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Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Kay and Rigby,
L.J j) had no difficulty in afflrming the judgment, and in doing
SI, held that it was flot necessary for the plaintiff, in order

tO mnaintain an action against the defendant for inducing the

Plaintiffs' customers to break their contracts to prove any

specifie damages, as it was a reasonable and natural inference
that the act complained of in this case must of necessity
resuilt in damage to the plaintiffs.

CRUPLTY To ANIMALS-TAME SEA GULL-CRUELTY TO ANIMALS ACT, 1849 (12

&13 VICT., C. 92) SS. 2, 2 9 -CRUELTY TO ANIMAL,, ACT, 1854 (17 & 18
VICT., C. 6o) S. 3 ; (CR. CODE, S. 512).

Yatl's v. Jli(gis, (1896) 1 Q.B. 166, seems to be a case
Which it was almost superfluo'us to report. Af ter the cases of

"PilV. .Porritt, (1892) 2 Q.B. 5 7, and Harpir v. Marcks, (1894)
2 Q. B. 3 19, in which it was held that the Acts relating to

Ctuelty to animais, (see Cr. Code s. 512) only apply to domestic
animrais, and do flot extend to wjld animais kept in captivity,

't W,ýOuld seem hopeless *to expect that the Court would be

able to hold that, notwithstanding those decisions, they did

apply to a tame sea guli. Nevertheless, the attempt was
Mlade, and the argument was mainly based on the case o

Colýa?,, V. 1>g/,i2 Q.B.D. 66, where it was held that linnets

ke'pt in captivity and trained as decoy birds for the purpose

If bird..catching, were Ildomestic animais " within the mean-

lflg Of the Acts. The only evidence of the domestication of
the Sea guil was that it was kept by the defendant in a field

With one of its wings pinioned, that it would go to lier when

Qcalled and wouid feed from lier hand, and was used by the
de2fendant with two other birds in lier business as a photo-
KraPher-how, it does not appear, presumably as mere stage
properties. The Court distinguished this case from cola;; v.

1)1g9t1 because there the birds had been trained to perform a

Useful -service, which could not be correctly asserted of the

Sea guil in the present case.

PNGLiGE-NCRE RAI LWAY COMI'ANY-LEvEL CRO0SS-ING-GATE-KEEPER's DITY -

CONTRIBIITORY NEGLIGENCE-LORD CAMPBELL's AÇT-<RZ.S.O., C. 135.)

v. Sou/lt Ias/'rz Ry. (1896), 1 Q.B. 178, wsa
a"ctiO0 i brouglit under Lord Campbeil's Act çsee R.S.O., c. 13 5),


