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Full Court.j MACPHERSON V. YVILLER. [Feb. 9.
Agreement on sale of fiersonulproperty 1L'.a filtle shali rernai in vendop uni/I

>ur.-h&e jWce is paid.
.e 'jeld, that an agreement taken by the respondent on the sale of a wagon

prov'iding that its titie and ownership should remain in him until promissory
notes taken for the purchase price should be paid ini full was valid, and did flot
require to b. registered under the Bill of Sale Act to hold the propeity against
the appellant, who had seised it under a bill of sale subsequently executed ta

4, him by the purchaser. Appeal dismissed.
C. E-. D)u, for appellant. 03. S. Crocke, for respondent.

P~rovince of iprince Ebvarb 1eIanb.
SUPREME COURT.

î Ho odson, J.,
InCh= bers. 5Ex PARl'E TAYLORt. [Feb. it

Habea.r Corus-Fisies Act-Illqgal iarrant of cornnhet/uidin
Application on a %vrit of habeas corpus. In Noveniber last the applicant

was convicted of an infraction of the Fisheries Act before the agent of the
Marine and Fisheries Departinent. The applicant paid the costs of prosecu.

2 tion and was allowed to go at large tili a few days before this application when
he was arrested on a warrant issued in pursuance of the abo%.; convictitn
The warrant recitcd the fact that the aphcant had bten cc.nvicted cf an in.
fraction of the Fisheries Act, but did flot state that the Fishery Agent hand
adjudicated on the tnatter of inmprisofiment.

Held. that as the warrant did not set forth that the Fishery agent had
ÏÏ ~adjudicated on the niatter of imprisonnient it did flot show jurisdiction to

direct impriqofent and was therefore v'oid. Applicant dischïrged froni
custody.

4W S. Stewart, Q.C., for applicant. 1). A. MlcKinnon, for Fishery
t Depat-tment.

Province of Manitoba.
Q 71-N'S BENCH.

raylor, C.J.] Aru-. [.C~Au Jan. 31.

A»IMd1from Coux1y Cot4ri-Lar'e to #z$ea/.=S/rikin(e oui -Couly Courts
Act, çs. 32,1, 3-", 33.7,3. je j 9Vic. (.) e. j, s. 2~--Qu)een's fle'nch Ac,

.8qýç, Ru/le r ,Ç e
VIotion uncler Rule 168 'b) of " The Queen's Bench Act, 1895." ta strike

out an appeal by the plaintifWs froîn a Coutity Court decision, on the ground
that the appellants had faîled to coniply with 59 Vict., c. 3, 9. 317, Which


