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'm::;t awarded by him exceeded the valuation
heit of the c.laimants’ own witnesses.

Rajori; Lordsh.lps, therefore, concur with the
neh i}; otf the J.udges of the Court of Queen's
]e‘fned 3 (l;e opiniun that the judgment of the
' “inedn ge C:f the Superior Court cannot be
o !lter. '.I‘hxs being 8o, they are driven to
Tent ofn:tlve of either affirming the judg-
emsely, he (?ourt of Queen’s Bench or of
whidh, o 1 fixing the amount of indemnity
Obvions f t to be. paid. Notwithstanding the
'o“l:conv?metfce of the latter course,
Y say consider it their duty to adopt it if
Wigogy; clear Proof that there had been a
with g, 8¢ of justice. But having listened
1 “at attentior to the arguments of the
Coungel for both parties, and having
th'ml great care all the evidence in the
they Wou(;ﬁ have come to the conclusion that
© opinio Dot be justified in declaring against
Ourt o Qn of the majority of the judges of the
Ueen’s Bench that there was error on
e Nnou:i t.l\e. Comm'lgsioners with regard to
cir L :‘; “‘ldemx}xty determined by them.
Her 31 ships will, therefore, humbly ad-
Courg o¢ q 8jestyy to affirm the judgments of the
Peal, Th Ueen’s Bench and to dismiss this ap-
the ‘Dpeale appellants must pay the costs of
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Con, op:nCOUn'r.—'l‘he Session of the Supreme
3 :d at Ottawa, Jan, 21, with an aug-

8t of causes for hearing. We defer

o R:’:Weedings to next issue.

of the Do I:th Law.—At the annual meeting

Audre,, "inion Board of Trade, at Ottawa, Mr.

l""ing ﬁg‘)bertson, of Montreal, gave the fol-

8y,

Ce of

I“"lvent :'ci!. showing the operation of the
’ In Canada :—
Insol-  Liabili-
vents. ties.
L 6,464,525
924 12,334,192
966 7,696,765
Ora L $26,495,482
Duripg gy ¥ a¥erage of "
............. $ 8,831,827
%"&' ul”"t three years there were in
8. 1968 $28,843,988
el N ¥ YT
............ 1800  25510,.00
Ora B 5586  $79.871979
Ano.tzz:'&"mco of..... 1862 $26,628.986
;’-Q e doyg Ort to repeal the Act will probably
mepe, "8 the approaching session of Par-

INDEPENDENCE OF PARLIAMENT.—Several elec-
tions have taken place and others are in pro-
gress, in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick,
occasioned by the resignation of members of
Parliament who have inadvertently brought
themselves within the reach of sec. 2 of 31
Vict., cap. 25, « An Act further securing the in-
dependence of Parliament.” The section reads
as follows :—

‘* 2. No person whosoever holding or enjoying, under—
taking or executing, directly or indirectly, alone or
with any other, by himself or by the interposition of
any trustee or third party, any contract or agreement
with Her Majesty, or with any public officer or de-
partment with respect to the public service of Canada,
or under which any public moncy of Canada is to be
paid for any service or work, shall be eligible as a
member of the House of Commons, nor shall he sit or
vote in the same,”

) QUEBEC.
The Court of Queen’s Bench, Appeal Side,
sits-at Montreal, Jan. 29, for the purpose of
rendering judgments.

RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

Company— Forfeiture—In a notice by the
secretary of a company to a shareholder to pay
an overdue call or aseessment, the latter was
notified to pay the call with five per cent inter-
est trom the day when the call was voted, or he
would forfeit his stock ; whereas the rules of
the company prescribed interest in such cases
only from the day when the call became pay-
able. Held, that such notice was invalid, and
no forfeiture took place. Johknson v. Lyttle's Iron
Agency, 5 Ch. D. 687,

Husband and Wife.—0. was a clothier, and
lived with his mother, but owned another house
near by, where, in 1855, he installed the defen-
dant as housekeeper, and soon after engaged to
marry her. In 1861, she began on a small scale
the business of fruit preserving. The business
gradually increased until it became a large
wholesale business. In 1874, O. married her,
and went to live with her in the house she had
occupied. She had carried on the business be-
fore the marriage entirely as her own, with her-
own means,and kept her own bank account,
and at the date of the marriage she bad over
£1,500 on depasit. The husband’s account at
the same bank w: 8 overdrawn, and without his
knowledge she drew from her accoun and de.
posited the amount to his to make good the



