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G0DBOUT, F. X.-First and final dividend, p)ayable April 24, P. J.
G. Labbé, Quiebee,,, curator.

GOUIN & (-ouin, Three Rive rs .- Ainecnded dividend, payable
April 20, T. E. Normand, Thic fii-s~, curator.

H-OOD, Mann & Co.. Montreal.-First and final dividend, payable
April 13. W. A. Caldwell, Montreal, cu!,ator.

ILUDON, Pierre, Montreal.-First dividend, payable April 18, A.
F. liiddell, Montreal, cuirator.

LEBLANC, .J01hn, Carleton.-First and final dividenil, payable
April 19, H1. A. Beilard, Quebec, cuirator.

LEBLANC, Mary Jane, Cai-leton.-First and final dividend, pay-
able April 26, H1. A. Bedard, Quebec, curator.

MARCEAU, Ji-r., Evarimte, Quebcc.-Fjî.st and final dividend, pay-
able Apt-il 25, N. Matte, Quebec, curator.

MARTIN, A. J.-Fist dividcnd, payable April l'a, Bilodeau &
Renaud, Montreal, joint curator.

PAQUET, Antoine,. Quebec.-First and final dividend, payable
April 19, H. A. Bedard, Quebec, curator.

PAYNE, George.-Dividend, payable Apiril 28, S. C. Fatt, Mont-
real, curator.

PITON, Alpb., Quebec.-Fii.st and final dividend (9je.), payable
April 25, G. Darveau. Quebec, curator.

QUEVILLON & Lamo ure ux.-Second and final dividend, payable
May 4, Millier & G-Friffith, Sherbrooke, joint curator.

.ROBERTSON, Richard.- Dividend, L. P. Le Bel, New Carlisle,
curator.

STEWART, George, Mon treal.-Second and final dividend, payable
May 3, C. Desmairteau, Montreal, curator.

TRUDEAU & Bro., Stanbridge Station.-Fiî.st and final dividend,
payable April 18, E. N. More-an, Bedford, cul.ator.

TH.E LAw 0F GAMING.-Lord llerschell's bill to amend thelaw of gaming and wageringr under 8 & 9 Viet. e. 109. s. 18, byetting rid of the .iudge-made law of Read v. Anderson, 53 Law J.èlp. Q. B. 532, b'as paissed the Ilouse of Commons, and willprobably become law. Section 18 of 8 & 9 Viet. c. 109. enactsthat ail contracts or~ agreements by way of gaming or wageringshahl be nuii and void, but in Jead v. Anderson LordJ. ustice Bowensaw bis way to holding that lost bots made by turf commissionbgents could be recovered by thie aigents froni their principals,notwithstanding the revocatiLm of the author-ity to pay them.Lord Esher emphatically dissented from this judgment, to whichLord Justice Fr 'y silently assented. Sjir James Stephen, bothwhen on the bench and (in the Nineteenth Century) after hisretirement, pointed out the unsoundness of the judgment, and s0did the late Mr. Justice Manistoy, in Cohen v. Kitteil, 58 Law J..Rep. Q. B. 241.--Law Journal (London.)


