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CASES—continued
Dussault and Pageau v. The King, 39 D.L.R. 76, 16 Can. Ex. 228,
affiraied
Esquimalt & Nanaimo R. Co. v. MeLellan, 37 D.L.R. 803, affirmed
Ferris v. C.N.R. Co,, 15 Man. L.R. 134, followed
Fidelity and Casualty Co. v. Mitchell, 36 D.L.R. 477, [1017] A. ('
, applied and followed
O.L.R. 479, reversed
General Public Enterprisc The King, 44 D.L.R. 459, distinguished
General Public Enterprises v. The King, 32 D.L.R. 506, reversed
Gould v. Bradstock, 4 Taunt. 562, 128 E.R. 450, applied
Grand Trunk P.R. Co, v. B.C. Express Co,, 38 D, L.I. 29, 55 Can
S.C.R. 328, affirmed .
il Trunk R. Co. v. MeDonald, 40 D.L.R. 749, affirmed
Henry v. C.P.R., 1 Man. L.R. 210, followed
Jeanette v, Couillard, 3 Que. Q.B. 461, distinguished
Kammerer v. C.P.R. Co., 21 Can. Ry. Cas, 74, followed
King v. Dupuis, 28 Can. 8.C.R. 388, followed
Macleod, Town of, v. Campbell, 41 D.L.R. 357, reversed
Magill v. Township of Moore, 41 D.L.R. 78, 41 O.L.R. 375, reversed
Mallory v. Winnipeg Joint Terminals, 20 D.L.R. 20, 53 Can. 8.C.R
323, discussed
Metropolitan Water Board v. Dick, Kerr & Co., [1918] A.C. 118,
applied
Miller v. Grand Trunk R. Co,, [1906] A.C. 187, distinguished
Montgomery v. The King, 15 Can. Ex, 374, distinguished
Morrow Cereal v. Ogilvie Flour Mills, 30 D.L.R. 463, affirmed
Mutual Life Ass'nee Co. v. Douglas, 39 D.L.R. 601, 13 A.L.R. 1%, at p.
20, reversed
Nelson v. C.P.R. Co,, 39 D.L.R. 760, 55 Can. 8.C.R. 620, discussed
O’Grady v. Lecomte, 40 D.L.R. 378, affirmed
Paul v. The King, 38 Can. 8.C.R. 126, followed
Pearce v. Calgary, 23 D.L.R. 296, 54 Can. 8.C.R. 1, 32 O.L.R. 790,
followed
Pickering v. Ilfracombe R. Co, (186%), LR, 3 C.P
Plimpton v. Spiller, L.R. 4 Ch. 286, followed
Robb v. Merchants Casualty Co., 41 D.L.R. 21, reversed
Royal Trust Co. v. City of Montreal, 26 Que. K.B. 557, affirmed.
Rubel Bronze & Metal Co.,, Re, [1918] 1 K.B. 315, applied
Ryder v. The King, 36 Can, 8.C.R. 462, followed .
Saindon v. The King (1914), 15 Can. Ex. distinguished
Stevens v. Theatres Limited, [1903] 1 Ch. 857, distinguished
Stokes-Stephens Oil Co, v. MeNaught, 34 D.L.R. 375, affirmed.
Toronto R. Co. v. Toronto, [1904] A.C. 809, distinguished
Vietoria, City of, v. Mackay, 41 D.L.R. 498, followed
Welch v. Ellis AR, (Ont.) 255, followed :
Whitney v. Great Northern Ins. Co,, 32 D.L.R. 756, 10 A.L.R. 292,
affirmed

, followed
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