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winch the crego was 10 be delivered ta the nesignee of the bill, { the service of the same master; that J. G. and W. were at G.’s
s paying freight™  In the margin of the il of lading it was | house when a2 policeman found the stolen goods there, nnd went
atuted that there were eight days for unlondmg in L. The bill of | for J. and G ’s master, and, the five haviug gone togesher into
Inding was assigned, and tho assigree received the cargo in L., | G ’s parlor, charged W. and J. with stealing and G. with receiv-

and puid the freight.  The vessel having been detained over the
eight days ia unlonding,

Held, thar the essigaee of the bill of Jading was not liable to
pry for demureage on such detention.

E. X. Courasp v. Tne Sovrn Easterx Rawway Ca.  May 34,
Curriers—Goods sent for rale and myured—Ieasure of damoges.

(ing; that upon this W. said, ¢ Wel, J., vou hnd better teli Mr.
. W, {their master} the grnth.”  Neither the master tor the poliv s
mag dissented nor made any vemark, whereapon J. confes.ed.
- On his way to tho station, J , of his own accord, made a fecther
s confession,  Upon being taken before the magistrates they dis~
_charged W., but committed J. and Q. for trial,
o Hdd, J.oand Q. haviag been convicted on the evidence above,
| that the convicticn was right.

Haps were delivered to & railway company to he carried to Lon- -

don, and were injured by water ou the rond, some bemng Jestroyed

and the remainder requiring several days' preparation before they

conld bu rendered marketable.  1n the interval the market feit.
in an actiow against the company & verdict was fouud for the
plaioniff.

Ileld, that the jury were right in faking into their consideration i

the difference between the value of the bops on the day when

they should have been delivered and the dry on which they were :

sctually delivered in 8 marketable condition,

Q. B

BarrLey v. llovges,
Colonial sequestration—1Iebt contracied in England.

A certifiente of discharge under the inselvent law of Vieteris '’

is no defence to an nctica on a bill of cxchange drawa vpon de-

fendant by an Eoglish creditor, nnd accepted by defendant in

Englond.

E X Joxes v, Prarr. May 8.

Iaterrogatores admmistered  before declaration—Infeingement of
patent—Statute of Lmtatons.

The Court refused leave to adwminister interrogstories in an

action for infringement of s patent before declarstion, where the

patent had expired more than five years before the writ was issaed,
and the tnterragatories were divected to a discavery of the articles
wade anyd sold by the defeodant during o period of several years.

Q. B. Parxa v. Revass. FMay 27.
Malicrous prosecution—IReasonalle and probable couse—Yalice~—
Jury,

In an getion for & malicious prosecution the guestion of malice
wag neser in terms left to the jury. The Court made a Rule ab-
sotate for o new trial, although the rule 10 was not obtained on
the ground of mis-direction.

Q. B. Regiss v. Bores. Aprd 30,

Fravilege of witness to refuve ar answer frnding 1o criminale himself | g

~—Duty af Judge (o compel witness fo anwer,

Upon the trinl of the defeadant for bribery a witness wag called
upon o give ia evidence the receipt of & bribe by Lim from the
defendant.  Upon hig objecting to snswer, on the ground that bis
answer would criminate bimself, & pardon under the great seal
was offered and accepted by bim ; but he stiit refused fo answer
on the same ground.

Ileld, that as the pardon protected the witness against cvery

procecding except ap impeschment by the House of Commons, |

and a3 there was no probability whatever, under the circumstances
of the eaze, that witpess would ever be subjected to snch a pro-
ceeding for the matter which be was calted upan to give in evi-
dence, he was not privileged from quswering.

Aleld also, that the Judgo was bound 10 campel the witness to
fauswer,

G, C. R Rrgisa v. PAREER AXD AXOTHER. June 1.
Eridence—Confeavion—Inducement 1 presence of persons in
authority.

Upen a8 tndictment of two brotbers~J. for stealing and G. for
seceiving—it was proved that J. and & third brother, W., were in

Juned., !

E X Mey 1.

Westgean Axp OTHERS v. SPRO3ON AND ANOGTHER.

| Guarantee of post and future debts of ancther—What consideration
) valid.

A. gaaranteed to B. the past and futbre debts of C., in conside-
- rasion of B. agreeing to supply €. with such goods as C. might
s require, aud B, might thiak it to supply.

Ifetd, that & future supply of gaads by B. to C. wos 3 condition
precedent to o right on B.’s part 10 sue the guaraetor for the past
. debte of C.

That aun agreement to supply only such goods as B. ‘“might
. think £, was not » good cousideration for the guarantee.

QB Wiir, Syon v. AMIss. Apnil 19, 28,

Donntio mortis cavsi—Folicy of se avurarce,
A pelicy of lifc agsursnce may be the subject of o donafio mar-
"t causd.
‘B.C June 11,
: Davesrear v. Vickery (In the matter of an awarad).

4 rlntration—setting ande an oward—tuproper receptian of evidence,

. Where o letter book, containing copies of letters which had
* been adduced in cvidence before an ardbitrator, and marked by
{ him ag read, was, at tho close of the gase, left in his havdsin
| order that he might, before makisg bis award, refer to the copies
s0 adduced ; gnd he referred to o copy of o letter contained in
. the Book which bad not been marked a8 having beyn adduced in
§ evidence, thirs, J., directed that the case shou'd be referred back
to the srbitrater, in arder that the party ag- inst whom the letter
! complained of bad been used might have an opportunny of ex-
» plaining it conteats; but refused to get aside the award.
!

%Q. B. Dax v. Heaxe. Jusne 4.
? Demurrer (o pleas—Aection for work and labour—Nlegal centract.
¢ Where o printing press is not registered according to the provi-
- sions of 39 Geo. 111, ¢. 79, 8, 23, a plen sotting up this as & de-
P fence to an action for work dane by the pluintiff in printing s
¢ boeok for defendaat is good.  In this case the pleas tn which this
" defence was pleaded, were held bad, 2s not exciuding a dae regis-

tration of plaintiff’s printing press, and the Coust refused to
: ailow an ameadwment.

C. P May 89,

De Pass axp OrneRs v. Bl axp Woopnorst.
z Dl of exchange—~Consignment of goods—Bankruptey.
! The plaintiffs, consignees of goods, accepted 4 bill drown by the
. consignor, under an agreement that they were to be paid the
; amount of the il cutof the proceeds of the goods, the deficiency,
{if any, to be made gaod, and interest on the amount of the bill
| from maturity till the goods were realized to be paid by the con-
| signor.  The eousigror becoming bankrupt, without having nego-
! tisted the bill, it was presented by the defendants. the nsvigaees,
| ang paid to ther by the plaintifls in ignorance of the charncter
'in which they beid. The goods realising less thap the amount of
the it

Jield, in au action brought by the plaintifis to recover the defi-

igicncy, tozg they were not entitled to recover.



