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DominioN Law ReporTs. [48 D.L.R.

CASES—

Att'y-Gen'. for Canada v. Ritchie Contracting & Hu]-ply Cu, 26
D.L.R. 51, affirmed ’

Bake v. French, (1907] 1 Ch. 428, dmmxuwhml

Baskin v. Linden (1914), 17 D.L.R. 789, followed. .

Bratt's Lake, Rur, Mun. of, v. Hudson's Bay Co. (1918), 44 D.L.R.
445, affirmed . .

Can, Northern Pac. R. Co v. ( ity of Armsmmx (1910), 44 D.L.R.
319, reversed.. :

Can, Northern Pae. ll (‘u v. City of Vernon (1919), 44 D L.R. 317,
N R R R SR

C.P.R. Co. v, llernmn (191?4) 44 |)l R. 343, affirmed

C.P.R. Co. v. Workmen's Compensation Board, 47 D.L.R. 487,

reversed. ..
Can. Vickers Co. Iul v. ’llm “\uaqux,h anna’ (llll‘h 44 D.L.R. 716,
varied -
Churchward v. The Qll(‘en (1865), L.R. 1 Q.B. 173, followed

City of Calgary v. Janse-Mitchell Const. Co., 45 D.L.R. 124, 14
Alta. L.R. 214, affirmed

Cooke v. Midland Great Western, [1909] A.C. 229, applied 103,

Creelman v. Hudson Bay Ins. Co (1018), 40 D.L.R. 274, affirmed

Deere Plow Co., John, v. Wharton (1914), 18 D.L.R. 353, [1915]
A.C. 330, 4h~nnu|uqhe<l .

Dierks v. Altermatt (1918), 39 D.L.R. .)01) am'hod

E. & N.R. Co. v. Granby Cons. Mining, Smelting & Power Co. Ltd.
(1918), 41 D.L.R. 335, affirmed

E. & N.R. Co. v. Treat (1918), 43 D.L.R. 653, affirmed

Gazey v. Toronto R. Co. (1917), 38 D.L.R. 637, applied

Geall v. Dominion Creosoting Co. (1917), 39 D.L.R. 242, 55 Cean.
S8.C.R. 587, applied oy e

G.T.R. Co. v. Mayne (1917), .W D.L. R 691, applied

Harmer v. Macdonald (1917), 33 D.L.R. 363, 10 8.L.R. 231, affirmed.

Henderson v, Strang (1918), 43 O.L.R. 617, reversed

Lovell v. Lovell (1906), 13 O.L.R. 569, distinguished

Mackay Co., John, v. Toronto, City of (1918), 43 D.L.R. 263,
affirmed

Minor v. G.T.R. Co. (1917), 356 l) L R 106, 38 O.L.R. 646, distin-
guished SE I NN D SO B SN

Mitchell v, Mnrumgc (‘0 nf Canada (1918) 43 D.L. ll 537 uﬁmned

0O'Brien v. Knudson, 45 D.L.R. 187, reversed. .

Richmond, Corp. of, v. Evans (1918), 43 D.L.R. 214, z\mrmed

Royal Bank v. The King, 9 D.L.R. 337, [1913] A.C. 283, (hsunglushed

Russell v. Russell, (1897] A.C. 395, followed. .

Rex v. Emery (1917), 33 D.L.R. 556, npplle:l s T e SRS

Rex v. Johnson, 19 Can. Cr. Cas, 203, applied. ... ...

Rex. v. L'Hereux, 14 Can. Cr. Cas. 100, applied.

Rex v. Limerick, 27 Can. Cr. Cas. 309, applied. . y

Rylands v. Fletcher (1868), L.R. 3 H.L. 330, ‘hsungumhed ......

Seattle Construction Co. v. Grant Smith (1918), 44 D.L.R. 90,

Sanipe Lake, Rur. Mun. of, v. Martin (1918), 44 D.L.R. 442, affirmed
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