iii SUPPLEMENT. c Ve A

Master and Servant: Wilson v. Lincoln
Paper Mills Co., 4 0. W. R. 521, 9
0. Li R: 119,

Master and Servant: Hammond v. Grand

Trunk R, W. Co., 4 0. W. R. 530, 9

0. L. R, 64.

Mortgage : Fraser y. Mutchmor, 4 O, W.
R. 290, 8 O. L. R. 613.

Municipal Corporations: Re 1ng1is__‘and
City of Toronto, 4 O. W. R, 253, 8
O TR 870,

,Mumupal Corporations : Belleisle  v.
Town of Hawkesbury, 4 O. 4 24
271, 8 0. L. R. 694,

Municipal Corporations: Re Village of
qouthampton and County of Bruce,
440 W 'R. 841, 8 0. L. R. 664,

Municipal Corporations: Kirk v. City of
Toronto, 4 0. W. R. 496, 8 0. L.
R. 730.

Negligence : Vahquette v Fraser, 4 O.
W. R. 343, 9 0. L. R. 57,
i New Trm] Clalg Ve McKay, 4 0. VV
274, 8 0. L. R. 651.

: Partltlon Stroud v. Sun 011 Lo 4 0.
W. RU212:-8 O Li..R. 748,

Partition: Munro v. Toronto R.
4 0. Wi R:392,9 0. L. R. 2

Partnership: Hoeffler v. Irwin, 4 O. W.
R.:172, 8:0. Ti. R, 720,

Promlssory Note: Harris v. Greenwood
4 0. W, R, 140, 9 0. L. R. 25,

Crowder v, Sglllvan

L Cou
9.

'’ Promissory 2 ote
4 0. W.

B9, 9,00 L.
Railway : Deyo Vi ngston and Pembroke
gaS.SCo,tLO. SR IR2ER O T

Railway:' Toronfo General Trusts Cor-
poration v, Central Ontario R. W.
Co., 4 0. W. R. 367,/8 O. L. R, 604.

Raxlway Fensom v, Canadian Paexﬁc R
W. 40WR.373,80.

" Railway:
i Wi Qo 4 Q. Wi
259

Rﬁllway Smith v. Niagara, St. Cath-
armas, and Toronto R. 'W.
O. W. R. 526, 9 0. Ju. R. 158,

Regist Laws Fraser v, Mutchmor, 4
(SJWW 290, 8°0. L “R. 613.

estraint on Marriage : Grov& der v. Sulli-
4.0 V 397, 9.0, L. R.'21,

Lan iy v. Kahnert, 410,
L, K. 164.

Burriss v, Pere Marquette 5
S Ee S U 0. 4 ?

Co., 4

/
Schools: Grattan v. 'Ottawa Romam
Cathollc Separate School Trustees, 4
0. R. 389, 9'0. L. R. 433.

\ecurxty for Costs: MeBain v. Waterloo
Manufacturing Co., 4 0. W. R. 147,
8 0. L. R. 620. :

Security for Costs : Felgate v Hggler,
0. W. R. 439, 9 O.

Set-off : Kent v. Munroe, 4: O W RS
)

468,°8 0. L. R. 723,

Settlement of Action: Pirung v Dawson
4 0. W. R. 499, 9 O. L. 243,

btleet Raxlways London btleet R. W.

239" 0. L, .:439,

btreet Rallwaya Uty of Hamilton v,
Hamilton Street R. \V Co., 4 0. W.
R. 311, 4118 0. Li' R 642

Snéet Rallways
ronto W Can 4 3y . 330,
446, 9 O q SR 2 B 333

Street Railways : Gallingef v. Toronto R.

698

Sudc%ssiton' Duty L Atioxgey-‘}}eneral for
ntario v. Lee , W. R 516;
S bl

Summary Application under Rule 938:

i{el\{lel)ougall 4 0. W. R 428, 8 O.
429, 8 0. L

‘Trespass. Bell v. Lott, 4 O. W. R.
9.0 TR, G140 By S0

YVendor and Purchaser:
\})ebel, 4 0. W, R.514, 8 0. L. R
Vo 2

Venue : I:e'\(.h v.. Bruce, 4 O W Ry 441

9 0. L. R. 380.
\dete Hixon v Rea\ely 4. 0 W.R.
V90 T By ; r

Wa,v Belleisle Y. ’l'own of Hawé:aibury,’

40 W. R. 271,80, L

Way U Kirk . thv of Toronto, 4 0. W.

R. 496, 8.0. L. R. 730,
Wll}l- Re Blam 4 0, W. R..268; 9 (D

Will : Osterhout Y. Osmrhout 4 O. W
R. 876, 8°0, L. R. 6 \

‘Will: Re Clark, 4 O. W. R. 414,°8 0.
T. R. 599, Nty

ds

CWill: Re Maybee, 40.W.R. 421, 8 O.
AT BB0T

l-

Will: Re MeDougall, 4 O. W R, 428, 8
0. L. R. 640

 Will: Re ngggtm;} 0. W. R. 420. 8 0.

L R,

City ot Loudon, 30, W, Rs :

City of Toronto v To~ !

W..Coi 4 0. W. R. 522, 8 O. L..R..

R&l\é[ggtm, 40, W R

Re ’l‘mmng anrl



