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C. P>. BlEicWîuK V. IIAI(SFALL iET Ai.. April 22 Q.B. 11FARD5SALL V. CîîIEITIîAM%. Mlay 3.
1Eoîdene-L.ost uritten ducument-Pari evidence of contents- h'AO 11ractice- Consolidation of act ions lbroufht 'y lin .4ttoriet" on sepa-

Io ronstrue. Irate bll$U.
Wlîerc i. is proved that a writcîî document is iost and its con-j Whec an Attorney did différent kinds of profeý-.ionib1 wovrk for

tents are tiien prove! Iby paroi evidence, it is fur the jodge and a client, anîd ater bill tire busines-s wvas transacted, surnt in a bill
flot thejury to uîteriret the meaning of bucli cofltciits as b p ruyed. flir one part uf tire tusiness, aînd subseqiienti> sent in it bill1 fur

___________ _______thc otbcr part, nad connbed an action for the first part cf tire

C. P. PUGIL ET ALr. . SPING~FIELD ET AL.. business before tire expiration of a inotith in respect of the deiivcry
agremet.of tire second bill aîîd :cfter tit expiration, coeeeîaenccd an action

Cuarînre-D;naqs-Jintagreicint.for the uther part, tire Court (iîstîSlleldtC Ee<LE, J..) cOnsolidated
A. B. and C., the plaitiifs Iîaving eclct a septirato inter( it it tie twit actions.

certaîin property took a covenant froint F. tient lie %vouid exeute1
certain works thcreoei, by a day fixed aind a guaranteot by G. and EX. R.OSS V. lluaOrss. V4ay 1.
Il. tire detciidaiîes for the perftorniance of titis covenant.

lleld, <liat tie daii:ges wliîcl tie plaintiff's liai iiîcurred sepa- Coinpulsory order nf rýferenre-1Pewrr of C'ourt to set aside atcard,
racy could bic rcevercd «eider tire guarbrutue in a joint action. jortreiraetartrt.

____________________ iThe Court lias ne more powver te set aside an award, or to re-

C. C. R. Rm.oî'îA V. FRtANCScis OiFFIT1i5. April 24. nut a1 case back te tic arbitrator wliei the reféreeîee il conipilsory

Porgery-Alteration k'y a master of a rec.-ipt for sioney for tlie pur- iere tire byconsent.avPoeue e,15,tauweete

pee of rhaýyiig the conipany.
It was tire duty cf the prisonber, a Bailway Station master, te psy EX1. Li.srooD v. LÀecr. Aplril 30.

B for colieceiîîg ernd deliveriiig parcels and tire company providcd 1 Actioii-Fctile mrsnet->abg.ltqzio f dîsmtages-
a foran in wiiich the charges ivcre etitered by tire prisoner under 'Ecîdence admiîssile tarder gelierat issue.
the lîeaihs of Il Dchiveî-y" and Il Coliectiîig" re!zpecuivciy. The In an action for false imprisontuent, evidenco is adisisible in
prisnr iîavîîg faist.iy toll B. thut tire Com:pany woulil Dot pay uiiaino aae ne iegnrlisesorn httr
for deliveriîig, but oîîiy for cnhecetiîîg, contixîued te charge tire nîîitîgtî f ags unite 1lde umeanîr'rlisu îoing iat snte
Comîpanyv for cohlectiîîg- anid îheiveriig; anîd in order to funîish a paetf iscneit< nsceîor rvddi esfo
vouchier after pnyiiig il's. s:erviant the suaiîncîtcred ini ture ferni fur afford a justification of thue trespass îdleged.
colheceiîîg aîiî obe:îiîing lus rcceiî,t in writiiig for thit aninut -

%itholîct citiier lbis or Il's. knowieîlge, puit a rcceipt staînp runher 1EX. MýANLvT t'. Tii ST. 1lELEiN5 RAI5.WAY ANI) Jan. 26
tîi bervaîîts naine and put tliîrceiii ici figures a larger suin than 'NLCOIAY
lie biîa paid ibeiîg tire aggreg.Ite foîr coihecting and dclivering. I(AA OIAY

Ield, that tue pritoîîer ivas guilty of forgery. TorIt-1bniunit.î of trutie.is fr prîii przrposc-Canéi1 C'ompan-
______________________ icorks-nsiecienry ofe-B.rdge conet ll1 i-

Iway eînteriected-RjTect of recital in Act of sîîjieiency of works.
C.C.R. RCIEAî~. oue.4pri 24. Ccrtain prejectors of a Canal were em1îoxcred by Act cf ltir-

