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increased litigatiori. It provides "Ithat no municipal corporation
*shall be Hiable for accidents arising from. persons falling, owing to

snow or ice, upon the sidewalks, unless in case of grass negligence
* by the corporation." The iraftsman clearly did flot comprehend

the effect of the terrn thus imported into the section. A refer-
ence to some of the English cases shows that there is no virtue
in the word " gross," as applied to negligence. Rolfe, B3., in
iVilsoffv. Brett,II M. & W. 1 3,says that gross negligence is the samne
thing as negligence,with the addition of a vituperative epithet. In
Hin;toiv. Dibbin, 2 Q.3.,at p. 66, Lord Denman says " it may wehlbe
doubted whether between gross npgligence and negligence tnerely
any intelligible distinction exists." And, in Fitzgerald v. Grand
Triink R.W. CO-, 4 A.R., p. 623, the late Chief Justice Mioss states
the law to be " that the courts are now resolved to ignore niere ver-
bal distinctions between different degrees of negligence as defin-
ing the true mensure of liability." There is another case bearing
on this point which rnay be read with interest-GriIl v. Geiteral
Iron ScrW Collie'Y CO., 35 L.J. C.P. 324, reported also 'n L.R. i
C.P. uoo. See also L.R. 8 Q.B. 57. This being the law, it is
conceived that the mere use of the word 'lgross " 'In the statute
cannot give any different meaning to the word " negligence "
than the onle it now has; but the question wvill likely corne before
the courts in one of the numnerous cases always cropping up for
trial ini Toronto.

By c. 21 more liberal powers are given over property for the
maintenance of infant childrcn in cases where there is a gift-over
in the event of there being no children to take under a power, or
where the tenant for life or other person has power to dispose of
the property in favour of persons other than the children.

Accounts need not nowv !L passed in the Surrogate Court
within the eighteen rnonths by an executor or administrator
wvhere the estate is under $i,ooo, unless at the instan~ce of somne
person beneficially or otherwise interested. Estates over $i,ooo
are plared in the same position until after next session, Surrogate
Rule i9 being suspended. Surrogate fees on estates between
$400 and $i,ooo are reduced to one-haîf.

In order to provide against a recurrence of the difficulty which
arose ini Pierce v. The Cianada Permanent Loait and Savings Ca.,
24 O.R. 426, a short Act has been passed whîch provides that
the mortgagee shahl be protected to the full amount of his mort-


