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"e/d. that under the ternis of the contract, the
t1pplial "a-, entitled i E) have the reinoval of et//

th alandîtd il, MIontrval (turing the season
of 1875, andl the neamthvu had five

tu'adtons of thuse rails riuved by another
PartY, %Wcre answerable in dainages for the
breh of contrat t.

Ni he/if al.., that tht representations made b>
Moril, as agent of tht Crown, as to the probable

411afltity to he lauded wvere unauthorized, and
lflV ig been> made prte-iuus tg) the 'vrîtten con-tract) tOuld flot he said to form part of said con-

tract.

"liand Fergison, for suppliant.
hIogg-, for the Crown.

QUEEN'S BENCH D)IVISION.

IN BANCO, MARCH 9.

REGINA V. CHUTE.
assauli- - S;ubsequeni conduct-E'iden-e.

t1Vidence of subsequent conduct of a prisoner
Strial for indecent assault wvas held admissible,
SShe'wi 11g the character of the assault, and as,

acfact, Part of the saine offence with which the
aOSed Stood cbarged.

v1,Q.C., for the Crown.
NO Cre appeared for the prisoner.

niGANANOQUE V. SIMDEN.
.>Z7cPal and sur-e/y-- IiscJzarie a?'ivre/y.

cotatof surcty'ship is avoided by a
tepe8l, atonwhich is' false in fact, and by

surtyth suet las been induced to become

.,,U.,Q.C., for plaintitfs.
~'Chac/, Q.C., contra.

41e WADE v. KELLY.

by SnO/Ven-De/y qlicreditors-(./zange of

A.ir Possession.
W4it}h h.' 9unable to pay bis creditors parted
therefol Property to his father, taking his notes

Ore the father being conscious of his son's
rsi1tnents, but there being no purpose to

defraud creditors. Tht possession of the goods
wvas not changed, nor wvas there any bill of sale
iilud. Ik'ld, that the sait to the father was void
;u, agiînst crcditors I)oth as not complying with
the Chttcl lotaeAct and as being by an
insolvtnt, the objctt heing to delay, thougb
wvith nu initentio>n to defraud creditors.

Ro/,izsoni Q.C., and /)o«u-1às, for the rule.
() k/an .C., contra.

STIERS V. SHAW.

1 /dlo/--.S*Ia/u/e qai linitations.

A surveyor, many years before action, r;.n a
blazed uine between plaintiff's and defendant's
lots. Along portions of this line a fence was
bujît, and the parties cut and otherwise acted as
owntrs on either side of and as far as this line.
It appeared by, plaintiff's evidence that it was
bis intention to question defendant's ownership
as soon as he could find the correct line, but he
had not interfer-red ivith hlm. It baving been
found that the evidence of defendant's posses-
sion as far as the blind line w~as sufficient to
extinguisb plaintiff's titie. The finding wvas lheld
rigbt. ARitiR, J., disscnting.

.IJaIn .C. and 1h'ullas, for- plaintiff.
Aikinson, contra.

BAIE v. NIACKE.

Rond in --eple7iii-n Proceedii4 's s/ayed on equl/abie
grolini.

B. and C. hadi tiniber limiits adjacent to those
of defendant, but the line between the two was
flot do.tined owing to defective description in the
licenses. Some 216 pieces t)f timber were cut
witbin a line run as tht boundary of defendant's
Ilimits under direction of tht Crown tim-ber agent,
and defendànt replevied tbem. He did not,
however, succeed in bis, action, lw reason of de-
fect in bis license, as to 175 pieces, and B. and
C. %vere awarded a ju(lgnltnt of return of these.
Having had tht replevin bond assigned to them-
selves, tbey transferred it to plaintifl, who stied
thereon , and tbougli tht Court considered that
the cutting had been uI)of what was intended to
be granted to defendant, with some appearance
at the sanie time of titît thereto on B. and C.'s
part. He/d, tbat B. and C. were entitled to the
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