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English Cases.
:g?::g ‘01' mixing together its con'stituent elements, save.in
WaS‘g élls that was effected by working the churn. The milk
dl‘avg;no gl to the respondent fror'n the churn from which it was
keep h y Ipeans of a tap, which w'vas so constructed as to
the m']li milk and cream properly mixed together, 59 that all
glass 1 dl‘i}wn off sh(?uld be of about the same quaht'y. The
WOrc‘kln“Whlch the milk was served was eggraved .w1th tbe
Cl‘ean;’ Not gt‘mranteed as new, or pure milk, or‘w1th all '1ts
to 1 —see notices,” and on the counter was a printed notice

he effect that all milk sold by the appellants was purchased
tga:htzm under a warra}nty of its purity and genu.ine quality ;
their Cey took al}l possible precfautions to ensure its supply to
Antee i‘tlStOmers in proper c.ondlti?n, but were una‘ble to guar-
fore sella's new, pure, or with z.ﬂl 1t's cream, and did not there-
analygi it as such. The milk in question was found on

] Sis to be deficient 17 per cent. of cream. Lord Russell,
s .0.\;:::;(1 Wills, J., were of the opinion that even if the facts
Within that the.re had been an abstraction of t.he cream
glass 5 the meaning of t.he Act, yet that the notice on.the
Ilotice‘ nd the printed notice on the counter were a sufficient

of the alteration, and the conviction of the appellants

Wag
$ therefore quashed.

Miscuievous aNIMAL - ScmN’rER——EVIl)ENcE—DOG——NEGLIGENCE»

am(?:{:""'”f' V. (;‘/zocqm'r/, (1896) 2 Q.B. 109. was an action f(?r
avi;ﬁci for injury sustained by the plaintiff by reason of his
trinef] been bitten by the defendant’s bull dog. The doc-

1at a dog is entitled to one bite before his master can

€ m ; , : :
ade responsible for his acts receives a further exempli-
The only evidence offered of

Cation
M 1n the present case.
at whilst in

a
ng pITeVi(’llS misconduct on the dog’s part was th
anothSS?SSI()n of a former owner, it had in company with
judg‘e T dog f:hased and worried a goat.  The County Court
Wag fe:'rhf’ tried the case upon this evidence held that the dog
ent ¢ ocious to the defendant’s knowledge, and he gave judg-
orq R()r the plaintiff—but on the appeal of t‘he defendant
{smig ussell, C.J., and Wills, J., reversed the judgment and
ssed the action. Lord Russell, C.J., although not agree-



