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Various objections were raised to the regyularity- of tiie
ceedings ii tlle G-'eneral Sessions, and ÎV was aso objected
lhe Court had flot juriadictioni to impoise the penalties which
unlposed,

The case was fully argued on thiese objections,1ý &nrd the [lin
of tis Court were of opinion that the conviction1 and the. 0:
of the Sc-ssions couild not stand.

The private prosecuitor was content that the convictionx
orders should b-e quashed; and the onily question wvLsas tc1

The r-easonable couir-se to be taken wvould be that the prosm4
aliould undi(ertike flot to enforce thet penalties; and. if lie so tw
takes, there should be no eosts to eithier partyv in the Court h
or Of this mlotion.

If thie prosecutor- should be unwilling to give the underji
or- if thev defendants should flot be saisle ith the dispos-M
suggested, there shotdld be a direction for the stating of a
without vosts of the motion to either party.
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SýPARS v. CANADIAN PAIFC t. .O

CAàNADIAN PACIFIC R.W. CO. V. SPARK8,

Rililita(l-Ca'rri'age of Goods-Injury wnd Loss in T'ra»?sii-
tu Sýhew Negligence--Wapit of Proper C are-F're j
Demiurrage Charges-Notice Io Consiçje-Bill of L
St;orage C.haýrgear-Aecout-Refereice.

Appea by Sparka froni the judgments Of SUTHFHLý
17 Oý).W.N. 336, ini the two actions.

The pp. l wer. icard by MEREDIT, (.J.O., MAC
MÀLýau,, and F'Fsuusoq, JJ.A.

C. A. 8regui, for the. appellant.
W. L. Scott, for the. railway company, respondents.

FU.RGusoN4, J.A., reading the. judgment of the. Couri
aller staling tie tacts etbihdin the. action brought~ hy I
that the. fininps of the. Iearned trial Judge, whish were aul
by the evidence, made il neesr for the. Court lu de.
the. meaning and effect of the. terms of the. bil of Iading.

agre in the. findings of the. tria Judge. The. appeal of


