSLER, and MACLENNAN,
J].A., on the 27th and 3oth of May, 1492

Langton, Q.C., for the appellant.

G. . Meyer for the respondent.

June 21st, 1892, The court zllowsd the ap-
peals witnout costs, holding that the convictions
might properly be upbeld under s. 85 for the
offence of not recording szales in a book, though
not for unlawfully selling.

See now 35 Vict., ¢. 51,5 7 (O.)

IN RE PRITTIE AND T ORONTO,

Muricipal corpovations — Sewer—Easemeni—
Avrbitration— Practice—sz Vict., ¢c. 13.(0.),

A municipal corporation has power to expro-

ptiate lands for the purpose of constructing a
sewer, and also the power to expropriate, as in-
cident thersto, the right of entry thereto for the
purpose of maintenance and repair.
. The dats of the passing of the by-law defining
the lands and the nature of the rights required
is the date in relation to which the compensa.
tion should he assessed.

The effect of g2 Vict, ¢ 13 (O.), as to the
practice in moving to set aside awards con-
gidered. : o




