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* irred in allowing evidence to be given of declarations made by
the grarntor as to what lie meant to convey or thouglit he had
conveyed.

2. Plaintiff having no t-;tiej to the lot in dispute an agreement
mnade between Lihui and a grartee under P.O. for the division of
the :ot wus ineffective to pass titie and the doctrine of conven-
tional agreemeut for the settleaient of questions of disputed
boundary Irnd no applicrtion.

3. 1In the absence of evide-'e of twenty years' continnus
and exclusive enjoyment by pi'aintiff occasionai acte of cutting
could only be regarded as nets of trespass or, at the highest, as
having been done by permnission of the owners.

IV. B. A. litchic, K.O., for apiellants. P. H1. Bell and B. T.
MIacili-citit, for respondent.

1Lon-ley, J.] [Dec. 24, 1906.
R. v. DONOVAN.

canada- Ten ;werance Ad'--Coli l'icition for iviotat ion-A pplUcation
for haijras eorpus rrfiiscd-WIýarrant of con wtion.

'l'le refusail of the justice before whom a person is convicted
eai Offence against the Ckinada Te ýiperanre Act to aileo, in-

speetion ot' certain documents is net of itseif ground for di..
chare inder habeas corpus in the case of a legal conviction and
a goi)d warrant. Wliere in the minute of conviction given to de-
fondant the cos-ts are stated tte bc $6,00 and in the warrant of
loiimitinent the anioSit is pleoed nt $5.50 (the correct amount)

this iQ not s4uch a variance a,% %i<mild vitiate a legal con-iction -r
justiftvrees under habeas corpus.

W'here the piipers sahcwcd that on Nov. 21 1906, lefendant
e( Ivieted of an o«fen*e ernnniitt.ed or the 25th,

Ibi1d, well within the three rnont1W i; -it flxed hy tne Act
811.1 that it wvns not essenitial tc shew on tine face of the warrant
the date of the information.

It was adinitted that the warrant of conviction was regular,
but it was claimied that the punishmpnt awarded in the convie-
lion <a fine of $50 and cosits and in default to bc imprironed for
tw'% ttlnthes), wes capable of being read as in the alternative.

j Ifh, unmdcr the athiority of The~ Queen v. Van Tassal, 14
N.S.R. that the warrant wsthe essential paper and as the cou-


