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tIing the B. & -N.- H. R. W. Co. tu enter into a returniflg officer was complained of, articles, re-

deed Of amalgamation with the defendafitS or flecting on the respondent and the returfling

a11Y other railway company, subject to the rati- officer,

ficatiOn and approval of a majority of the share- ZUeld, that on the materiais before the court

h'àlders at a public meeting called for such pu-~ aprimaJacîe case of contempt was made out,

Pose. On the samne day a similar act, 42 Vict. but as it appeared on the same materialS that

ch. 57 O., was passed authorizing the ainalga- the respondent had attended and spoken at a

'Iation of the defendants wjth the B. & N. Hl. meeting held for the purpose of approving of

R. W.- Co. On 29th j une, i 88o, a deed of amal- the conduct of the returning officer, and pre-

91ainwas entered into betweefl the two senting him with a watch as a mark of such

%I1Mpanies under defendants' namne, which was public appro-al, the applicant was also in fault,

011 the same day ratified and approved of by a and the miotion was thertfore refu-.ed.

ltieeting of sharehoiders. By the terms of the H. 7. Beck for the motion.

4eed certain clauses of the Imperial Railway

Cla1uses Act of 1878, 26 & 27 Vict. ch. 92, under

the heading " amagamation 1'were incorporated RE JARRARD.

therewith. Sec. 42 of said imperial Act, pro- Ex/radtiofl Al/eriing Public book-~Evidelce

'vidles that causes of action arising before amal- -- /jlerion-Forg-ery-Et)aztion Act oj

eraititj0 shall be valid and effectuai against ï877, 4. Vic, ch , 2,5 D.-constructiofl of.

the amaîgamated company ; and sec. 43 pro- -1 he prisoner was coliector of the county of

"ides that suits pending against the dissolved Middlesex, in the State of New jersey and kept

'%nfpanies shall be continued agaiflst the amai- a book for the entry of the paymeflt and receipt

garnated Company. The plaintiff had no notice of ahl moneys received by him as such coliector,

r 1noledge Oftede famalgamation oofand which was the principal book of account

tsContents. On the 4th March, 1881, the Act kept by him. The book was purchased with

44 Vict. ch. 64, 0., was passed, by sec. i of the money of the county, and was kept in the

Wýhich the said deed of amalgamation was de- said collector's office, and was left by him on

ciared legai and valid, and that the two compa- the close of bis terma of office. It was open to

"'es should be amalgamated and united under the inspection of those interested in it, and con-

the said de(endants' name in the terms of the tained the certificates of the county officiais as

$,'id deed. The terms of the decree not having to th matters therein contained.

been carried out, the plaintiff brought this action Held, that the book was the public property

'gainst the defendants to enforce it. of the county, and not the personal property of

'Ze1léd, that there was no complete amalgama- the prisoiler. khdb xmndb

oof the two companies until the passing of After the said bookhdbn xme y

thie 44 Vict. ch. 44, O., 50 that the B. & N. H. the proper coullty officers for that purpose, as

k. . Co. had flot ceased to exist when the de- to the amnounts received and paid out by the

crewas inade, and that it was therefore legalasuccoetrndaerictef

ld'alid ; and that the plaintiff was entitled prisoferasuc oltrndaetict 
f

t0 noc taans h eedns the same made by them, the prisoner, who was

enfor c sn .ý1frt e agisphedfnait. 
a defaulter with intent to c ver up his defaica-

G. n. ickoQ C., for dieantif. tion, aitered the said book by making certain

~ Q.C., or te deendats.faise entries therein.

-- 
He/d, that this constituted forgery at Comm,)n

RE BOTHWEL.L ELECTION CASE. Law as well as under 32 & 33 Vic., ch. i9, D.

Conten/'t of court-L led/ion law. Held, also, that under the Extradition Act of

On an application on behaîf of the respon- 1870, 40 Vic., ch. 25, D., it is essential that the

4tt H. to an election petition lor an order nisi offence charged shouid be such as, if committed

C'idling on the defendant to shew cause why he here, wouid be an offence against the laws of

81hould flot be committed for contempt of court, this country. The offence wa1s also proved to

frrPublishing in bis newspaper, during the be a forgery against the iaws of New jersey.

ctrrency of an election petition, flled on his Osier, Q. C., for the prisoner.

4half, and in whic h petition the conduct of the E. Martin, Q.C., and F'en/on, contra.


