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at B., end L. (the vendor) conspire toge.ther, and although no
con isl delivered the agent siana a rcizeipt, Nwhiclî L. prcsents
te the plaintiff in the agent's prosence, the, agent standing by
and saying nothing : thoeupon the plaintiff pays lte rnonoy.

flèid, that under these circnrnstances thic def'en<lant ii; fot
liable to lte plaintiff, for the miereprusentatiun of defutidaitt'a
agent

Q.B. GARDNEn V. VAY.siI. ApTil M3, Mlay 24.
Promiaaory note, joint and screr<l- fllai ion of, ley subre-

quent addition ofi n«noe 0f <Iird pairiy.

Where aller a jointand several liroiîni"soýry lnte ha. beenl
made by two persons, niai hauided to ilie pivî'î., the aildlitiqon
oflte naine ot a third partyt t0hie note will Vit *ltt. it, althlîi-ig
auch addition hoe no deiritiient tu the otiior inah-ers. Galion
v. sinipo, 8 A. & B. 186, overruied.

Q.D. HMWÎISON v. Busia. MUay 7, 21.
Li6cl-PriiegedcommunicaUion-Bo)nafides of defendAint.

The defenulant, îvith others, havinz presented a memaorial
to the Secretary of Statu for the hoi ne l)epartinent, setiiî
out certain acts donc by the ptaintitt, and cnînplaining of his
conduct, and requestiîg ]lis reinoval front Ile office ut' a
Jusatice of the Péace,

MeU in an action of libel by tlle plaintiff against the
ulefendant, titat the jury having found bona Jfidesa that the
communication was privile-ed, sitiCe bieisig attres.'ed to Ille

Seretary of State it was v7trttuauly.iii adulrtss to lier Mlaje.sty
for the remova of thc plaintif[ froin his office, andi inist hc
taken te be donc bon( ifdc îvitli a view of obtaîîiig redressa;
and ltat the moînoriat was, properly aihressed Io the Secrctary
cf State, lie ha'viîîg a correspouding duty tu 1)erforni in the
matter.

H. of L. FLREMING. V. Oint. April 3.
Case--Otmer oj dog-Liabililyfor daimage-Sdcentcr.
A foxhound belonging to F. wenh into ().'s field, and wuor-

ried O.1à; sheep. 0. ittecd F. fo)r tlîc ilana.ge, it did not
itver tht the dog was of Vicions propenlsitîos whiclu w~ere
known ta F., and tliat F. nelgityallod it Io boutI large.

ReMd, Ibis alcgation ivas ec-.ential in the right to recover.
Blame can only attach o the owitcr (ifa dog whcn, alier
baving ascertained that the animal lias propenbitics ixot
generally belonging to lus race, lie cilits Io take pri)per pre-
cautions tu prolecl the public agaiiîst the illcîsqî~ie of
thope anomalous habits.

C.C.R. P. v. Fos-riuî. Ap, il 28.
(Ittering counerfeil coin-Ecidence of gîciliy knowelcdgc-

Bubsequent ulttcrng of bae coin of a di/ffrent d1cnomnîina-
tion-li aproper reception if cridencc.

Upon a charg~e of ulterin- cotinterfeit coin, iii ordcr to prove
guilty knowle;J.o evidenrîcis admissible cf tlle siib-equeîiî
utterinU by the prisoner of couterfeit coin cf a ditlereitt
denommnation.

The improper reception cf evidence uipon a crimiial trial
is not necessarily a groinnd for quaslLing lte conviction, if Ile
other evidence adduced be amply sufitieit tu sîlstain il.

Q.B. LiviscsToN v. RAi.m. 211Y 30.
Agreement te refer te arbit ration, breach of-Alction.

Where there has been an agreenment tu rcfur diflcrence.î ho

arbitration, an action will b. for a subeequent refuail te refier.
'fli doctrinei that an agreement to refer is bail, because it
oustit the Court cf jurisdiction, is mttable if the promise be
for a good consideration;- for if applied, il ousts thew Court of
ilue power In enforcu an action on an aqreement, in wlha
the promise ie not unlawful, at.d lte cor.aîderatiom V1litIi
tbis case there was a commret to deliver wheat, with the
usual clause that any differences should be left te arbitration,
&c., atnd il was held that, thongh the agreement to refer
would ho a bad ea, in bar o! nu action for breaoli of contract
10 deliver, the, violatior of it %vas a good ground of a substan-
tuve action.

Q. B. DsrnconRT v. COR1uîsuLar. Juste 1,
Arrest-Juq1fication, of direction 4o-Pritate perses-

Co,îsftîzte--flreack of th1e Peace.

Tt is not actionablo for a private individual te direct a con-
stable to talzo a person into custody, whieh thte constable
accordintrly (tues, wrhere tlîc circunistancesi are such as to
iîsîify, tho constnble, although not ilit private iudividual
tuintself, in arresting.

A constable may arreqt any one for a breach of the peaco
committul ini lus presenco, not mcroly tu preserve the peao.,
but for Ille purposes of punialiment.

Q. B. MOTLEZ V. Qui'. juste 1.
Action for m4aiciausly, and vit/tout probable cause, *sgi

out a surit of summons and uigning ýudgment for sao-
appearance, and arresiing t1&eplainifff upon, a =a si;.-
Legal dana ge.

No action lies for maliciously and without probable cause
cornmcîîcing an action, unless it be shewn that legaldaxuage
lias been sustaineui ; andi wlore te declaration disclosed ta
the only damnage, arose frein the plaintifF's owu negiect in flot
appicarîiiîg to, tie vrit:

Hceld, upnn ilerarrer, iliat the declaration was bail, and
tho action cotli îlot be subtained.

EX. BAIUtETT V. MER£DrTir. Jumt 4.
1Promýissory note-payable on dernand-Demaad prevoua

Io action.

A promis)ry note, payable on dcmand, does not require
ainy dlemi. îd t bc malie for payrnent of it previona te thse
bringingr an action for the amnount.

c.P. JONSr. V. ORCHARD. Jus. 9, Il.
llcgat crc-al-eosiac estreaied for mon-

pr,iumclnt.ofdproseCutoes8costs. 5 & 6Wn. &Maryc. 11.

An indictiment fonndl against tîte defendant for conspîracy
%vas rcmovcd int the Queetils Bcnr.h. Mie plaintiff hadl
become tic defendiant's bail. Ille defendant flot appearing,
%vas convicîcct in his absence, and the reco&nizance estreated
for non-payinent cf tlta proseutorls cashs, ia consequence cf
w1teh the plaintiti had Io puy £4.

Iledd, that therc %va.- «n implied contract on thse part of thse
îlefeîîulnnt in indemîîify tîte plaintiff againsî this payaient, and
that plaiîitilr migli1 recover the £40, under a courit for #aoney
paid.

That supposing a contract by defendant te indomnfy
pllaintif against flic coiîseqiietcQof derendant' not appearing
pulrznant Io te recognizanre In ho illegal ; (8emblethat ji ja>,
yet ilie court w~ill not imply sitch coîttracî.

[Avouer?,


