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waterpowcr and that both proprietors had, for a numrber of >ears, con-
trihuted equally towvards such expenses.

He-li, afirrning the judgnient appealed from, that, whether the rights
so recogniz.ed constituted a servitude or a right of co-ownership in the
lands upon which the constructions had beenl erected the plaintiffs lhad no
exclusive right to the enjoyrnent thereof as against the owner of the lands
although tlîey were absolute owners of tAie strip of land onl which the
constructions had been inade. Appeal dismîs"ed with costs.

ltt#eiil, Q. C., and Gui//dlt for appellant. Be/cour-t, Q. C., and
le. S. (»ke for rc-spondeiit.
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In pursuarice of statutory powers, the liar of Montreal stuspernded a

îprcti,-ing advocate after holding anl inquiry into charges against hini
which, hovever, had heen wvithdrawrn by the private prosecutor before the
coicil haci considered the inatter. It did not appear that witness liad
been exainfed uponi oath during the inquiry, and no notes in writing of
the cvidence of wvitniesses adduced liad been takeil, the etlect of such
absence of wvritten nlotes being t hat the appellant had been deprived of
anl opportunitv of effectively prosecuting an appeal to the (General ('ounicil
of the Bar of the Province of Quebee.

ll/,affirining the judgnient appealed froni (Q. R. 8 Q. Il. 26) that the
local Counicil of the Bar or Monitreal had jurisdiction to proceed with the
îniquiry in the intcres' of the profession, notwithstanding the withdrtwal of
the charge by the private prosecutor; that a complaint ini any forni suffi-
cient to disclose charges againi§t anl advocate of împroperly carrying on
trade and commerce and unduly retaining the moniey of a client, contrar>'
to the b-asof the local section of the bar, is a inatter over which the
couincil of the bar liad coînplete jurisdiction further a writ ot' prohibition

Z ~does not lie to prevent the execuition of a sentence of suspension pronouriced
by the counicil of a local section of the Bar of the Province of Quebec against
a rneinber of that section where the corporation in the exercise of its
disciplinary powers hiad acted within the jurisdiction given to it by statute
and tliat the omnision to preserve a complete record of the proceedings
upon the inquir) of the councîl in the matter or to take written notes of
the evidence of witnesses adduced constituted mere irregularities ini proce-
dure which were insufficient to justify a writ of prohibition. Appeal
dismissed without costs.

AMcfouga/4, Q.C., for appellanit. G/obetisXv for respondent.


