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Full Court.] MACPHERSON V. SAMET. [April 21.

C2oMnty Court action on .bromissory note-No 'Oarticulars or format dlaim of
damages.
It is flot necessary in an action on a promissory note in a County Court to

endnrse on the writ, or te serve the defendant with, particulars of the
plaintif s dlaim, nor is it necessary that a formai claim of damages should
follow in the declaration of the setting out of the note and its presentment and

N' non-payment.
C . DufY, for appellant. . W Me&ready, for respondent.

Vanwart, j.] THE BiRkE1Ris v'. McCov. [April 22.

ik./ective ;udmenliei docke-i,/ c/erk's entpy is réght judig;nent will not be sel
aside.
Th'e docket, which the plaintiff's attorney delivered tr the clerk with the.4 judgmient roll, on which judgmnent was signed, did flot cantitin the venue or the

number of the rall, but bath these particulars were entered in the clerk's
alphabetical docket as provided by section 171 cf the Supreme Court Act.

He/d, that this docket is simply for the convenience and information of
the cler-k, so that if the latter's entry in the alphabetical docket contains the
required particwlars thec judginent cannot be attached because cf the attorney's
defective docket paper.

.2I>inney, Q.C., fer plaintiff. TE flanweirl, QC.. for defendant.

PIrovitnce of MIanitoba.

QUEEN'S BE i

Dubuc, J.] DOUGLAS 71. P>ARKE~R. [Aprii i.

G-ounll' Ciourl-Apbedal /rom Cownty Corl-Cowdiy Courts Ac, s. 3t5, 59
Ilici., c. 3f, s. 2-Am>ounf in question.
This was an appeal frem, the County Court of St. Norbert in a case tried

by a jury before His Honour Judge Prud'homme. The plaintill's dlaim was
for the value of about fourteen tons of hay alleged to have been taken by the
defendant. Trhe jury at first brought in a verdict that the defendant should
give fifteen tons cf his own hay tc the plaintiff; but, on being directed te
retire and give a verdict for an amount certain, if for plaintiff, or ta give a

> - verdict for defendant, they finally brouglht in a verdict for 6eféndant. This
verdict was said te have been explained on the s~upposition that in the opinion
of the jury the hay belonging ta plaintiff whîch bhad been taken was of littie or

nto value.I
Hetl, following Alken v. Poker/y, i M.R. 624, that the Judge appealed

to might review the evidence with the view of deternlining the value of the


