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The Editors of the Law Journal.
Orrawa, Nov. 22nd, 1858,

Gextieyves,~Huving read in the Law Jonrnal several good
articles on the necessity of discouraging those hoats of would-be
Lawyers who act as Conveyancers, and who undertake fora
small consideration to draw the most difficult wlll, or a con-
veyance of property worth thousands, not knowing at the same
time & tittle of law governing such cases, I think the editors
of the Law Journal deserve mach credit for strennously op-
posing the pretensions of those quack conveyancers.

I enclose yon an extract from a paper published in this
section of the country.

The only qualification Mr. can claim for a Convey-
ancer is—that he is a Notary Public and Commissioner in B. R.
Thus clothed with a sbadow of legal authority, Mr, ~ ——
offers his sorvices to the world as a Conveyaucer, and bis
churges defy competition.

Yours, &ec.,
J.Jd.

Mr

NOTARY PUBLIC,
COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS,

CONVEYANCER, &c.,
RENFREW, C. W.,

IS prepared to execute all manner of Conveyancing correctly,
and with ncatness and despatch.

He flatters himself that his knowledge of General Convey-
aocing, and his other facilities, plnces him in a position of
drawiag out documents legally, and to be of material service
to those who may employ him.

The following is a List of his Charges:

L s a
Deed and Memornal, with AMdavit fur Registry, - 010 0
Deed or Mcrtgage and Memorial, do. do. -~ 016 0
Bills of Sale, do. do. -07 6
Deed of Quit Claim, - - - -0 5 0
Deed or Memorial Separately, - - -056 0
Lease, - - - - - -050

Agreements, Countracts, Assigaments, Indentures, Wills, and
other Conveyancing, done upon the same liberal terms.

Renfrew, Nov. G, 1858.

MONTHLY REPERTORY.

COMMON LAW.

Q. B. CurLewis v. Earr oF MoRRINGTON.
Statute of Limitatwns, 21 Jac. I. cap. 16, 3s. 3, $—Equity of the
Statute—Deatk of Dcfendant — dction against adminsiralor—

Reasonadle time.

Action for debt not barred by the Statate of Limitations abates
by desth of defendant intestate, and more than three years after
his doath, no administration having been taken out, plsintiff cites
pext of kinin the Ecclesiastical Conirt, who thercupon takes out
sdministration. Within a year of administration granted but more
than six ycars after accrual of debt plaintiff sues administrator.
¢ IHeld, affirming the judgment of the Queen’s Bench that the
action is not barred by the Statute, the case being within the equity
assigned to the 4th section.

June 13. i

LAW JOURNAL. %87
Q.8 DaLyeLL v. TYLER T AL, June 15.

Negligence~Ilirer and ouwner of vessel—Action against ouwner by
contractor with hirer.

The owners of a vessel navigated by their servantis are liable
for an injury to a passeager, caused by the negligent management
of the vessel, although the passenger has contracted for his pas-
sage with the kirer of the vessel, and there be no contract between
the possenger and the owners.

EX.C. IlopsoLL v. BAXTER. June 14,
Practice—Common Law Procedure Act, 1862—Special endorsement
_ of Writ of Summons—Judyment debt.

Where plaintiff claims the amount of a judgment debt, he may
specially endorse the same on his Writ of Summons under Com-
mon Law Procedure Act, 1852. Such a cluim is within the spirit
of the Act, and is also a *liquidated demaul in money ** within
the words of the section.

C. D Browy v. Price. June 25,
Policy of Iasurance—Cotenant to keep on fool—Damages.

P., upon borrowing money from the N. Insurance Company
wortgaged certain premises to the trustces of the Company,
and the latter insured P.’s life in their vwn Company. In the
mortgage deed P. covenanted to pay the premium of this policy ;
and that in default of his doing so, tho trustees might pay them,
and add the amount to the mortgage debt.

Ield, in an action agaiust P. for non-payment of the premium,
that they were only entitled to nominal damages.

EX. Cooups v. Tar Brisror axp Exeter Rannway Co.
Carriers—Loss of goods— Action by assignee—Statute of Frauds.

A. agreed with B. by a verbal contract for the purchase of goods
excceding the value of £10, to be sent to A. by the B. & E. Rail-
way. The goods were sent by the B. & E. Railway by B. addres-
sed to A., and were lost daring their conveyance.

I1eld, that A. could not sue the Bailway Company, because the
contract being verbal there had been nothing to satisfy the 17th
section of the Statute of Frauds, the delivery to the Railway Com-
pany being no delivery to the purchaser; that the property there-
foxo hed not pasesd, and B. not A..was the party to suc,

EX. Apaxs v. Lroyp.

Dractice—Disoavery—Title deeds—Relevancy.

It is » sufficient answer to an application for a discovery of title
deeds in the possession of a party in a suit relating to the title to
land, that such title dceds relate only %o the title of the party him-
self and do not relate to the party sccking the discovery.

Where a party is not entitled to 2 discovery of title deeds he is
not entitled to havo a description of the names of the parties and
the dates set forth in & schedule.

June 11-

C.D. HarxiER v. CoRNELIUS.

Muster and Servant—Incompetency of Servant.

If & skilled persou undertake o service which requires the oxer-
cise of his skill, there is an implied warranty on his part that he
possesses tho skill requisite to perform the task; and if he do not
possess it, the employer may dismiss him before the expiration of
the period for which he was engaged without incurring auy
liability.

C.D. HrercurssoN ET AL V. GUION ET AL.

Dangerous goods delivered in bulk-—Stowage—Leave and License.

The declaration after setting cut an ordinary bill of lading, al-
leged that in consequence of want of due and proper care on the
part of the defendants, and the negligent stowage by them of the
goods they were delivered in o damaged state.  The defesdants

July 8.

pleaded that the goods were delivered in_bulk, and that they were




