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REG. EX REL. NASMITH V. TORONTO.

By-law—A seizure of bread—Stamping loaf.
" A by-law enacting that bread shall be of 2
given weight, which shall be stamped on the
loaves sold, and that all bread sold not comply-
ing with such by-law shall be seized and for-
feited, is good.

Rose, Q.C., for relator.

McWilliams, contra.

VoGEL V. G. T. RAILWAY Co.

Railway Act, 1879—Live stock—Specia
ditions— Owner’s visk—Loss by negligence.
Plaintiff shipped cattle on defendant’s rail-

way, subject to the conditions of a bill of lading,
which specified that live stock were at owner’s
risk of loss, etc,, in loading or unloading, or
otherwise. Live stock carried by special
contract only. The cattle having been lost by
defendants’ negligence,

Held, that defendants were liable, notwith-
standing their conditions, for by 42 Vict. ch. 9,
sec. 25, sub-sec. 4, their liability was expressly
provided for.

Dickson, Q.C., for plamtiff.

Bethune, Q.C., contra.
e )

MILLOR v. HAMILTON AND WIFE.
Mortgagor and Mortgagee—Statules of Limi-
tations — Acknowledgement — Insolvent Act
of 1864— Trustee and c. g. t.—Possession of
husband and wife.

A being seized of land subject to a mortgage
to L. dated 14th October, 1863, and to one to M.
dated 12th January, 1864, made an assignment
to W.on 22nd November, 1866, under the Insol-
vent Act of 1864. On 28th January, 1868, he
obtained his discharge. On 27th January, 1869,
he obtained from M. an assignment of M.’s
mortgage ; and on 3rd May, 1869, he made a
conveyance under the power of sale in this mort-
gage to F. H. to the use of his (the grantor’s)
wife, his co-defendant, the consideration men-
tioned being $250, which was credited on the
mortgage.

On 12th April, 1869, L. assigned his mort-
gage to M. B, who, on 25th March, 1873, as-
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