
TH1E ONTARIO WEELY NOTES.

the particulars given, thought it was not quite clear whether
order of the 1Sth Mareh and the provisions of Con. ]Rule 268
been complied with; but was of opinion that further particu
at this stage, were not necessary. If at a further stage, when
cause îs et issue and iscovery has been given, the defendantý
stili iii doubt as to what the plaintiff is going to prove, the mc
can be renewed. With that proviso, motion dismissed; cost
the cause. Strachan Johnston, for the defendants. A. Mf.
wart, for the plaintiff.

ATToRxEY-GENEiRAL FOIR ONTARIO V. CANAD1•N NrIAGARA. PO~
CO.-RIDDELL, J.-MÂY 19.

Contra-'Comruction-Lice>e to Take Water fromi L
for Generating Electricity - Rate of Paymen.]-In this
notedl ente 127, the plaintiff applied to have the matter re.op4
and evidence taken. An order was eccordingly madle to that ef
and the case came on again for trial before 1RrnDDLL, J. The
dence of Mr. Finlay, manager of the defendant company,
taken, and certain statements were put in, and also copies of
forms of the contracta the defendants inake. Admissions i
also put in whicli, it was argued for the plaintiff, taken in
nection with other admitted or proved facto, shewed that
conclusion forxnerly arrived et was erroneous. IRIDDBLL, J., a
an elaborate discussion of the evidence, said that he saw notbin
the new material to very his former opinion. The plaintiff to
the costs. Sir )Emilius Irving, K.C., C. 1H. Ritchie, K.C., an(
S. MacInnes, K.C., for the plaintiff. W. Nesbitt, X.C., A. M(
CIrier, K.C., and A. M. Stewart, for the defendants.

COSX.îiu v. NcTÀMNE-.Divi$IONAL COVUT-1MÂfY

Landlord and Teun-D4esRmvlof Goods 1
-Apgreement Io Stare for 7énaint - Abavdovmel!t of Di
Rigils of Chia1e Mfortqga.gee.1 -Appeal'by the defendant
jiudgment of DENox, one of the Juinior Judgeý of th(


