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Boyes, 1 B.and S. 311, where Lord Cockburn,
mugt ess to the l)rlxvi!egc of sﬂex‘mc the Court
and ¢ ;ee, from the clrcu'mstances _Of the ca':se
nes i: nature of the evidence w%nch the wit-
s called to give, that there is reasonable
i’g;ni.to apprehend danger to the witness
indeog is bgmg compelled to answer. _\‘Ve»
Witnes, bql.llte.agree that, if the fact of thé
peas s being ‘m danger be once made to zfp—
in L grtﬂat latitude should be allowed to him
J}Idgmg for himself of the effect of any
l:::ittl)cular questi.on: .. Subje.ct‘ to this reser-
insiStn a ]udge. is, in our OPlnlon, bound t‘o
Satiof on a witness answgrmg, unless he 1s
tisfied that the answer will tend to place the

Witness in peril.”
ha;l‘:]e next case, Zurner V. Hancock, p. 303,
.ready been noted among recent English
ar(;l:tl.c'e Cases, (supra p- 342,) so far as it is
ap Cllswn that the costf; of a trustee are an
tuliei‘ able matter ngtwnstandmg the Judica-
at ct; butf there is a dictum of the M. R.,

P- 305, which may be noticed here.

cos'
TS OF TRUSTEES—TENDENCY OF MODERN DECISIONS.

c He says:—“It is not the course of the
fr:::t in modern times to discourage persons
becoming trustees by inflicting costs
:‘5:: them if they have done their duty, of
bres hlf they have comml‘tted an innocent
eﬂ'ec(; of Frust. .The-earher cases had the
o of frlghte.nmg wise and honest people
dan undertaking Frusfs, and there was a
SCruger of trusts falling 1nto th.e hands of un-
thergu}()us persons who might undertake
or the sake of getting something by
them.” °

RAILWAY COMPANY—ACCOMMODATION WORKS.

nOtl'Vz'lkimon v. Hull Ry. Co., p. 323, it does
thatsleem necessary to dwell upon. It decides
o and req'mred by a railway company for
theOmmodatlon works, are lands required for
the P}lrpos?s 9f t‘ the undertaking” or *‘of
Rai;axlwa’y,’ within the meaning of the /mp.
) ways’ Clauses Consolidation Act. Tt also
ecides that every work which a railway com-

pany is empowered to do, not merely what
it is compelled to do, is a purpose of the un.
dertaking. But our General Railway Act,
R S. O. ¢ 165, does not appear to contain
similar words, and in sect. 9, subs. 2, it em-
powers railway companies to take of any cor-
poration or'person any land “necessary for
the construction, maintenance, accommodalion,
and use of the railway ;” and the wording of
the Dominion Consolidated Railway Act,
1879, (sect. 7, subs. 2,) 18 similar. So also it
seems unnecessary to notice at any length the
case of re Great Britain Mutual Life Ass.
Socicty. p- 351 In that case, on a petition
being presented for the winding up of a life
insurance company, an order had been made
directing a scheme to be prepared for the re-
duction of the contracts of the company. This
order was made under Imp. Life Assurance
Companies Act, 5. 22 the theory of which
that if the company is insolvent

enactment is,
the contracts instead

the Court may reduce
of making a winding up order ; and the ques-
at what time the contracts to be in-
for reduction were to
be ascertained. But our Act respecting the
winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 41
Vict. ¢. 5, does not appear to contain any

similar enactment.

tion was
cluded in the scheme

FRAUDULENT DEED—I3 ELIZ. C. 5

At p. 389, however, is a case, re johnson,
Golden v. Gillam, which seems, to call for
more parjicular mention. In this case, by a
deed of gift, J. granted farming property in
trust for her daughters, in coynsideration of

which they covenanted to pay the debt “in-
he date of the deed in

curred by J.up to t
connection with the working and management

of the said farm,” and to maintain J. J. had
no other property thag that comprised 1n this
deed, and the plaintifi’s debt not having been
incurred by J. in connection with the farm,
was defeated by the deed. The question was
whether the deed was or Wwas not valid under

13 Eliz. c. 5. F1y, ¥ held that it was valid,
for that the circumstances

showed that the



