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pocured ?Ilether vessl, the Caprice, to carry
it on to Bristol, for an agreed freight of
£2467 Il 10, which the plaintifse paid, receiv-
ing from the owners of the cargo the full char-
ter freight. The master ae incurred an
expense of about £100 in landing, warehous-
ing& and reloading the guano at Rio :-Hel4
that the plaintifi'swere entitled to recover from
the defendanti, under the suing and lsboring
-clause, the expenses 80 incurred and the
freight of the Caprice, notwitbstanding there
had been no àbandonment. Hel4 aise, that
,evidence was admissible to show that, by the
usage amongst underwriteri, the term "lpar-
ticular average" dos net include expenses
which are necesuarily incuxred in order to save
the subject matter of insurance from a los for
,which the insurers would have been liable,
and that theso are usuaily ailowed under the
namne of "lparticular charges." Hek4 also,
that the occasion upon which these particular
charges were încurred being such as to be
within the suing and laboring clause, the
application of that clause waa not excluded
by the ws.rranty against particular average.
Kiàkton v. Empire Insuroewe Co., Law Rep.
1 C. P. 535.

.Proof of Convicion.-Aconviction before a
polic, magistrats can only be proved by the
production of the record of the conviction, or
an examxined copy of it. Hariley v. Hind&
maras, Law Rep. 1 C. P. 553.

Damages-raududent Mrureentaumo.-.
In an action for fraudulent mi8representation
the plaintiff may recover damages for any
injury which is the direct and natural conse-
quence of his acting on the faith of the defend.
ant's representations. Therefore, where a
cattle dealer sold to the plaintiff a cow, and
-fraudulently represented that it was free from
infections disease, when* he knew that it was
inot, and the plaintiff having placed the cow
with five others, they caught the disease and.
died :-Hdi; that the plaintiff wau entitled to
recover as damagea the value of ail the cows.
Wiiles, J., said: "'The defendant induced the
plaintiff te buy the cow by representing that
it was sound when he knew that it was net 80,
and that it might communicate the disease to
any other cattle with which, it might be placed.
Was it net necessarily within the contempla.

tion of the parties that it might be placd with
other cows ? The plaintiff us induced, by
the delendant's mierepresentation, to treat it
in the ordinary way and the iilness and death
of the other cows was the direct and'natural
consequence of bis doing so."y Mitife v.
Ma8on, Law Bep.l1 C. P. 559.

Àdc4ning Land-own-Rigaî to Laierai
Support.-T2he right of the owner of land to
the lateral support of hie neighbor's land i.
net an absolute right, and the inýfringoment of
it is not à cause of action, without appreciable
damage. Therefore, where A dug a weil
near B's land, which sank in consequence,
and a building erected on it within twenty
years feil, and it was proved that if the build-
ing had net been on B's land, the land would
stiil bave sunk, but the damage to B would
haro been inappreciable :-Hlc4 that B had
no right of action againat A. Erbe, CJ. j..
said: "lThere is ne doubt that a right of
action accrues whenever a person interferes
with his neighbor's rights, as, for example,
by stepping on his band, and this though ne
actuel damiage may resuit. But for a man te,
dig a hole in his own land is in it.self a per-
fectby lawful act of ownership, and it onby
becomes a wrong if it injures bis neighbor;
and since it is the injury iteeIf which, gives
ruse te the right of action, there ean be ne right
of action gnies. the damage is of an apprecia-
ble ameunt. A persen may buiid a chimney
in front Of your drawing-reem, and the smeke
froni it may anney yen,4 or ho may carr on a
trado next door te your house, the noise of
which may be inconvenient, but unless the
smoke or noise be such as te do yen appreci-
able damage, yeu have ne right of action
against hi for what is in itself a lawful act."1
Smith v. l7kackerah, Law Rep. 1 C. P. 564.

Carriers by iZlway-- Undue preiudice-
Coletioa Of ParcCI8.-Â coilected parcela,
and forwarded theni by railway; 'the railway
company refused te admit A'sa vans inte their
station after 6. 30 'P. M., but adiied their
ewn vans and those of B at a later heur witbs
parcels, which. they forwarded the sane night.
The time (6. 30 P. M.) fixed by the company,
a that after which they would net roceive

goode te be forwarded the same night, was
reasenabie. The company in admitting their
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