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Held, flot to apply to proceedings under the Liquor Act, igo2.
Semble, that in a conviction of this kind it was no objection, on habeas

corpus, that the name of the informant did flot appear, nor that the
prisoner was pros- cuted under the name of "Foster," whereas his naine
was 11Forster. "

Semble, also, that there was a sufficient sentence and adjudication,
although the particular language which might have been neccssary in a
conviction by a magistrate was not made use of in the record of the pro-
ceedings ; but, at ail events, there was no reason why the sentence of
imprisoninent should not stand good, even if the adjudication of the fille
were objectionable.

ilfcCullough, for defendant. Gartwiight, K.C., for the Crown.

Trial-Britton, J.1 1 April 9.

CAREW v1. GRAND TRUNK R.V. Co.

Railway- Farin crassing- Obligation ta provide- Dominion Railîtay Ad
-Afidland Railway Ca- Ontario sta/uites.

The plaintiff's father in 1882 conveyed part of his farin to the Midland

Railway Co, who constructed their railway so as to sever the farm, but did

not agree to make a farm crossing. In 19oo the father conveyed to the
plaintiff ail the farm not previously conveyed to the railway company.

Held, that the plaintiff could not con'pel the defendants, who had

acquired the Midland Railway iii IS93, ta provide a farni crassing, either

by virtue of the Dominion Railway Act or of Ontario legislation applicable
to the railway before 1893.

Review of the statutes affecting the Mlidland Raîlway Company.
Ontario Lands and Oil Co. v. Canada Soi/hern M. W. Co., 1 O.1, R.

215, followed.
Ruddy for plaintiff. Riddell, K.C., or defendants.
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PRING V. WVYATT

Malitious prosecution- Fair statements a/ladts ta magistrale- Lia bility of
defendant for magis/tate errozeaus view-Inormation for theft-
Be/jef of ouneshp-B'elie/ of thiet-A uthoriziig chat ge-Resonable
and probable cause- New trial.

The defendant with a callie dlog was passing the plaintiff's bouse when

the plaintiff and his son claimed the dog as theirs and took possession of it.

Trhe defendant wert to a magistrate and stated the facts and the nmagistrate

drew an information stating that the plaintiff did " unlawfully have and
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