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Swas sufficieut ground for an honest belief that the. plain-
Dns iniglit reasonably be attributed to mental weakness.
plaintiff's release from the. hospital was not proof tliat
Lo mental infirmaity.
the. evidence, none of the plaintiff's charges had beeu

àted.
Action dia-misaed wi*k coats.

J. JuNE 25TH, 1920.

AHAM & STRANG v. DOMINION EXPRESS CO.

-Dominion Express Company-Common CrrirejONi
me Modifted as £0 Tarîff-rates by Railtoay Act of Canada
ariff A pproved by Railwvay Board -Carriage of Inioxicai,
tors from Export Warehouae in Ontario 10 another Prociuo

,rs of Board-Ontario Temaperanoe Act, sees. 41, 46-
it lutional Law-Powers of Ontaorio LeisWure-British

th America Act, sec. 92 (16)-Inferrnotoith Trade andi
irnoece.

on by the plaintiffs for an interîm mandatory orcler, turned
otion for judgrnent in the action.
minary objections Wo the motion were overruldi by
yJ., iu a judgment given on the lSth June, 1920, and

Lte 316.
iat judgmnt the learned Judge's decision on the merits
r of the plaintifsà was also given.
1eo 25th June, writteu reasous for that deiinwere
1 to the Registrar.

ripi, J., after stating the facts, said that the. first question
ether the defeudants were common carriers. They were
ated by a special Act of the Dominion farliameut, 1873,
eh. 113, aud their powers were declared by aoc. 4. In
v. Dominion Express Co. (1896), 28 O.R. 203, 205, and
Jarres Co. v. Dominion Express Co. (1907), 13 0.1,R.
it was held that these defendauts are commnon cari1ers,

eudants are fumdamntally comrnon carriers, with their
S~s modilied as Wý tariff-rates by the Railway Act of
aud the tariff-rates, filed by them and approved by the.

f 1Railway Commiasioners, establishes that liquors, inelud-
ky, comne wvithiu the classes of goods whieh the. defeudants


