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husband,to her her she theof money by acquiresthe payment
to his for the satisfactioncreditorof a levy upon propertyright

; her the tothis avoid aand gives rightof her decree precedent
him for the fraudulentmade ofpurposeby prevent-conveyance

such Shesatisfaction. has the ofher from obtaining rightsing
creditor; and it is of no that wasconsequence shea subsequent

and hada creditor not the of a creditornot such when herights
fraudulent as such a con-made the conveyance. Accordingly,

is inefficacious her it beagainst rights,veyance properly may
in the amount which her husband is tofixing bedisregarded

to her.toordered pay
not to considerIt is the in detail. Whatnecessary exceptions

ofhave said all the contentions thatwe were madedisposes by
the respondent.

overruled.Exceptions
wasThe case submitted on briefs.
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Negligence, Licensee.

milkman, returning wagon delivering house,his aftera to milk at aIf finds in the
children, rides,wagon frequently given and,four whom he has turn-instead of

ing out, stopping placeahead to histhem drives next with the children in the
by invitation, them,wagon, they girlnot his yearsare there and if one of a five

age, injured starting out,helpingfrom theof is horse’s while the milkman is her
injuries,him for they byshe cannot hold liable her even if were caused a want

part.ordinaryof care on his

opTwo actions the firsttort, child,a her fatherby by
friend, forand next received onpersonal injuries September

1905, in the manner13, stated in the and the secondopinion,
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in-forthe in first case expensesof thethe father plaintiffby
of herand care reason injuries.for treatmentcurred bysurgical

24,10 and 1906.datedWrits February
Wait, de-J., verdicts for theCourt orderedtheIn Superior

; and the alleged exceptions.fendant plaintiffs
submitted on briefs.caseThe was

forBurke,R. E.T. S. plaintiffs.Herlihy the&
Foss, forN. the defendant.N. Jones & E.J. H. Casey,

Morton, milk to theThe defendant plaintiff’sJ. .supplied
he came backfather, and on the of the as toaccident,morning

foundmilk a house near he’ inhis from at by,deliveringwagon
than fivewho a little morethe was yearsthe plaintiff,wagon

sister, three,two two others,of her between and and ofage,
of andchildren aseven and four neighborrespectively, play-

was isThe what known asmates of the awagonplaintiff.
doors at the sides andclosed milk with thelow-down wagon

defendant fre-from the The hadfloor about foota ground.
The defendant athe children a ride. drove shortgivenquently

childrenand and the two other out.distance then gotstopped,
her out,the and sisterThe started before gothorse up plaintiff

toshort distance further the houseand defendant drove a ofthe
customer, he made a He was sit-his next where stop.regular

side, in his hand,the with reinson hand the rightting right
his theand the children on the seat at left, plaintiffwere being

with the reins innext to the door. The defendant attempted,
out, he hadhand, to the and after takenhis children thehelp

out,her while he wasarm to and tothe tryingplaintiff by help
started,horse and inof child,take care the the someyounger

thenot how accidentdefendant could just hap-way (the say
or fell and the hind wheel went overthepened) plaintiff slipped

of. Theher the horse wasinjuries complainedleg, causing
“testified, had started onceas the defendant inand,hard-bitted

thewhile,” stand still ata and would not always regular stop-
was at workof the andThe father theplaintiffping places.

ofcare a doctor and amother in bed under the nurse,was sick
theirand the were in the care of sister whochildrenyounger

not theof It does that olderwas nineteen appearyears age.
or whatsister knew where the children were werethey doing,

material.we not asdo thatregard especiallythough
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intruder orwas aninto the theIn wagon plaintiffgetting
and found herhe came backand the defendant whentrespasser,

her,could havechildren in it ejectedthe other properlyand
to herand regardno more force than was havingnecessary,using

Railroad,NewDaniels New York & Englandtender v.years.
that the had rid­The factMass. 349. plaintiff frequently154

not constitute an invitation her toden in the did to getwagon
of the however natural itaccident,in on the morning may

for her so.been under the circumstances to do Buthave by
must taken toremain,her to the defendant be haveallowing

doand consented to her not thinkin Weacquiesced presence.
he can be as invited her. Onthat regarded having impliedly

us,it seems as if the or herwas,the it to olderplaintiffcontrary
sister had asked the defendant or had to tohim takesuggested

favor, ride,as a and a andher her he hadin, consented togive
he camedo When back he found her and the others in theso.

and he on his route. He did and saidproceededwagon, nothing
them,to invite and the nearest that occurs tonothing analogy

of inus is that a self invited whose the hostguest presence ac­
whose heand seeks to orquiesces that ofenjoyment promote,

a bailee. In the former case the ofgratuitous degree care re­
(Plummerlicensee,that of licensor andis Dill,quired v. 156

426, Cole,Hart v. which,Mass. 156 Mass. as has often475,)
said,been that the licensor shallrequires only not set fortraps

the licensee and shall refrain reckless,from wilful or wanton mis­
toconduct him. Masselltending injure v. Boston Elevated Rail­

render,191 491. In case,Mass. the latter in order toway, the
it mustliable,bailee that he has ofappear been guilty culpable

Lee,v. 8 91.Whitney Nolton v.negligence. Met. Western Rail­
road, N. Y.15 444. If the standard of care was thatrequired

bailee,of a licensor or as was,we think itgratuitous it is en­
that there was no breach of on thetirely plain ofduty part the

defendant. It is to consider whether ifunnecessary a higher
of care had been that of thedegree required, ordinarily prudent

instance,man, for there was evidence that theany accident was
caused the defendant’sby negligence.

overruled.Exceptions


