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MANITOBA REPORTS-CORRESPONDENCE.

take the advice of the company's solicitors,
Ilud, if they approved, to have the plaintiff
arrested, which letters were shown ta have
been written in anticipation of litigation, after
consultation with the solicitors, and ta contain
references ta their advice, were held privileged
fron -Production.

Semble, a party cannat make a second appli-
Cation for a better affidavit on production
Wvhen he did not on the first application abject
to the non-production of the documents he
8eeks ta have produced an the second.

George Macdonald, for the plaintiff.
Rae, for the defendants.

MANITOBA REPORTS.

NOTES 0Fr REcENT CASES.

NVorth- West Territories -Grand jury-Coroner's
Inquest.

Appeal from N. -W. Territories. In the Terri-
tories it is nat necessary that a trial for murder
Should be based upan an indictment by a Grand
Jury or a caroner's inquest.-Queen v. Connor.

àfechanics' Lien Adt-A ssignment by contractor-
Priority.

Held, zr. A sub-contractor is entitled ta assert a
'Q'echanic's lien, even although the contract between
th'% Owner and original cantractar provides that fia
W*orkmnan shauld be entitled ta any lien.

2. An assignee of the cantract price for the erec-
tiOll of a building is not entitled ta the money as
e ainst the lien of a sub-cantractor, unless the
0 W*ner has in goad faith bound himself ta pay the
as.signeeAnly v. Holy Trinity Church.

Corporation-Libel-Malice.

Temanager of one branch of the defendant
PCOInpany wrote certain letters ta another branch,

* hich might have constituted a libel on the plain-
tQff Ther was no evidence that the corporation,

Ortedirectors, ar the managing baard authorized,
'o had any knowledge of the lotters being written.

1 Ield, that the defendants were not hiable.
* Quoere, can a corporation be guilty of malice.

~Peeborn v. Singer Sewing Machin# Co.

Promissory note-A leeration-R ecovery upon, note in
original condition- Variance in corporate name.

A company being indebted to the plaintiffs, the
company's manager agreed to procure and deliver
ta the plaintiffs a note signed by some of the
officers of the company. He delivered the note
sued upon. It was proved that after the note had
been signed, but before its delivery, the manager
altered the note by inserting the words Iljointly
and severally." The plaintiffs were ignorant of
this fact at the time.

Ffeid, that the note might be sued upon in its,
original condition.

A note was made by filling up an engraved form.
Between the words Ilafter date"I and "promise to
pay I the space left for the words 1" or 11we"I
was very small, and the words "1jaintly and sever-
ally I could not have been written in the space.

Held, that in such a case the mere fact that the
words -jointly and severally I are plainly inter-
lined by being written over the place where they
are intended to be read, but in the same hand-
writing as the rest of the note, is flot sufficient
notice of an alteration.

A note was mnade payable to The Waterous
Engine Works, but was declared upon as payable
to the Waterous Engine Works Company, Limited.

Held, fia variance.
The word IlLimited"I is no par 't of the name of

a company incorporated under the Dominion joint
Stock Company's Act.-Waterous Engine Works
Com,Éany, Limited, v. McL ean.

CORIEREBPO)ND)ENCER.

LEGISLATION AND SAWDUST.

To the Editor of the LAW JOURNAL:

SIR,-It is a matter of surprise to me that amang
the many valuable comments which have appeared
in your pages and elsewhere touching the legisla-
tion af the last session of aur dear littie Legislature,
nothing has been said, sa far as I arn aware, about
chapter à4, entitled an Act respecting Saw-miîîs on
the Ottawa River. Don't you 1>elieve it, Sir. It
is not an Act respecting Saw-mills. It is an Act
respecting the Law of Injunctians. The sawdust
in the Act is intended simply ta be thrown in your
eyes, and my eyes, and the eyes of the public, and
prevent us seeing what an outrage this little Act f.
on same of the most venerable principles of the
British law-giver. Henceforth, the law of Injunc

October zS, 1883.]


