THE LEGAL NEWS.

5

of :n Index to the Public and General Acts
in he Dominion of Canada which are now
‘fom
. dAe Work of this nature involves very con-
. erable labor, and should receive the cord-
wms“PPOl‘t of the profession. Some years
. ‘p’(?l.mbly elapse before the official consol-
l'otlon i8 completed, and until that work is
u‘lght to a close Mr. Fremont’s Compen-
I cannot fail to be of the greatest service
a, lhi.:ating the examination of statutes
bo()ks,“mg many tiresome searches. The
“nifols v.vell printed and handsomely bound,
T in style with the volume of Condensed
Orts recently reprinted by Mr. Periard.

THEP%ANINI?A Law JourNaL AND Law Re-
at.m’ edited by John 8. Ewart, Barrister-
Law. Winnipeg: Robert D. Richard-

Son, Publisher.

& 8rowth of the Prairie Province is in-
by the In a very marked way to legal eyes
of whiezppea:ranee of this new legal journal,
v theisgues for January and February
an i;?:hed us almost simultaneously. The
Mongp) Lflw Journal comprises 16 pages
. ¥ of articles and miscellaneous matter,
“Para.te;n 24 pages of law reports paged
Driseq tY- ‘We confess we were rather sur-
bmthe: the advent of such a well-grown
. from the West. The editorial work
tnd iy tto be ably and carefully executed,
Ypographical as well as literary ex-

Well gy the Law Journal will compare very

th its older contemporaries.

NOTES OF CASES.

COURT OF REVIEW.
MoxTrRAL, November 30, 1883,
N8oN, TorraNcE & RatNviLLe, JJ.
W WiLLiams v, NicHOLAS.

Offer of geward——(fompliance with

erms.
The defendan offered a reward for information
son ’m;ew‘n the conviction of the per-
the 176 P into nis shop on the night of
Y and stole goods therefrom.

BQfOre J OH

Plaintiff gave information that his oun
conpior, L2 the thief, and the latter was
victed on his own confession of larceny,

On15th May. Held, that the plaintiff

as

was entitled to the reward, notwithstanding
that the conviction was for larceny and not
for breaking into a shop and stealing
therefrom, and that the date was dif-
erent from that mentioned in the offer
of reward—more especially in the absence
of proof that there were two offences com-
mitted about that time at the same place
or that the person convicted was only a
receiver.

The judgment inscribed in Review, was
rendered by the Circuit Court, St. Francis,
(Plamondon, J.) 16 June, 1883.

Jornson, J. The defendant had a store or
shop at a place called Sawyerville in the
District of St. Francis, and on the 18th of
May he advertised and published an offer of
‘a reward in the following terms: “One hun-
dred dollars will be paid for information that
will secure the conviction of the person or
persons who broke into my store last night,
and stole therefrom a number of watch
chains, pocket knives, razors, &c.

James NicHOLAS.
“Bawyerville, 18th May, 1882.”

Soon afterwards the plaintiff communi-
cated to the high constable that he had dis-
covered the thief, and further went himself
to the defendant with the same information ;
but the defendant never came forward to
make his complaint, and it was left to the
High Constable to act upon the information
he had received from the plaintiff. The thief
was arrested and taken before the District
Magistrate, and convicted on his own confes-'
sion. The plaintiff then brought his action
to get the reward, and thedefendant pleaded,
1st. by what he calls in his factum, & very
strong défense en fait, which was meant
no dofibt to conform to the law requiring an
oxpress denial of what is intended to be
denied, while at the same time it eluded the
law by not expressing or taking out of the
aggregate of facts, those which he denied ;
but by denying them collectively, and saying
he meant that to be a denial of each fact
expressly and by itself. This, of courss, is
not what the law requires ; but only shows
that the party knowing what the law is,
wants to substitute something else more
convenient to himself. However, this sort of
thing has been tolerated too long in this




