18 DLR.| INDEX

CASES—continued
Bennefield v. Knox, 17 D.L.R. 898, followed
Bennett v. G.T. P. R. Co,, 2 O.L.R. #25, considered
Bignell v. Clarke, 5 1. & N. 485, applied
Blythe, R. v, 15 Can. Cr. Cas, 224, 19 O.LR. 389, considered
Bochner v. Hirtle, 6 D L.R. 348, reversed
Booker, Ex parte, 14 Ch. D. 817, distinguished
Bowman, R. v., 2 Can. Cr. Cas, 89, considered
Bueclench (Duke of), 15 P.D. 86, applied
Burchell v. Gowrie and Blockhouse Collieries, [1910] A.C, 614, 80 L.J
P.C. 41, applied
Burns” bail, Re, 17 Can. Cr. Cas, 202, applied
Burns' Lail, Re, 17 Can. Cr. Cas. 202, considered

Canadian Pacific R. Co. v, Parke, [1899] A.C, 535, 68 LJ. P.C. 89,

distinguished

Chaplin v. Hicks, [1911] 2 K.B. 785, considered

Citizens v, Parsons, 7 A.C. 109, applied

Comm. of Stamps v. Hope, [1801] A.C. 476, followed

Companies Act, Re, 48 Can, S.CR. 851, 15 D.L.R. 332, considered

Cook v. City of Vancouver, 10 D.L.R. 5 ffirmed

Cork and Bandon R. Co. v. Goode (1833), 13 C.B. 826, followed

Cotton v. Rex, 15 D.L.R. 283, applied

Creelman, R, v., 25 N8R, 404, considered

Dalton v. Angos, LR, 6 App. Cas, 740, applicd

D'Eon, R. v, 1 W, BL 510, 8 Burr. 1513, 96 Eng. R. 205, applied

De St. Aubin v. Binet, 22 Que. K. B. 364, affirmed

Dick v. The King, 19 Can. Cr. Cas. 44, considered

Disourdi v. Sullivan Group Mining Co, 14 B.C.R. 241, followed

Edmonton, Dunvegan and B.C.R. Co, Re, 15 D.L.R. 938, varied

Fletcher v. Birkenhead, [1907] 1 K.B. 205, 76 LJK.B. 218, considered

Gentile v. B.C. Electric R, Co,, 15 D.L.R. 384, affirmed

ed

Grant v. Norway, 10 C.B. 665, 20 LJ.C.P. 93, applied

Greene v. B.C. Electrie R. Co,, 12 B.C.R. 199, considered

Gunn v. Hudsons Bay Co., 16 D.L.R. 580, affirmed

Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Ex. 341, 23 L.J. Ex. 17

Hammersmith R. Co, v. Brand, LR. 4 H.L. 1

Hazen, R. v., 20 AR, (Ont.) 663, applied

Hillyer v. Governors of St. Bartholomew's Hospital, [1909] 2 K.B. 820
applied

Holmes v. Millage, [1893] 1 Q.B. 551, applied

Hostetter, R. v, 7 Can. Cr. Cas. 221, 5 Terr. L.R. 363, applied

Hostetter, R. v., 7 Can. Cr. Cas. 221, 5 Terr. L.R. 363, followed

Houghton Land Corp. v. Ingham, 14 D.L.R. 778, reversed

Inland Investment Co. v. Camphell, 16 D.L.R. 410, varied

Ireson v. Holt Timber Co., 11 D.L.R. 44, affirmed

John Deere Plow v. Duck, 12 D.L.R. 554, reversed

Jones v. Davenport, 7 B.C.R. 452, distinguished

Leighton v. B.C. Electric R. Co., 17 D.L.R. 117, affirmed

Les Ecclesiastiques de St. Sulpice v. Montreal, 16 Can. S.C.R. 399, 14
App. Cas. 660, applied

Godwin v. Francis, L.R. 5 C.I. 205, apy

71, considered
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