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Court of the Appellate Di vision, Palmner v. City of Toro nlo (916ý
38 O.L.R. 20, Il O.W.N. 79, was afflrmed; IDINGvTOXJ., diÎSsýenti)g.

SmiTH v. DARLiNG-Judgments were read by FITZPýTRic-K,
C.J.C., IDINGTON and DUFF, MJ. The judgment of the First
Divisional Court of the Appellate Division, Smith v. Darling
(1916>, 36 O.L.R1. 587, 10 O.W.N. 161, was afirmed; IDIN'CTON, J.,
dissenting.

2nd Mfay, 1917.

COWAN V. CITY 0F ToRoNTO-Judgments were read by FITZ-
PATRICKc, C.J.C., DAViEs and ANGLIN, MJ. The judgment of the
First Divisional Court of the Appellate Division, Cowan v. Cil11 of
Toronto, 3rd March, 1916, not reported or noted, was affiriedi.

JoNEs v. TowNsnîp 0F TucKERsmI-Judgments were readt
by IDINlGTON and ANGLIN, M1.. The judgments of the irstl)Diis-
ional Court of the Appellate Division, Jones v. Township of Tueker-
smith, Re Jones and Township of Tuckersmith (1915), 33 O.L.11.
634, 8 O.W.N. 344, was reversed.

ToRoNTO, CITY OF, v. BRowN & Co.-Judgments werc read
byV DAVIES, IDING-ýTmz, DiuEr, and ANGLIN, JJ.-The four Judges
comiposing the Second Divisional Court of the Appellate Division,
Re.J. F. Brown, Co. Lîmited and City of Toronto (1916), 36 O.L.11.
189, 10 O.Wý.N. 19, upon appeal from an award, were divided ini
opiion m, withf the result that the award wa-s affirmed. A majorit v
of t1 eý Judges of the Supremne Court of Canada were of the opinion
thiat tie awardlshouldnot be interfered with; DAVIEs, J., dîssented.

ToRo-NTo, Crrr op, v. MÎJRcH-Judgments were read by
FITZATI CCJ.C., IDINGTON and AxGLIN, JJ. The judgment

of thec Second D)ivi-sionaxl Court of the Appellate Division, Murch
r, Cify of Torontlo (1916), 10 O.W.N. 141, was aflirmned.


