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I .' NGLsI husîNs

Q. B.i). //rfo/tnBard ofJ r~Vv.
S/ced, it is only neceussarý, bo say that «ticase on the uO]strut'tiOnî ofaj statlte i ac
the C'ourt held '' Or " to inean '1 anti," akn
the rest of tu sentence '11in w'cil th2w'? r

or '' Occurred, tbe hj((t and in tenilt in
1en i)oî tion, and theu tpotî~ ro-

bibited bl)ig ('oUjlCel b\ tm- eord II or.'

''ibe (lecisiori in /i/xILdroP. 157,IS i)est 5ljOwn'I tu tollown' e2Xtraît fron)the judgnient ý( rovC, J. ) 'l'ie (luestion is,on1 xhat î)icpe a 1e re tu be assessed
In this caise, and whcther the dinjtjff is, Cn-titled to damnaLgs fir loss of' proiito asl
contractiihch he liad madie for the sale of
the goods. TFhis sub contract 'vas not knownv
to the seller at the timell of the salle, buit it xvasknown that the îîlaintiff had purchased tiiegoods f'or the Ilurpose of resale. On thesetacts 1 thînk the damag1"e.. ough"It nlot to h)e Soassessetl as to 'ncide loss of profit on the
sUh-sale. I n the prescrnt case, ail1 thatwvas known hy the defendant w'as that thegfoods were lmrchased m-ith a gencral inten-tion to re-seil them. If that cn~1e> ]s tobe taken as the test of the Sellerýs Jiahlt<

do ot se2c wliv in any case hie shouild not belialie, however sp)ecuLlltive the resale mjay, le.1 do not thiink such knowledge b)rligs thecaIse within ILzd<'j v. Baedl,9 l".x. î"And lie distinguishes the case 0f arisv.
Ihc/inon 8 C. B. (N. S. ) 445 on theground that there Ilthe exitne oftesb

contract w-as known to the seller at theu timeof the sale, or at ail evenjtýs, the fact w.askio*wn to the seller that the goods were pur-chased for a sl)ecilic Putrp)ose. ' 1 t mlay beadded that the head-note i this Case ap)peýars
incorrec-t in sayinu thiat Ilit was SheN" that thegoods were not prerlein the nikt

The case of le«- v. (J im11biedon Local Board,P. 459, proceeds on tlie l>rint'i1 le that a righitto demiand a 1po11 is an attrihitte at commnonlaw of ail public mleetings, that any qualified

l)erson rnayý dernand a poil1, an)d the ileet1lg
illay e enlarged so that ail persons dulY
1 U i îÎ e d l ia 11,y corne »in aîd take part in the
decision."ý

l'1S- A t LIN XIION - IN .XN V A lN

In ]'(,Çssoi v. avsp.470, t'le (illesttin w-as \Vitier, Mien the matters in diffei-
ente in1 anl action hiad heen referreti b>
('osenit tti anl arbtration, wbt> had foiWa

( 1tý11 sl" Ile o heplaintiff, ths o"I-d be
la CI to bc ia sumn reet)vcred in an action, -s0

as tt o n e w tlli I he m ean2 i ngti ) of I m11). 30 3 1
Vie. c.142, st'. ~,whichi says thatifian

a(-ti ' 1 tl>e plai ntiff shall recover a sa'n] e' lot
e x t e tlî n - a c r t a i a in o u n t , hi e is i tt t a

aes à4,34) 'l'lie Court heid tintitd;
1l)rett, L J., taiking' occasion to atîti that tileil

anr arl)itrator bias made an award uinder a
reference where "o action lias been c'11

.Scoll v.S/fsn P. 491, arose oUt Of ailac'tion Wii'h1roi)ably inost readers'v11
I-ciiciilcr. heactiton wvas for a lit>el 111)

liied by tile defendant of tiic a ltf
aillu-inr tha't the latter had extori cd a s111>1 of
_,5o0 fronil Admirai k'arr ( l>'n, 115 tii, tifg put>]isi denatr iattcr 0t isNeilson, anl actress, the], lajtuiy dead. It Wn
tried hefoî'e the L ('Cj and a s1>eciaIll jil>"w'henl the defenice set ul w-as that t>c a 'cg-.lii>ci wa ti ti. i'le Jury rturned a verdict
for the iatu In the case Il0w b)efore thle
Court the defuf d ridat clainied a iieW trialOr
the gi otîîd tllLt the L. C. J. milsdirlctcd the
jury i rejet'tiî>(- (i) evidence ot the 1)îaiiitiff S
general, bad ha at r ii) evidel e th
runliouirs to the saille effeet as the iibel col
llained Of wecre i general circulation before
the Publication of the libel. Tu ,pillil>-al
judgrnerit is that of Cave, j., wvho reVi"
Ser/iatiî, the authorities on the subject, jýs
-onsit of deei1sions relating to theadli5
bilitY of (i) evidence of relutatiofi ; Ni eV
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