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Junie, 1867. on a charge of larceny: Held, suffi-
Oient, and that il was flot necessary te specify
the property stolen, the ownership thereof, or
the locaîity froma which it was taken ; nor to ai-

hege that the indictment was in the name of the

Queen, as the Court must take judiciai notice Of
the fact that Uler Majesty alone could prosecute
on1 a chbarge of harceny. -Regina v. Macdonald,
17 Ti. c. C. p. 635.

SUaRvEyC0. S. U. C CH. 93, sieC. 28-DOUBLE-
PRONT CONC ESSIONS...DESCRIpTION -The 12 Vic.
ch. 36, sec. 37 (C onsol. Stat. U. C. ch. 98, sec.
28) which prescribes the mile for drawing the

Side Uines in double-fronted concessions, appiies
to townships theretofore surveyed.

.lleld,..following Warnoclc v. Cowan, 13 U3. C,
Q. . 257, and Holmea v. McKechin, 23 U. C. Q. B.

62, 3-2 1...that the lands having been described in
haif lots is made b>' that section part of tho defini-

t'On Of a township with double front concessions.

.IIeld, aise, that the rule prescribed applies to
ail lands in such concessions, net te the grants
Of half lots eniy, and that it is brought into ap-

elîc34tion b>' the granting of an>' haif lots.

Semble, however, that the section is on both
Points Open te doubts, which it is desirable te
rllerOve by legislation.

lVhere land was described as cemmencing at a
Post Planted four chains and fifty links from the
11orth.east angle of a lot-Ield, that the post

(the existence and position of which were satis-
factori, estabiished) was the point of com-
14600ernent, though its distance from the true
riOrtb-east angle was inaccurately gîven.

The declaration charged the trespasses, break-
hng down fences, &c , as committed on divers

d B%8 ad times. D)efendant pleaded heave and
license, which the plaintiff traversed. It ap-
"peared that part of the fence was removed under

a license, and the remainder after it had been
lek edt interval fromn the firét te the hast

rernOval being two or three years.
Ield, that the plaintiff was entitied to suc-

Oeed, tlough it wouid have been otherwise if the
declaratjon had onl>' charged the trespasSes as

cOnritted on the same day, for the defendant
couhd then have applied the license to the onl>'
trespass charged....Marr 8 v. Davidson, 26 13. C.

Q.B. 641.

INSOLvE"Y-PREPERINCs-3OÂRD5 01 TRADIC.
"3ub-sectiOns 1, 2, 3 and 4, of section 8, of the
IliSolvent Act Of 1864, do not prevent a debtor
Coflveyinig lands to a creditor either in paymient
Of, or a security for, his dlaim.

A. having9 nanufactureli a quantity of goodo'
(ua ber Of oul barrels),for a custemner, drew

upon hlm. for the price, and applied to a banker

to cash the bill, which the banker agreed to do

upon receiving a lien on the goods, 'which was

given, and the bill cashed according>'. On the

day following the debtor made an assignmnent to

an officiai. assignee.
LIeld, 1. That the transaction was not within

either the termas or the spirit ofýthe Insolvent Act-

2. That if it were within the terme of the

Act, the creditor was at liberty to rebut the pre-

sumpt ion that the transaction was carried out lu

contenplation of insolvency.
The provision in the insolvency Act which

authorises Boards of Trade to app.oint officiai

assigness, applies as 'wefl to unincorporated, 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. Thes Ontario

Bank, 13 U. C. Chan. R. 652.

Fzçcu VIuWuX's ACT (C. S. U3. C. CH. 57)-
NON- OOMPLIANCE WITH AWARD-R5TRIOTION TO

STATUTOUTY R EMEDY-PLE&ADING. -The deolara-
tion was against the defendant as owner of a lot

adjoining the phaintiff's land, alleging the exis-

tence of a large quantit>' of surplus water upon

both lots ; that both parties disputed as to their

respective rights and hiabilities under the Fence

Viewer's Act (C. S. U3. C. ch. 57), and steps

were thereupon taken to procure an award under

said Act, which was accordingly done, and an

award made in the preseuce and with the assent

of both parties. The declaration then went on

to recite the awar-1 verbatim, which directed two

ditches to be made by the parties, one by eaoh,

and oonciuded thus, "lsaid ditoh to b. made

before the lot October, 1866." Plaintiff thon

averred performance of the award on hie part,

but a neglect and refusai to performa it on the

defendaflt's part, and ciaimed damages for such

negleet and refusai : Ll'eld, on demurrer, that the

declaration was not bad as failing to disclose a

case which gave the fence viewers juriodictionq

wbich did not fix the time each party should.

have within which te perforrn hie are of the

ditching, or direct where such ditching shouli

be mnade ; and aIse for not sbewiflg that a demand

in writing had been made on the defendant to

performn the award, the non-compliance with

which would have entitled the plaintiff under

the Act to have compieted the ditch and sued

for the price llxed, instead of bringing an action

for damages, whicb could flot be maintained.

The eleven sub-sectiofls of section 16 of the

abovO act refer te ditches and water coursies a

well as to fendes -Murray v. Dawson, 17 U3. C.

C. P. 688.
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