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The notice given by appellant’s attorney to the

respondent was as follows :—
To the Hon. J. L. Beaudry, Mayor of Montreal,
SIR,—We give you notice that David Grant
of the City of Montreal, salesman and trader,
will claim from you personally the sum of ten
thousand dollars damages, by him suffered from
the abhuse made of your authority in causing his
arrest illegally and for no cause on the twelfth
day of July last (1878), and that unless you make
aration of such damages

proper amend and rep
will be

within a month, judicial proceedings

adopted against you. Yours, etc.,
(Signed)  Doutre, Branchaud & McCord,

Advocates for Plaintiff

Montreal, 19th October, 1878.
Superior Court dismissed the action for
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firmed on appeal to the Court of Queen’s Bench,
(P.).,) but the Court went further, and stated
that Grant was properly arrested, being a
member of an illegal association.

On appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada,
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illegality of the Orange
extra judicialand unwarranted.
Appeal dismissed with costs.
Doutre, Q.C., for nppellant.
R. Roy, Q.C., for respondent.

Ux. v. THE STADACONA FIRE

Insurakce Co.

Policy—Proofs of Joss — Waiver—Estoppel —
Insurable intevest—Surrender.

This was an action upon a fire policy by ap-
pellant against respondent company. The
policy was under seal, and purported to be
effected in favour of the appellant Samuel
Caldwell. It contained, however, a provision in
the following words . Loss, if any, payable to
George R. Anderson, Esq.” One of the condi-
tions provided that the company might require
the policy “to be given up for the purpose of
being cancelled, pmvidcd that in any such case
the company shall refund to the insured a ratable
proportion for the unexpired term thereof of the
premium received for the insurance.” Another
condition required particulars and preofs of loss
within five days after such loss or damage has
occurred. And another condition is in these
« None of the foregoing conditions or
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