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SStirring or mixing together its constituent elements, save in

S0 far as that was effected by working the churn. The milk

Was sold to the respondent from the churn from which it was

draw'ýn by means of a tap, which was so constructed as to

keep the 1-niik and cream properly m-ixed together, so that al

the rInilk drawn off shouid be of about the same quality. The

glas inl which the milk was served was engraved with the

Words, " Not guaranteed as new, or pure milk, or with ail its

ramsee notices, and on the couinter was a printed notice

to the effect that ail miik sold by the appeliants was purchased

- bY them, under a warranty of its purity and gefluifle quality;

that they took ail possible precautions to ensure its supply to

their customers in propcr condition, but were unable to guar-

antee it as new, pure, or witli ail its cream, and did not tiiere-

foe,,it assuch. The milk in question was found on

anlalysiS to be deficient 17 per cent. of cream. Lord Russell,

eJYanýd Wiis, J., were of the opinion that even if the facts

Showed that there had been an abstraction of the creamn

Withjn the meaning of the Act, vet that the notice on the

g1ass and the printed notice on the couinter were a sufficient

flotie Of the alteration, and the conviction of the appeliants

was therefore quashed.
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Osborze' v. ('locquci,l (1896) 2 Q.B. 109. was an action for

gc.,,iýs for injury sustained by the plaintiff by reason of his

trin11 ee thata do by the dcfendant's bull dog. The doc-

be it dg is entitled to one bite beiore his master can
be Made responsible for his acts receives a fnrther exelfipli-

ficatl(>fl in the present case. The only evidence offered of

aY previous misconduct on the dog's part was that whiist in

the Posàsession of a former owner, it had in compafly with

ý1110ther dlog chased and worried a goat. The County Court

J31dge" Who tried the case upon this evidence held that the dog

xvals feroci(,us to thc defendant's knowledge, and he gave judg-

mlenlt for the plaintiff-but on the appeal of the defendant

orRusel,, C.J., and Wills, J., reversed the judgment and

disuis~~the action. Lord Russell, C.J., althouigh not are


