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responsibihity which ail persons incur who set out tire onl the pra irie addo
flot thoroughly extinguish the same. Trhe defendant, who lived in a thick'lY
settled neighbourhood, at a time of the year when everytliing was ver«y dry, and

there were a great mnany grain stacks on adjoining farmns, whellIploughing had been done, and on a very windy day, sent lis 1)(Y t) bturonumber of heaps of straw on bis own property, and it was provedl th-at theplaintiff's grain stacks had been destroyed by a fire which starte(l fio theburning heaps of straw. The defendant had taken no steps to nake sure that
the fire he set out had been extinguished, and trusted that the tire wits out9
without going or sending any one to sec. s asdt hHe/d, that the defendant was responsible for the darnages s i1~'t i
plaintiff.

Appeal from County Court of Morden clismissed with costs.
Ewar', Q.C., and Marin, for plaintiff.
Munson, Q.C., for defendant.

KILPAM, J.]IrC

THE QUEEN v. EGAN.
Crirninal Code-Sumrnary triais-Appial frontz ,na,'~srate's tet~ Of-ilit
In this case the simple point decided was that section 8o8 of the CriI1ïh1

Code, although badly expressed and wrongly punctuated, prevents an IPjfrom the decision of a P>olice Magistrate on a summfary trial under P-1"
of the Code, because it must be read as if it was framed thus : bf

"The provisions of this Act relating to prelimiriary inquirisbfr
justices, except as mentionied in secs. 804 and 8o5, and tht provisionfs Of p>art
LVIII., shal flot apply to any proceedings under this part."po

Hence secs. 879-8 8 4, being in Part LV 111., which are the only clalustS
viding for any appeal from a conviction by a magistrate, do not aPi>IY ini case
of a conviction on a summary trial under Part LV.

MacLia,,, for the Crown.
Ashbaugh, for the prisioner.

KILLAM, M-[aC

MAXWELL v. M. AND) N. W. RAILWAY Co.
Pirdice-Productio,, of documens-.eier-Rai/waY CtfV

This was an appeal from an order requiring defendafits to produCe book'
and documents to give the plaintiff discovery. th n~dIt was contended on the appeal that as the company was in th ladoo
a receiver who was entitled to the custody of the books and dOCUIlents,
Company could not be required to produce them ; but the receiver 11-1îiO (1
fact taken possession of tbemn. Od

Held, that the plaintiff was entitled to the production. The us5W' ordebc
however, was varied by directing only that the books and docIeil ti
produced to the plaintiffs or their solicitors on dean aftr hlny.(ur bO'
notice at the Company>s general offices, and that the plaintiffs or th neili
tors be allowed to take copies of, or extracts from, such portions of the cO
thereof as relate to the matters in question.


