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house rn 'S fjoln the holder of the ae

rI therein referred to that the bankalled to acquîre the document ini security
anýetin conditions for advances.

aPPela. QC. and Kingsford, for the

,,,P. 1,nson Q.C., and J. F. Smith, for the

C.P.][Feb. i9.

VTHE UNION FIRE INS. CO.

Inan e-igraiuî and report by ag-ent.
an~0 addition to the second statutory condi-
On the Policies of thie defendant conipany

"vsor de that "such application or any sur-
heinscription of the property to be referred to

anld esaîbe considered a part of this policy,

bt.eYProfit a warranty by the assured
0f ti conipany wvill not dispute the correct

'nýýO any diagrain or plan prepared by its

an riaîi aprsonal inspection," and by a
thatin of another condition it was provided
theI i any agent of the company took "part in
the PePcrration of this insurance he shall, with

th" "Ptin~ above provided for of a diagrani

0f than) be legarded in that work as the agent
oft'applicant.,, In the application preparcd

Signed by the agent the existence of a small

dii)used tor storing coal oul, had not been
retiOned as required by the company, neither

wPrps "'y reference made to it in the diagram
1PPaedj by the agent, who passed the premises
"aiY and Was quite familiar with the state of the

ý1rOPertY) and which was prepared by him froni

ll'spe2ctions made on previous applications.
1 Ield, Lreversing the judgment of the Common

atts,31 C. P. 6 18j] that the company was not

libertY to set this up as a defence, and judg-
tlen w ordered to be entered Up for the full

ýflOunt of the policies; and, per ARMOUR, J.,
Il terest should be allowed thereon to be com-

Pted' from the date of the verdict being
l'rderd

-ehnQ.C., and Dixon, for the appellant.

MCCar/kY, Q.C., and A. Gait, for respondent.

QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION.
IN BANCO.

REG. EX REL. NASMITH v. TORONTO.

Byv-law-A seizure of bread-StalPing loaf.

A by-law enacting that bread shall be of a

given weight, which shall be stamped on the

loaves sold, and that ail bread sold not comply-

ing wjth such by-law shall be seized and for-

feited, is good.

Rase, Q.C., for relator.

lc WiZ/îamis, contra.

VOGEL V. G. T. RAILWAY CGi.

Raiiway Ac/, r8 7 9 -I-ive stock-Sp~ecial condi-

l/tiois- Owner'ls risk-Loss by neglîgecc

Plaintiff shipped cattle on defendant's rail-

wvay, subject to the conditions of a bill of lading,

w'hich specified thiat live stock were at owner's

risk of l(>ss, etc., in loading or unloading, or

otherwise. .. Live stock carried by special

contract only. The cattie having been lost by

defendants' negligence,

Hcid, that defcndants were liable, notwith-

standing their conditions, for by 42 Vict. ch. 9,

sCC. 125, sub-sec. 4, their liability was expressly

providcd for.

Dickson, Q.C., for plaintiff.

Bethiune, Q.C., contra.

MILLOR v. HAMILTrON AND WIFE.

Ma1r/gagar and lo;,/g-agee-Saues of Limé-

/a/ionis -A cknowledgemefl/- Znsolen/ Act

Of z864 -Trusce anzd c. q. t.-Possessafl oj

husband and wife.

A being seized of land subject to a mortgage

to L. dated I 4th October, 1863, and to one to M.

dated i2th January, 1864, nmade an assignrnent

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 assigrnent of M.'s

mortgage ; and on 3rd May, 1869, he mnade 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 be&ng $250, which was credited on the

mortgage.
On 12th April, 1869, L. assigned his mort-

gage to M. B., who, on 2 5 th March, 1873, as-


