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Churistopher Robinson, Q. C., and J. R. Roaf,
for Petitioners.

Hector Cameron, Q. C., Dalton DcCarthy, Q.
C., Wm. Macdougall, Q.C.,and S. G- Wood,
for Respondents.

SUPERIOR COURT.
MoNTREAL, Jan. 17, 1885.
Before TASCHEREAU, J.

Luxy et vir v. Tee Winnsor Horew Co. oF
MONTREAL.

City of Montreal—Special Assessment—42-43
Vict. (Que.), ch. 53.

The assessment roll prepared to defray the
cost of a special improvement in the city of
Montreal was set aside by the Courts, and a
new roll was made for the same improve-
ment under the authority of an Act of the
provincial legislature.

Held, that the assessment under the new
roll must be paid by the person who was pro-
prietor at the time the new roll came into
force, and that he has no recourse against the
antecedent proprietor.

Davidson, Cross & Cross for the plaintiffs.

Abbott, Tait & Abbotts for the defendants.

COURT OF APPEAL REGISTER.
MONTREAL, Jan. 26.

ASVharpe & Cuthbert.—Heard on merits; C.

Normandeau & Dickinson.—Appeal dismiss-
ed, appellant not proceeding.

Dansereau & Letourneuz.—Heard on merits ;
C.A V.

Arless & Bemont Manufacturing Co.—Do.

Tye & Fuirman.--Do.

Jan. 27.

The Queen V. Prevost.—Reserved Case sent
back for amendment.

Stephen & La Banque & Hochelaga.—Motion
for additional security, rejected.

Black & Shorey.—Judgment confirmed.

Pillow & Recorder’s Court—Judgment con-
firmed.

Biron & Trahan.—Judgment confirmed,
Ramsay, J., dissenting.

Tourville & Ritchie.—Judgment confirmed,
each party paying costs of printing his factum.
Wright & Moreau.—Judgment confirmed.

The Exchange Bank of Canada & The -Queen.
—Motion that the case be heard by privilege,
granted ; hearing on 16th March.

Campbell v. Bate, & Cunard Steamship Co.—



