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CRITICISMS ON REPORTERS—REPEATING OF TELEGRAMS,

3
towg PARLIAMENTARY Caszs, Mr. Brown
°n_]y made abstracts from_the appeal cases
YIg on the table of the House, and
crefore the grounds of the decision can
R0t be known from the abstract of the case
B Brown : Per Lyndhnrst, Lord Chan,
0 referring to Bowchier v. Taylor,
| ro. P. C. 708 in Barrs v. Jack<on,
RVL: Law Times, R. 3635,
'S Nist Privs. The author procured
1“’ DMaterials from Mr. Justice Bathurst :
Law Mag. 27.
rroy’s PRACTICE. “Many of the cases
Were Partly collected by myself before I
1984t the bar ; they were never intended
Y We for publication, and were too loose
87: Telied upon : Per Buller, J, in 5 T. R.

)

Qn: AND BoSANQUET oN THE STATUTE oF
MiTaTioNs, A very useful book:

)%:’ Willes, 3., in Witkinson v. Verity,
tl:":“’s ReporTs. ‘It used to be said
Mr. Kspinasse heard one half of the
o eaa‘lld reported the other half ”: Pollock,
E.Xci; n Whyman v. Qath, 22 L. J. N. S,
gy 317. The observations of Den-
B g, C.J., in Small v. Nairne, 13 Q.
%40, 2s to .the want of acurracy in thig)
Ter, 80 that his reports were wont to
"ex?umed with doubt and hesitation and
3. %pology, were adopted by Coleridge,
" Wenman v, Mackenzie, 1Jur. N, S.

E‘lllit R s N.OTES to the *‘ Treatise on
oy, te(f attributed to Mr. Barlow are ex-
h Iaw Wwith
rey Mag. 61,
W CROWN LAW. *Sir Michael Foster
lay, .* Judge eminently versed in criminal
r%t 0' Queen v. Charleton, 2 Trish L.R. 65.
h%meASEMENTs. ‘““A very excellent
v, 8«; Per Campbell, C. J., in Renshaw
h“tig:n: 18 Q. B. 124; “An excellent
F%‘% : Per L. Wensleydale in Rowbot.

consummate ability : 22

‘h:pv' Wilson, 8 H. L. C. 359,

Yo, }(:iN REPLEVIN. ““Is a book of the
hi:‘ & ghest authority :" Per Burton, J.,
: N 0’”‘!/ V. Simpson. 4 I, R. L. R. 44.
b‘*ok NUsks. «1t i known that the
*‘lte: ®8 & posthumous work, and not pre-

2 M the form in which the Chief
iy, 'Mtended it to be made public, and
G, u ible he might have made consider-
Ny ,“*eTations, if published in his life.
th”; *0d it bears marks, particularly in

Part of it, of being incomplete :*

Romilly, M. R., in Barron ». Wadkin, 27
L. J. Ch. 134.

Havre’s History oF THE CoMMON Law. This

book was published from a posthumous
manuseript of the learned J udge, and is
exceedingly cursory and defective ;' Bar.
ton, Convey. cited in Greenleaf’s Over-ruled
cases, p. 204,

HARGRAVE. Mansfield’s case cited by Mr.

Haryrave, although by an unknown hand,
yet the adoption of it by Mr. Hargrave
makes it an authority : Per Hart, L. C.,
in Power v. Sheil : 1 Moll. Ch. R. 312.

JARMAN ON WiLts. Mr Jarman’s work is one

of great value, 1t has followed what was
begun by Mr. Roper, begun by Mr. Powell,
improved by Mr. White, and by Mr.
Jarman  himself brought to a surprising
degree of perfection. Mr. Jarman has,
upon a deliberate consideration of cases
in his chambers, endeavoured to extract
certain rules of construction to guide in
considering the language of testators ; but
it is quite possible to attempt to do a great
deal more than it is in the power of
any human being to accomplish in thas
respect : per Stuart, V., C., in Conduitt v.
Soane, 4 Jur. N. S, 502

SELECTIONS,

CONCERNING REGULATIONS
REQUIRING TELEGRAMS
TO BE REPEATED.

It is an established principle of law

that telegraph companies, like railroad
companies, have the right to make reason-
able regulations for the conduct of their
affairs, but there is some diversity of
opinions a8 to what regulations are *rea-
sonable,” and as to whether, and, if
go, how far,
company from liability for negligence.
Most companies have adopted regulations
to the effect that they will not be respon-
sible for mistakes in transmitting, or
delay in delivering a message unless such
message i8 Tepeated, and these regulations
are usually printed on the blanks on
which messages are written.
such regulations, so notified, are binding
upon the sender, has been considered in
the following cases :—

they relieve the

How far

McAndrew v. The Electric Telegraph

Company, 17 C. B. 3 (1855), presents the
earliest discussion of this subject. In
that case the plaintiff sent a message to



