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the full amount, and defendants pleaded that their liability under the con-
tract was Iimited to $100. It %vas held that the defendanîs were liable for
more than $îoo, but under the Carrier's Act for flot more than $500.

He/d, on appeal, that the contention that defendants were flot liable
for certain articles, flot the wearing appare! of the plaintiff himself, was not
openi to defendanis as that point was flot raised in the pleadings or taken
at the trial.

Remarks Of I)RAKE and MARUIN, JJ., as to what is included in the
terni 'Iwearing apparel -* which must differ acco,-ding to diflerent circum-
stances and clinatcs. Appeal dismissed.

Duff, K. C., andJ H. Lazeson, fr., for appellants. Davis, K.C., for
respondent.

FUI] Court.1 CLEARY i". BoscowT,'.. JNov. 13, 1901.

ifnz'!aw -- Cerrhfica<' ùf it'ork-pimpeacizt e;i f-lviden-e- icra/
Acf. S. 24ý, anfl Ame"nume-Pif Act of i4,s. il/.

.\ppeal fromi judgment of NIcCou.. C.)., who dismissed plaintiffs'
adv-erse action. l)efendant relied on certificates of work obtained by him
in resp)ect of the minerai claims co%-ering the ground in dispute, and plain-
tiffs sought to shcw that the fullimîourit of work required by the statute as
a pre-re(lIisite to suich certificates of work being issiied had not been per-
formed. TIhe Chief justice refuised to admit the evidence, holding that
evidence inipeaching a certificate cf work could flot be received in any
procecding to w~hich the Attorney-General was flot a party. The Fui)
Court affirired the dcîsion, holding that if a certificate of work is to bc set
aside the Attorniey-G;eneral must be a parti', and until set aside, ail things
are presumed in favour of its holder.

The plaintiffs, iii rnaking their case, adnitted that defendant had
obtained certilicates of 'work.

I/e/a, that this in itself was affirmative evidence of delendant's titie
wvithin the mieaning of s. i i of the MineraI Act Amendment Act of 1898,

S. S. fiioK.C., for appeilants. Davis, K.C., for respondent.

FuIl Court.] NcKFi.vEý -'. LE Roi MINING CO. [Nov. 14, 1901.

Fui! Court/- A'efe eu-e of motion for jidginent to tinal judge-
/urisdictio,.

At the conclusion of the trial of an action for, damnages for personal
injuries, the trial judge (MCCOLL, C.).), did not se fit zo enter any judg-
nient on the findings of the jury, but ieft tue parties to mnove the Full Court
as they might be advised. Both parties accordingly moved the Fuil Court
for judgment, the arguments being coîîfined to the question of the liability
of the defendant conîpany.