Forýqq4-Lert1r of reconiîienciatioy. hianent, 28 Gea. Il., cap. 8, and 2 Oea. Illt., cap. 56, fo mako
A f-Ld-e iettcr cf recoîîîmeîd:îtîon by wiîich iy uttering it te a a canal, and in its conntrîîciion te intersect iîigiays, and te

cliief coîîstable tire prisîînr obtaiiied a eituation as conbtable is colnet tire parts cf tue lîglîwny se intersected by a sufhicient
tue çuljec.t of forgcry at Coinmon Law. sîvivel or otlier bridge. Tire Company amoîîgst other reorks,

laAszWELa, B., iZllit.zntek. nmade a sivivel bridge connectiiog a higliway intersectedl by the
canal. Dy a subýequent Act, Il Gco. 1V., cap. 50, it was recited
titat Iltire navigation cnt or canal, and the otiier ivorks autborie-ed

EX. Bne.î. r~. FrATIeIFtaSr.E. Ajîril 27 te ho madle by thc said reciteil acts have long since been made and

Bil of Exclisîe-Oiitii tifproirbn. roiisiderrtion-4ccominodaien completed " Wlîile the sivivel bridge was open te alloiv for
bill- Er*idrece qffrillic. tire passage cf a boat on tire canal, a pansseîîger on the liighwny

draverfeil into the canal and was drowned. It was a dark niglit and
lu an action on a blîl lîy iiudors-ec against dr rtire defcndant. tiiere wats only one înmp near tire bridge, and ne fence, wvien

pieadeti tlîat tire bill was dtelivereci te one W. fur tire lîuroose 0 ii brige vas opesîtil in s-cycn the cznal frein the higliviay novb
Wb. getting it disco<eîîtcd abri paying tire proceeds tu the defendant nny watclîîn:n tii rm pasýengera; tiiereon. Ture canal iras used
anîd ritiiout Ray consideratioîî ; tlîat in violationi of hlis purpose l'y tire publhic tritlî boat.,, on the paynicnt of ccrtain rates or tells

audtrdîeîttueauiioitcl heefedaitW.iîîloseî te h!!t e toite Company foîr the privilege. Tire Comtpany lîad not Ray
tire plaintiff withîîut valuîe or coîîsideration. At tire trial the de- servant n iebig twsoeclb iebamntesle
fcîid:nt prove'! tiraith il >11ia4 accepted by R. for lus tire defend- an'd wien ice dcccaEcd feul ite the water the boat lad net passed
baits accommodation, tlîat lie delivered the bill indorseil in blauk te cbrde AnatoiasbohtgintU ompynlr

W. on the erin iinetionedl in the pica, and tiratie lî ad not re- Lord Campbell's Act. The jury nt thc trial, fonndl tiîat it was by
cciveil any proceeds front IV. By the evidence addressed for the rcason cf th'e want cf sufficient liglît tliat, the accident happeneel

plaintiff it appcarod thjat whieî W. gave tire bill te the plaintif bce anti tue verdict vras cntercd for the hlaintiff.
lIcLdtee that tire bi ll cicu vidence cf fr1 etirwte lell, first, that the Canal Company wero net ia tice position of

Icfd pruivthecnsctiffn onth pidnti f;fab o ho h tru4tces for a public objcct truc <erive ne emtolument front ils per-
onus fpoigosdrto ntepanif that tlejudgc thcro- formance: and thiat they were, therefore, responsible if daitiago
fore ouglet te have left tire eviqlcnco te the jury and iras wrong la w smsaincd by renson cf their niegligence. Secendhy, that as.
ruling tiiot the defendaet, fiad failci to Drakc eut any case. sunti-ig their poivers. justifilld the erection cf a swivel bridge te,

cenneet a public highway intersccted by the canal, t-bey were

QB.FARINA v. Sî:..r.atoc. .April 29. bound to se. "impany it wihh precautions rcasonably necessary for
Trad mar:-Ifragmen of frau-Kntrkde o defna tlîcir safcty cf the publie. Thirdly, that the recital in the Act did
2'rae mrk-nfraemet o afau'lKnod~de «fdefnuint. net ainount te a declaration t-bat ill existing morks were sufliciet,

Wherc a person prints nnd souls labels hiaviiig tire peculiar reg- se as to give tire Company immunity if thcy were insuflicient, and
istcred tmade mark of anotiier firin. 1damage wero sustaied by reason thereof. Fourthly, that Lord

11elM, tliat socle per5on is lhable in an action nt the suit cf t-ie Campbclh's Act applies te a cse wlierc tire death bas been
cîviier oif tire mnark if lic uîints ain-! Sehis socle labels, knosring thiat, su-tained front t-be net of another, wilich la only actionable by
they arc te c iscd fur tire fr.tudile!nt ueenîîio.sc cf being applied te rcaeon of spvcial, damaige. Fifthly, thiat thc action mas properly
apuriotii imitations of the plaintiff's gouds. bronglit, against the Company. and net agaitest the bostta n, since


