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‘Ii‘::::, 1867, on a charge of larceny: Held, suffi-
th ,rand.that it was not necessary to specify
the 1‘;:!}’.“'“}' “01911,. the ownership thereof, or
) ality fl‘.Om which it was taken; nor to al-
Q"ge that the indictment was in the name of the
th:e:‘:’ tashthe Court x'nust take judicial notice of
ona :h that Her Majesty alone could prosecute
v Cm‘ge of larceny. —Regina v. Macdonald,
- C. C. P. 635.

uﬁ:::}u—o 8.U.C cnu. 93, sec. 28—DoUBLE-
b 35 ONCEss10NS—DEescripTION. —The 12 Vie.
28) w;)_sec. 37 (Cfmsol. Stat. U. C, ch. 93, seo,
i linmh‘ prescribes the rule for drawing the
to ¢ eﬂ.m double-fronted concessions, applies
Owuships theretofore surveyed.
QEeld,~folIowing Warnock v. Cowan, 13 U. C
5‘2 33'02157, and Holmes v. McKechin, 23 U. C. Q. B:
ha;flet—.that the Jands having been described in
tion ots is made by that section part of the defini-
of & township with double front concessions,
&l]l]?;ﬁi a}so, that the rule prescribed applies to
‘o bs.‘f? in such concessions, not to the grants
plic t" ots only, and that it is brought into ap-
S’ 10n by the granting of any half lots.
Poi:;:b‘l:, however, that the section is on both
Temoy ;)en t:) doubts, which it is desirable to
Y legislation.
POstl;)e]l: land was de?cribed as commencing at 8
Borty ¢ oted four chains and fifty links from the
the ex‘%t angle of a lot—/Held, that the post
1,‘lctomlstence afld position of which were satis_
y established) was the point .of com-

men
Cement, though its distance from the true

non: “€ast angle was inaccurately given.
ing :O:eclaration charged the trespasses, break-
ays an; fences, &c, as committed on divers
icense times. Defendant pleaded leave snd
p“red't;’hlch the plaintiff traversed. It ap-
# liceng at part of the fence was removed under
r“Okede’q:!’)d- the remainder after it had been
“mOVal’b .0 interval from the first to the last
Helg t‘:"‘g two or three years.
ceeq, ﬂ,mua}t; }be plaintiff was entitled to suc-
ec}arati(,ng hlt would have been otherwise if the
Committeq ad only charged the trespasses as
could they l‘:“ the same day, for the defendant
ave applied the licensp to the only

trespy,
Q ; 5634tharged.—ﬂarra v. Davidson, 26 U. C.

Insoy I
‘Sub-s:::fcy‘PR“Enmncn-—Bomns OF TRADE.

solvent A::s 1,2, 3 and 4, of section 8, of the
¢o of 1864, do not prevent a debtor

nveyin
of, ory g lnnfis to a creditor either in payment
& security for, his claim.

A havi
ving manufactured a quantity of goods

8 num,
mbe X
v of oil barrels) for a customer, drew

upon him for the price, and spplied to & banker
to cash the bill, which tbe banker agreed to do
upon receiving & lien on the goods, which was
given, and the bill cashed accordingly. On the
day following the debtor made an assignment to
an official assignee,

Held, 1. That the transaction was not within
either the terms or the spirit of the Insolvent Act

2. That if it were within the terms of the
Act, the creditor was at liberty to rebut the pre-
sumption that the transaction Was carried out in
contemplation of insolvency.

The provision in the Insolvency Act which
authorises Boards of Trade to appoint official
assigness, applies as well to upincorporated, as
to incorporated Boards of Trade; and that
whether such Boards of Trade were in existence
at the time of the passing of the Act or were
subsequently created.—Newton v. The Ontario
Bank, 13 U. C. Chan. R. 652.

Fexce Viewer’s Act (C. 8. U. C. cm. 67)—
NON-COMPLIANCE WITH AwARD—RESTRICTION TO
STATUTORY ReMEDY—PLEADING.—The declara-
tion was against the defendant as owner of a lot
adjoining the plaintiff’s land, alleging the exis-
tence of a large quantity of surplus water upon
both lots ; that both parties disputed as to their
respective rights and lisbilities under the Fence
Viewer's Act (C. 8. U. C. ch. 67), and steps
were thereupon taken to procure an award under
gaid Act, which was accordingly done, and an
award made in the presence and with the assent
of both parties. The declaration then went on
to recite the award verbatim, which directed two
ditches to be made by the parties, one by each,
and concluded thus, ¢said ditch to be made
before the 1st October, 1866."” Plaintiff then
averred performance of the award on his part,
but & neglect and refusal to perform it on the
defendant’s part, and claimed damages for such
neglect and refusal : Held, on demurrer, that the
deolaration was not bad as failiog to disclose &
case which gave the fence viewers jurisdiction,
which did not fix the time each party should
have within which to perform his share of the
ditching, or direct where such ditching should
be made ; and also for not shewing that 8 demand
in writing had been made op the defendant to
perform the award, the non-compliance with
which would have entitled the plaintiff under
the Act to have completed the ditch and sued
for the price fixed, instead of bringing an action
for damages, which could not be maintained.

The eleven sub-sections of section 16 of the
above act refer to ditches and water courses a8
well as to fences —Murray v. Dawson, 17 U. C. .
C. P. 688.



