
r 4C*anath Law jottenal.

It was delivered in the country ta the railway cornpany in a pure
conidition, and it u~as contended tha*. the vendor was not liable
for an>'thing which took% pla:e in course of transit, as the delivery

* to the vendee %vas complete on the deliver> to the railway; but the
Court held thiat the contrite governed, and the r'act tl.at the milk
was adulterated %%-len it reached its destination wvas sufficient to
fix the vendor wvithi liability thercfer, althoughi they conceded that,

Uý ~ if the convieting mnagistrate should bie satisfied that the vendor
was in~ no, way party to the fraud, a nominal penalty might be
înilicted ;or, if the offence 4hould appear to be of a triflitng
character, lie woutl bc justified, under the Suinmar% Jurisdiction

~'Aet, i 879, in refusing to impose any punishment at ai].
. ~BILL OF LAOID " EWT ATN ON'Fm'IOo o~~~R~r{RîI

In vj<u ~. New Z7'etlitd (i839) 1 Q.B. 56, the Court (,f
Appc'al 'Sinith, Rigby and Collins, LJJ'have afflrmed the decision
of l3Eghaia, J. ('i8y$) Q.B. 645 noted illite VOl. 34, P. 4041, hol1dit1g

týitan exception in a bill of lading of "drfécts latent at begit-;..
nling of voyage or othierwise ' does not cover defects patent at the
beginning of the vo>ae The rd orthrie'Rib,1.

~ *'point.s out, refer, according to plain grammnatical construction tu
the irnmediately antccedent words "on beginning of voae"and
lie thirught they mighit reasonably refer to latent defects %vhichi
only corne into practical operation after the commnencement or the
Voyge Th te wojdeegarded the wvords "or otherwise

nt an%,r;ýte as too ambiguous to warrant thecir bcinig lield to inclîide

INFRINGEMENT OF STATUTE - PUIC nUt)n- -I<rORMA.TloI - I.SýjtNC'TION
~~' V ~~~TON R IIRE.%('il OF SI ATI TORY t»i,%,---RAit.WA-,v O IA -COS N.

i-h trc-G;r/v Londoni aiid North Wi'slert R>'. C7o.
(1899) 1 Q-1. 72. %vas an action instituted 1) the Attorne-General

~ on the relation of a muicipal body, to restrain the defendant

raîlway company frotn permitting thei. trains to cross ahighway
è:ý, -Aeon a level crossing at a highier rate of speed than four miles an hour.

'l'le statute empowering the railway cornpany to cross the higliway
J' at the point in question cxpressly required that aIl trains should

~' slacKen their speed, and flot cross at atiy greater rate than four
miles an heur. The defendants at the trial resisted the granting
of' an injuniction on the ground that the plaintiff failed to shew any

injry o te pbli byreason of the Jefendants flot havîng


