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Heid, reversing the judgment of the Court
below (15 Ont. App. R. 14), Fournizr and
GwyYNNE, J]., dissenting, that the above
clause put an end to theliabili:  the Grand
Trunk Railway Company aftes such arrival,
and the company having possession of them
held them thenceforth as warehousemen and
bailees for the consignees,

Held, also, with the like dissent, that tha
Grand Trunk Railway Company were re.
lieved from liability by reason of the con-
signees failing to give notice of their claim
for loss within thirty-six hours after the
arrival of the goods, as provided in another
condition of the bill of lading.

Ouwre : Under the present law, is a release
to, or acceptance of satisfaction from, one of
several joint tort feasors, a bar to an action
against the others ?

Appeal aliowe.1.

MeCarthy, Q.C., and Nesbitt, for the appel-
lants,

Robinson, 3.C., and Gal2, for the respondent.

MoNETTE v. LEFEBVRE, ¢f al.

Practice-—Right to appeal—(P.Q.)—Amount in
controversy——Supreme and Exchequer Couris
Aets, s, 29, construction of— Furisdiction,

In an action of damages for slander con-
tained in certain resolutions adopted by
defendants (respondents) as sch~al comnis.
sioners of the parish of St. Constant, the
piaintiff (appellant), claimed by his declara-
tiou 85000 damages, and prayed that the
defendants be ordered to enter in the
Minute Book of the School Commissioners
the judgment in the cause, and that the same
be read at the church dour of St. Philippe
two consecutive Sundays, The case was
tried bafore a judge without a jury, and the
plaintiff was awarded $zo0 damages. The
defendants thereupon appealed to the Court
of Queen's Bench (appeal sids), and the
plaintiff did not file any cross appeal, but
contended that the judgment for $200 should
beaffirmed. The Court of Queen’s Beach,
setting aside the judgment of the Superior
Court, held that a retraction made by the
defendants, and & tender of §40 for damages
and the costs of an action of #40, were sufi-

«

cient, and dismissed the plaintifPs action for -

the surplus,

The plaintiff themupan appealed to. the
Supreme Court of Canada, and it was

Held, that the case was not appealable, ag

the matter in controversy did not amount to, -

the sum or value of $2,000.

Where the plaintif has a.cquiesced in the
judgment of the Court of first instance by not
appealing from the same, to the Court 'of
Appeal of the Provine, the measure ot value
for determining his right of appeal to the

Supreme Court of Canada under sec, 29 of -

the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act, is
the amount awarded by the said judgment
of the Court of first instance, and not the
amount claimed by his declaration.

Allan v, Pratt, 13 App. Cas. 780, followed;
Fayes v, Hart, 1 Can. S5.C.R. 321,4and Levi v,
Reed, 6 Can, 5.C.R. 482, overruled,

Appeal quashed without costs.

Lacosts, Q.C., and Pagnuelo, Q.C., for
appellant,

Geoffvion, Q.C., and Robidouz, "or respond.
ents. '

LABELLE, ¢ al, v. BARBEAU.
Appeal—Fudicial deposit by insuvance company

—Rival claims as to same-—Value of mattey in

contyoversy— Fuvisdiction—Supreme and Ex-

chequer Courls Act, 5. 29,

The XEtna Life Insurance Company de-
posited with the Prothonotary of the Supetior
Court, under the Judicial Deposit Act of
Quebec, the sum of $3,000, being the amount
of a lite pelicy issued by the company to one
E. L., which by its terms had become pay:
able to those entitled to the same, but to one
half of which sum rival claims were putin.
The appellants, as collateral heirs of the
deceased, by a petition claimed the whole of
the §3,000, and the respondent (mise.sn.cause
petitioner), the widow of the déceased, by a
counter petmon claimed as commune sn bisns
one half, and, in her anawer to the appel-

Jants’ petition, prayed that in so far as it

claimed any greater sum than one half it
should be dismissed. After issue joinad the
Superior Court awarded one half to the ap.
pellants, and the other half to the respondent.

From this judgment the appellante appealed .
to the Coutt of Queen’s Bench (appeal side),
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