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t'ie as ., 152, that a verdict of a jury ought flot to be disturbed as against
woleor the -weight of evidence, uulless it is one xvhich a jury, viewing the

'If the evidenceè reasonably, çould flot properly find.
TxrTLE-BSENCE OF CAVEAT-P3.ER 0F COMMISSIONER TO REFUSE REGISTRATION -(R.S.O.,

C,16' ss 10, 76-78.

referd9 V. Tite Contiissioners of Title, 15 App. Cas., 192, is a case wvhich mayV.ere to as illustrating the practice under the Ont. Land Tities Act (R.S.O.,il)* he case is an appeal from Western Australia, in which the Judicial
M i)ttee, affirming the Colonial Court, decide that according' to the proper

the str ctiOn of the Land Transfer'Adi, 1874, Of that Colony, sections 19 and 21,
to -I1 T lioners of Tities, who answer to our Master of Tities, is not bound
%. 1.Str a titie mnerely by reason of the issue of the prescribed notices and the

tii lfgOf a caveat, but that such notices may lead to the production of
uf4t1Ce, and the Commissioners have a discretion in consequence thereof, or
jun Oc>fideration of the application, to refuse to register, subject to the opin-
Arto th e Supreme Court. We may; howvever, remark that under the Ontario
f4t e n ules the power of the Master of Tities to refer a matter for the decisionhe i 'l ort appears to be restricted to cases where there is a contest, or where1S requested to do so by some person interested in the title. See R.S.O., c.Io, 76Iti by nomascerta ehas jurisdictiondo c 7-78, Rules 15, 6o. ]ti omascerhth

>2!2 for his own satisfaction.

"-'PORT ()F AAMILLAN v. GRAND TRUNK RAJLWA Y.

Of THE CANADA LAW JOURNAL:

Io SI -- The letter which appears in the July number of THE CANADA LAW
ta8k 10r ' ,Signed by Mr. C. H. Masters, Assistant Reporter S.C.C., takes me to
r4erts 'lirepresenting the facts of the above case and the resuit of the judg-
r.4 f an article published in the June number of th3 Canadian Law Timies.

Is o asters identifies me as being -"evidén.tly the plaintiff's solicitor," and makes
tQi argument as a weapon for a personal attack.an not aware of any impropriety in a lawyer criticising a judgment or the
r'f Port of a case which has been finally decided, merely because he was

w th so ~licitors engaged in it.
ý1hth 'lt iten atpreenttogratify the Assistant Reporter by stating

r r i guess is correct or not, but as he seems to imagine that solicitdrs are
re Soe indefinite obligation to neyer comment on their clients' cases, I would

~troil hs attention to a recent case in the Supreme Court, in which Mr. justice
lititu having referred to a letter written by you, Mr. Editor, while acting as

eý4ko d 1 a proceeding then pendingy says: "I1 at present fail to see that it
Jýt the bounds of that fair criticisrn upon the public administration of

'c )Wh ich every one is entitled to Write and publish "; and in which Mr.


