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County of Lambton, nevertheless the defend- |

ant, upon being sued in a wrong Division
Court, had the right to apply for prohibition,

and the learned Judge in Chambers, having in
his discretion given the defendant the costs of '

the motion for prohibition. that discretion
could not be interfered with,

QUEEN v. SHEVELEAR.

Conviction for selling intoxicating liguors on
voting day fr- Scott Act—The word County,”
us used in the dct, means County Jor judicial
and not for clectoral purposes.

The defendant was convicted of having sold
intoxicating liquors on the 16th day of Decem.

ber, 1884, at the Township of Oakland, in the !

County of Brant, bcing the day on which the
vote for the passage of the Canada Temperance
Act for the County of Brant was taken.

The townships of Oakland and Burford, in
the said County of Brant, had been, for the
purposes of Dominionelections, separated from
the County of Brant and annexed to the adjoin.
ing county.

Certamn portions of the County of Brant

consist of Indian lands, and the sale of liquor !
Corvoborative coidence—R, S, O, ch. 2. sec. 10.

in these lands is regulated by the Indian Act
of 1880, and amendments thereto,

Held, that the word * county," as used in
the Act, means county for judicial and not for
electoral purposes.

Held, also that under the e shth objection to
the conviction that it did not appear that the
votes of the electors on the Indian lands in the
county were taken upon the petition for the
Act, or that proper means were taken to
enable them to excrcise their franchise, or
that they were permitted to exercise it, the
proceedings by certiorari did not properly
bring the matter before the court.

NEWCOMBE v. ANDERSON ET AL.
Replevin—DBoarding. House Kerper—Licn —
R. 8. 0. ch 1475,

One J. and his wife took rooms in premises,
called the * Shandon House," kept by defen.

- dants, partly furnishing them, and agreeing to

pay $50 a month therefor and for their board.
They subsequently rented from plaintiff a
piano. *

Hild, that the relation between defendants
and J., was uot that of an inn-keeper and
guest, buat of boarding-house keeper and
boarder,

Held, also, that the piano was not part of
the baggage of J. or his wite, and that under
R. 5. 0. ch. 147, defendants had no lien upon
it for their board.

Quacre, whether the house kept by defen-
dants was an “inn " within the meaning of
R. 8. O.ch. 147, 5. 1.

Maclaren, Q.C., for plaintif.

Ritchic, Q.C,, contra,

Tucker v, McManox.

The plaintiff, atter the death of her husband
and about tweuty-ive years before actiofi
brought, weut to live with testator, her son-in-
law, a blacksmith by trade, residing with
him as a member of his family up to the time
of his wife's death, which took place about
twelve years before action. She alleged that
after her daughter's death, testator agreed
that he would pay her wages if she would
continue to live with him and take care of his
family. She accordingly continued so to re-
side with him up to the time of his death in
18835, to which time she had received no wages
whatever from him. In au action for wages
aguinst testator's executors, the plaintiff velied
upon the evidence of a witness, that testator
about two years before his death told witness
‘“she (the plaintiff) shall be handsowmely
paid for what she does for me,” and the evi
dence of G., another son-in-law, that two or
three years before his death, testator said to-
the witness, speaking of plaintiff, that he would




