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plaintiff that the defendant had no authority to punish him for
anything dune outside of the sclhool. The court (Laurance arnd
Collins, JJ.) held that the authority deiegated by a parent to a
schoolinaster to inftct reasonable personal chastisemetit upon
hlm is ziot limited to offences ctotnrniittedl by the puipil upon the
school premises, but extends to acts donc by the pupil on his
xay to or from school.
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Le Lieverc v. Gould, (1893) 1 Cý, 13- 49t, is an instance of the
application of the doctrine Of Peck v. r)cJ'iY, 14 App. Cas. 33ý7.
Thue plaintiffs wer. mortgagees of the interests of a builder uzuler
a building agreement, and advanced rnoney to him from tiînc to
timec on the faith of certificateq given by the defendant, a sur-
vevor, that certain specifled stages in the progress of the buildings
had been rcac.icd. The (lefendarlt was flot employed by the
plaîntiffs, and there wvas no contractual relation h)etlN,'een them.
O\ving to the neglîgence of tîze defendant, but without any fraud
on his part, the certificates given by hlmi contaitied untrue state-
ments as to the progress of the buildings, and the plaintiffs
claimed t<) recover from himi the rnoneys adývanced on the faith
Of such erroneous stateinents. \Vills and Collins, JJ., held that
he w~as liable ; but the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and
Bowven and Sinith, L.JJ.) were unanimnots that the case xvas
governed by Peek v. Derry, and that in the absence of proof of
fraild in giving the certificates the action xvas not maintainable,
and thev were also agrecd that the effect of Peck v. Dcî';y is to
overrule Gaiti v. IVilsoii, jo Ch.D. 39.

Tioî''ssCIAi'Ei ~Ii~;? ;E-REO~i. F 0OIS-ENIERAFTER >IV-

INIIiRY 1-0 ,;OODS iifMV

Yolinsoit v. Diprc>se, (1893) I Q*13. 512, xvas an1 action for tres-
pass to goods. The plaintiff had given the defendant a chattel
mortgage, an'd having inade defauît the defendant seized the
chattels. 13efore .emnov,,l the plaintiff tendered the amount due
for principal, interest,'ar..i expenses ; but the defendant refused to
accept the money, and retnoved the goods. Damages were clainied
for the alleged trespass in removing the goods qt ail, and also for
injury caused to the go6ds by negligence in their removal. The
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