
ahip munlelpalities, were "bridges a
wlthln the meaning o! the enactme

At Dotyls Creek, the span of the
sixty seven feet; at Kettle Creek,
feet nine Inches; and at Caddy's t

-'a à feet, The cvidence showed that a
Creek a culvert would be Bufficient

'~ ~ Hc1d, that the bridges over 1l
Kettle Crceks woe Ilbiidges ov
within the niealling and intent
statut., and that the duty of ere
uiaintaîning thcm rcsted upon tl
Couiucil; but that the bridge ove
Creck wa>. not such a bridge.

McHlardy v. llice, x A.R. ô28, ap
withstanding changes iii the sta
tollowed.

r ~il'. R?. Meredith, Q.C.. for the plai
Purdoin, fur the defcndaîît.
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r Barrister and solicitri'-Professiioual
4 ~ -Exercise of dîrciplinarv jurisdicli

*%cet--i..Oc. 145s 36,44-C
ofdseplic ovntte-Ede'nce un

Aciion al lau- by coniplainani
tihetiier uw>gfiil arts done in>
cha racter-Restititu îiopn.11 ea iver.
The plaintiff, a barrister and soli

charged before the Henchers of
Society %vith professional iniscondu
dealings with certain shares of b>
entruste. éo hini b\ a voung woin
charges were referrcd tu the Stand
îb nittee of tile lienchers on Discipl

t.inquired and reported to the Convo
lienchers. Convocation adopted tI
and rei>olved that tlic plaintiff "lis
tui practice as a solicitoi % and th.t
barred as a barristcr.1 ' i, a,
brought to have tlic resolution decla

'i and to restrain tlic defendants fro
further proceedings under it. Th
objected to the pruccedings of the c
and of Convocation as illegal, defec
iluproper.

AIcld, per BoVD, C. the trial J udge
Discipline Cornmittee was properl

.. d4ýtuted without notice of its meetin
given to the Treasurer of tic Law
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who was an exr officlo nmember of ail standing
oommittees, but wbo was absent from Canidas.
at tiie tune; and that no valid objection arome -

froru the fact that the other mnem-bers.of the,
Comrnittee, though notified of the meetings,
wcre flot advised of the particular buitïss
they were.called to transact ; and at ail events

iany cause of complaint as to procedure was
rernoved by the fair and just coxîduct of the
final proceedings before Convocation at large,
where the plaintiff had ample opportuiity tu
explain and tu de.fend himself.

2. It is*not essential to the jurisdiction of
doinestic tribunals, that they should have the
powers çif ordixiary courts of justice iii the
trial of ' itigated inatters. R.S.0- c. 145, s. 36,
is not imperative; it confera the power tu ex>.
amine witflesses under olath, which may or
inay not be cînployed according tu the sound
discretion of thic particular tribunal. Where
there is, or is likely tô be an%, confiot in the
evidence, the witnessses should be sworn,
B~ut in this case the salient facts were flot
controverted by the plaintiff; his coun->el
statcd iii his presence that he did nlot know
that he could differ fruin the conclusions
which the Coliiiîttec had corne to; and the
evidence derivt'd froein admissions of a party
is sufficient to found even a decree of the
Court. The objection that the Discipline
Coînmittee had taken evidence without oathi,
therefore, failed,

3. The intervention of the L.aw Society,
tipon the solicitation of the person aggriev'ed,
was quite warrantable, notwvlthatanding that
such person had brc,.ght an action for lbocu.
niary redress.

4. The jurisdiction of the Law Society
should not bu less than that of the Court;
and the latter is exercised not inerely in ca5es
arising out of purely profession al crnployînent,
but whcncver the transaction is au connccted
with the protessional character of the solicitor,
as to afford a preaunlptiox that that char.
acter forrned a ground and reason of the cm.
ployinent. It isfor thie Bnclhersto determine
and adj udge what iesand what is not belcoming
cond oct in a mnember of the Society, under

iR.S.O c- 145-8-44; and any actof any member
that will scriously compromise the body of the
profession hi public estimation Is wlthin the
province o! thîs law. Any îniscondtîot whïch
would prevent a person from being admltted


