
THEil BARRIS'rER.

under Sub-sec. 4, and to entitie lii to
sucli tiiere rnust be exectution in his
hands, and not sufficient lands or goods
tu satisfy thleni, and a debt by a. person
resident in the siîeriff's ewunty. Appeal
allowed anid order mnade for payanent out,
of court to priiary creditors of a suin
sufficient to pay their claini aînd costs
including the costs of this appeal and the
motion below ;the balance, if anly, t> bc
paid ta tife assiznee for- the benefit, of
creditors. If suchi sum is not sufficient
to, pay the dlaimi of the prin'iary creditors
ani their costs, the sherliff and the
assignee are to pu.y any costs not, thus
satisfied. W. H. Riddell and F. ..
Travers for appellants. IRowelI for

seif.W. H. Blake for aýssignee.

ABPAIIAII V. RACKNG.

WiFE. endorsing husbands flote-
Separate estate - Engýagenent ring,
-vatch and clotlîing. In this case the
Divisioanl Court dismissed the plaintiWfs
appeal froin the judgment of Robertson,
J1., in favor of t.he defendant Annie
lackitng" I a weak moment shie en-.
dorsed $420 -wort.li of ilotes for lier
hiusband. The offly separate estate the
plain tiff proved she hiad consisteà of
an engagemniet ring and watchi and chaiii
and clothing, and the court lield. lîavin-
regard tu the ;anlount of the plaintiff's.
claiîn, tli.t the defendant cannot be said
to have contracted wvith regard to lier
separa te. estate wlhen she euosdthe
nlotes.

FAL -RV. cm.wrFoawi.

NEC.LCECE-InjUry tO worknam-
lValentai non fl injuria * Before Street,

J. -dg ent. upon the miotion by
defendant for non-suit. and motion 1)y
plaintiff for judginent upon the findings
of the jury in an action'foi' negli.ence
tried at Hauiiltoîî. The jury found that
defendants were guilty of negligence
causing flie accident to plainitif, and
asse:Ssed damiages at $,500, but et.ated
thlat t.hcv were unable to answer the
question left to thieni as to w'het.hier the

deccased '.oluntarily assuined tihe'~x
fleld, thiat the imore fact that the deceased
proceeded %vitm his work after being
infoî'niec of the danger did not neces aî'iIv
iînply mi agreeinent tu taklie the riskis of
it. It is a question foi, the jury whIether-,
tlîe wvorknîan, in coîitinuing lus 'vork,
does so because lie is willing te incur the
risks of it, or wlîether lie does s0 f-oni
soine otiier motive. Motion foir îuon-suit
<lisinissed. Motion for judgnemt for'
plai itilt also disynisi;ec, becajise of the-
failuire of the jury ta aiî1swvci tue question
above inent.ioned. SeeSteveras v' Grout,.
16. P. 210, M.Ncùermniott ". Grout, b>.

LoN.Gmionmm v. Orî'v 0F ToîtONTO.

2ird January, 1S96.-Defectîve side-
~wak-.Notceunder 57,Vic. Ch. 50 Sec. M3

-Effec> of rul 402. Before Boyd C.,
judgmient in action tried Nvith a jury at
Toronto. Action by Jane Longhotoai a
widow, a widowv residing at 32 ihmond
Street East, in tie City of Toronto, for
damages for injure -ustained by lier
aw'in- to a il, caused, as alleged, by a
liole in the sidewalk near hier home-
wvhicli broke lier riglît wvrist. The jury
found a verdict for plaintiff foi' $:500,
dJamages. Reld, that the notice of action
required by 57 V~ie,, ch. -JO. sec. 13, in
cases of 'iîjury fî'oin defective sidewvalks
is ta informu the corporation before action
of the nature of the accident and tlie-
cause of it, and thus to give the nmunici-
pal authorities an opportunity of'
investin'atiaia thle inatter in ail its
bearings Nvith a 'iew of set.tling or
cunte-stiing the clqii. Having regard to.
rule 40:2, it is the proper practice of tlie-
defendant to set up %vanît of notice in
caise tlîe stateint of dlaim is sulent on
the point, In this case no prelinmiî:ary
objection w.w- m. ised tu the stateinent of
chixn a-s being inzufficient,, and ne0
observation was mnade as to want of'
niotice tilt the close of the evidence. No
evidence 'vas offered by defendants, and
the leamie(l Chancellor is not able to sury
tliat tliey were prejudiced by the wvanrcf'
notice of injury witliin. 30 days after flue
accident. The accident was in Januarv,
1,895, and notice was givenl two nuontlfis.


