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Acriox, institution of, within C.8.C. cap.
33. Ennisand Grand Trunk Rail.
WAY. oo eeeeenniennemnaenna, 113
Acrioy, right of, in district where per-
sonal service is made. See Sgpa-
RATION D® B1ENs,
Apvocare.~An advocate of Lower Ca-
nada, acting as attorney of record
for himself in a suit to which he
is a party, is entitled to the ¢ at-
torney’s fees,”” as fixed by the
tariff. Gugy v. Brown......... 222
AGENT.—See OPPOSITION.
APPEAL IN FORMA PAUPERIS.— Held, that
an appeal in formd pauperis will
not %e a]low{d to the onurt of
I?et:eleg’; Bex;‘::q situting &m the Ap-
ide. ault and Legault. 10
ArrEAL 2.— Held, that there is no appeal
from a judgment rendered under
the Municipal Act of 1860. Groulx
and The Corporation of St. Lau-
. rent. o .o .. 11
AppEAL TO PR1vY CounciL 3.—The delay
of six months fixed by C. 8. L. C.
¢. 77, 8. 53, during which execu-
tion on the judgment is suspended,
isnot absolute, but directory only,
and the Court of Appeal may re-
fuse to order the record to be re-
mitted to the Court below to the
intent that execution may be sued
out, where the appellant has
lodged his appeal before the Privy
Council soon after the expiration
of the six months. Jones and Le-
OWE. . .o loe e 161
ArpEsL 4.—A judgment dismissing an in-
scription en faux on a dlfgeme en
droit, is an interlocutory judgment
in the cause, and the appeal there-
from must be prosecuted as from
an interlocutory judgment. Begu-
. dry v. Corporation of Montreal .. 231
ArpEaL 5.~No appeal lies to the Privy
Council from a judgment imposing
a fine of £10 for contempt of Court.
Ramsay v. Regina.. ..........
APPEAL 6.—A judgment of the Court of
- Review rejecting the inscription of
a cause for hearing in review, is
final, and can only be appealed -
from asa final judgment. Taylor
v. Mullin. ....... SO Cevee 250
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ApPEAL 7.—See MUNICIPAL ACT.
APPEARANCE.—It is not necessary for the
defendant to give notice of his ap-
rance to t ite Yy, In
E?appealable nggtl:?ts Coupr?;\use.
Duvernay v. Corporation of St.
Barthelemy . . ................. 36
ApPEARANCE.—~When an appearance is
once filed, it can only be rejected
from the record on motion by the
plaintiff in Court. Duvernay v.
Corporation of St. Barthelemy. ..
Arcarrect.—Anarchitect whohasagreed
to superintend the erection of a
house for the proprietor, violates
such agreement and renders it null
and void by subsequently under-
taking ‘to watch over the con-
tractor's interests for a pecuniary
consideration. Fahrland and Ro-
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AssIGNEE.—Action brought by assignee
to recover back usuri%us interes;
paid by assignors. Dorion an
Kierzkowski.. . ................ 69
Note endorsed as. La- )
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Avar, Promiseo
tour and Gawdhier......._ ......
BoRrNAGE, AcrioN . O’ Heir and Le

BY-Law oF Municipal Covuxcir, held
be null. St. Barthelemy and De-
sor

Carias Ap RespoNpENDUM.—An_ Affida-
vit for Capias ad Respondendum,
alleging that the Defendants ille-

" gally hold in Lower Canada pro-
perty of the Plaintiffs illegally ob-
tained,’and that they are secreting
the same, is sufficient. Royal In-
surance Company v. Knapp.. ...

Cap1as.—A person who brings stolen pro-

rty into Lower Canada and there
illegally withholds it from the
owner, is not liable to be impri-
soned under a capias, because the
cause of action arose out of Lower
Canada. Royal Insurance Com-

panyv. Knapp..... . .. 201

Carrier.—Right to store, if consignee be
not ready to receive cargo. Watt
and Gould...... .............. 19

Carrier.—The liability of a Steamboat
Company as common carriers does
not extend to articles of wearing
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