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he permitting them to judge by a comparison thereof with the signature in question,
re, whcther the said signature is flot genuine. But here no such thing was per- ï
:he mitted. The jury was flot asked to compare different signatures of Leonard
;as with his name signed to the alleged forged rcccipt. The witnesses were only
iid asked to write an « L' as they thought Leonard wvrote it, so that thc jury could
Id- the better understand the testimony. If a jury do flot have a clear idea of thc
iffs location of a place where an act is allegcd.to have been done, no one doubts the
ng right of a party to have a witness descrîbe the place, and by a wvord painting of

it and its surroundings make its location clear to the minds of the jury. What
objection then can there be to the permitting of the witness to make in the
presence of the jury a diagrarn of the place to enable the jury the better toî

ills utiderstand the wvitness ? There can then bc no valid objection to the permitting
of of the witnesses in their attempt to describe how Ebenezer Leonard \vroteth

uld letter 'L' to illustrate their mneaning by writing the lettcr themselv os, so that the
will jury could sec whether or flot it wvas in fact dlifferent from the alleged simulated.
the 'L."'--Albaity Laztjotrzai.
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mit
tics RIc;HT OF TRAVELLING; ON i -TeSuprcmc Judicial Court of Mainle
US: iii 11oodrnan v. Pilmian et a., reportcd in the inerican Leiz' Register, decided
the that neither the righit of travelling upon thc ice of a river affected by the tide,
ccii nor the right of taking ice thcrefrom, is an absolute property right in any person.
for I3oth are natural or conimon rights, belonging to thc public at large. Though

kci such rights arc theoretically open t'- -ll, those persons who first take possession
eby of them arc entitlcd to their enjoyrnent without interference from others, such.
rs. righits being the subjects of qualîfied property by occupation. Each right is-

ery relative or comparative, andc, whenl conflicting \vith the exercise of the other
ious right, is itself to bc excrcised reasonably. What wvould bc a reasonable exer-
Mr. cisc of the one or the other, at any particular place, mnust depend largelv upon
ebts the benefits wvhich the people at large are to reccive therefrom. The right of

vc passage over the ice for general travel is tiot the paramount righit at such a place
and as the Penobscot River at Bangor, and for some distance below, where the great

body of the ice is annually harves,-ted for the purposes of domestic and foreigni
trade; the traveller's privilege at such place being of trifling consequence comn

pared with other înterests conflicting %vith it, and beset with difficulty and
te V. danger during the ice-cutting season. Lt is the duty of those who appropriate
nted to their use portions of a public river for ice-fields to so guard their fields, after
tters they have been cut into, as not to expose to danger any persons who may inno-
tted cently intrude upon them. Although the defendant may have been in fault in
tion leaving his ice-field unprotected agaitist accident, yet, where the plaintiff's
it is servant, knowing the customs of ice-gatherers, wilfully left the usual driven-

track, and drove over a bank of snow by the side of the defendant's ice-field,
It kno\ving that he was goîng upon an ice-field, and that it was dangerous to doýý

not so, he was guilty of contributory negligence, and the plaintiff cannot recover for
e of injuries to his property.
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