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place (if there be one) is effectuai over thse en-
tire extent of the holding. What the effect
wouid be if there were no such principal place,
and a seizure were made in some one field in
the name of the whoie, is another question ;
it may probably be inferred from thse language
used by the Court, and froms the reason of the
thing, that it wouid be sufficient in a race for
priorities; but in such a case it wouid certain-
ly be prudent to extend thse manual possession
as far as possible. And in every case an under-
sheriff who understands bis business wili take
care to foiiow up bis act of seizure as quickly
as possible by the usual steps for iudicating
and retainiug bis possession ; in the present«
sase the fact that ho did so was relied on as

indîcating the character aud intention of bis
act.

A more difficult question might arise if the
premises which constituted the single holding
were separated by a considerable distance,
and the seizure took place at only une of thorn;
.and although there seems reason to say that
even this wou]d bu effectuai, if the intention
were that the seizure should oxtend to thse
whole, and the intention were in due course
followed ont, the point cannot be considered
as clear, and was certainly flot decided in the
present case.-Solicitors' TJourna?1.

An interesting case afflecting the rights of
unprofessional advocates to appear in court
wnas heard in Easter Term by the Queen's
Bench in Ontarjo. The application to thse court
was for a prohibition to restrain certain unpro-
fessional persons from couductiug suits in the
Division Courts, which are tribunals analogous
to our County Courts. Looking at thse Cana-
,dian Statutes the court came to thse conclusion
that it was manifest that tise Legisiature in-
tended that only barristers and attorneys
£hould be authorised to conduct or carry on
in any court, any kind of litigation, aud that
cousequentiy unprofessîoual persons were nlot
eutitied to have audience in the prosecution
,or defending suits in tise Division Courts. It
was observed by Mr. Justice Wilson that
" It can oniy be a case of great necessity which
will warrant a departure from the generai, ap-
proved, and settied practice of the courts.
The policy of the Legislature on this subjeet
bas piainly been to excînde ail unqualified
-and non-professional practîtioners, and Judges
shouldgive affect to that legisîstion." Although
it was held in Collier v. Hficks (2 B. & Ad. 662),
-that 11any persan, whetiser he be a professional.
mn or not, may attend as a frieud of either
party, mnay take notes and quietly make sug-
gZestions and give advice," the Judges in Tribe
v. Wingfteld said that "they could neyer leud
their authority to support the position that a
person who was neither a barrister nor an attor-
ney, might go and play thse part of botis; and
in such a case there was noue of that controi
which was so useful where counsel or attorneys
svere employed.'"-Lao imes.
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As the (English) Carrier's Act off 1830 andiflie Hailway
aisd Canal Traffie Art ef 1854, have net bec adopted in
Canada, thc responsibility off a coinnaon carrier here
rests wholly apon the principles of the ecnemon law,
and may be se liinuted by special contract that he shali
not be liable, even in cases off grecs negligence, miscon-
dc, or fratiç on the part off his servants.

lflalitax, August 7, 1871.]

In February, 1868, thse plaintiff imported from
Moutreai, via Portland, by thse dofeudauts' rail-
way, eue bundred dressed isogs, under the u8uai
shipping papers signed by his agent aud -by
tise Managing Director of this Company, and
fortning a special contract which is set out lu thse
ameuded writ. J3y thse second condition, fresis
fush, fruit, meat, dressed hogs and pouitry or
other perishable articles, were declared to be
carried ouly at thse owuers' risk; wisile by the
16tis condition in respect to live stock, thse owuer
uadertook ail risk of loss, iujury, datmage and
other centingencies lu loading, u uloading, trans-
portation, conveyauce sud otiserwise, nu matter
how caused.

Ou arrivai, the hogs were found to be damaged
to thse extent of $488, and the jury fouud upon
tise trial that tise înury was cau8ed by the
negligeuce of tise defeadanit's servants, aud gave
a verdict for thse plaintif subjeci te tise opinion

'.of the court on ail legai objections.
Boa. T. »fDonsald, Q.C., for the plaintif.
Roc. H. Blanchard, Q.C., for deteudauts.
SiRt Wie. Yotma, C. J.-There was nu imputa-

tion, as we read thse ameuded courits. nor was
there any evideuce, of wiifal wroug-, destruction,
or wautnn abuse of tise property, but only
of mismanagement, careiessness, aud negleet
wisich, in tise opinion of tise jury, rendered the
defeudants liable; sud thse court wouid uudoubt-
edly coufirm tisat fiudiug, uuless it siso.uid appear
that tise defeudauts are protected by tise terrms
of thse speciai coutract.

Upon tise pleadiugs sud the evidence that is
tise soie question before us. I is trs be decided.
accordiug to the principies of tise common iaw,
neitiser tise Englisis Carriers Act of Il Geo. 4, &
1 Wm. 4, nor tise Ilailway sud Canal Tramle Act
of 1854, being in force in this Province.

The numerous cases cited upon thse argument
have, therefore, oniy a partial application, and
will aid us chiefly by way of illustration sud
anaiogy. They are reviewed at mueS leugîli
sud with singular shility ta tise case of Peek v.
North Steffnrdshire. Railway Contpany, 10 11. L.
Cas. 473, decided in 1863. Several of tise Com-
mun Law Judges were called in to sssist thse
Lords i that case, aud Mr. Justice Blackburn
delivered au elaborate opinion, wisicis was en-
dorsed by Lord, Weusieydale (better kuuwu as
Baron Parke), botS of' them, as we ail kuow, very
emiunut lawyers. 0f thse opinions iu this ieading
case we will, of course, avail oursolves, as afford-
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