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54-Vol. VII LOCAL COURTS' & MUNICIPAL GAZETTE. [Aprîl, 1871.
.Mecaif, 10 B. & C. 299. The analogy iu not ACT.-A WOman had long been in possession efprecise, because 8urveyors generali>' pursue a chattels said (but Dot proved) to have been leftprofitable calling, whereas trustees, lîke the to hier b>' ber deceased hueband, and oeing themvictims Of the ancient ordeal, walk apaong bot wt e hîru h hnrare h oploughshares, and vcry often stomable against plit ee goldre we te maeized thea criorthem.-Law Jou&rnal.Pfitf T's od eesidbyardtr__________________________________of ie on a dlaim alleged to be for ret but fot

SIMIPIS C XTRA TS &proved:SIXPLE CO TRÂOT8 &AFFIAIRS Heid, that ber titI. efoomrig a r0F E ERX AY L Pijfacie sufficient, and afer her Fecond marriago
NOTE OF EW DCISJNSAN LEthe goode were protected, under the MarriedR O T S 0 N E DCA SE OS A D L A D N O W om an's A ct, gain t bier second umbftnd's

F'a- 'JU T CA SES.Br LiiIIT l,)C crediters...-..Corri. et ai. . Ceaver et ai., 21 U. C.
vENqDAT.-One M. agreed to bora and clear off C .16
the timber on defendant'e fallow at a certain RAL TC0PNNELONE-EINEprice per acre. While the work was in Pges rI URY -OAilYa>' cmaiG>".g sevante, avthe defen.dant, Who lived on the place, carae occa. jn u h raswa on he as ftervane, left i

tese o t was gotting On, and adj 5 ed there fourteen days dnring extremel>' bot Rud
bini te set tire to the log heapa. M. teld defen- dry weatber.Sonftrhepsngfataidant that a brush fece, whicb êztonde-d te the 800r re~eu n eue of the heas of ntgrai;

lor er t p ainiffs l nd, anght take fire, but it thon extendod up the batk te the hodge, and
lefendant said it would make ne differnce Di. froin the hedge te a stubble field, acros the
.hen fired the beape, and went hoe, twe Or three stubblo fitld and au intorvening road to the plain-miles off, intending te retura in a few daye , when tiff'e cottage. An unusual>' igh wind waeblow-ho heaps abould be ready fer branding. Doping ing at the turne. The cottage was situated 500is absence the fire spread te the plaintiff'a land yardî, frein wbere the tire broke out.Lnd burned hie fetices, &e. The jury havicg Held (cotifirrning tbe decision of the Cominonoutd for the plaintiff on the charge ef negli- Pleas), that there was evidence of negligence~ence: 

(BLACKBURN, J., dubitante), and that If thero wasHeid, that M. upen the evidence was Iuot an negligence it as ne answer for the company te*
mtependeat contracter, oer whemn dofoudant aay that the damage vas greater than could be
ad ne centrol, but rathor a werkmnan iu bis anticipated....Smiih v. T'he London and Southmployrnont and subject te bis direction.; ad Westerna Rai.ivay Company, 19 W. R. 230.bat defendant was reeponsible.Quoere per Wilson, J., whether if hi. had boots JURISDICTION o? CIVIL BILL eOURT....OSTS...sch contracter the dofondant woold havre boots ComnoeS LAW PîRcDUas ACT.-Section 97 ef
able.-Tehnston v. Beau.e, 80 U. C. Q B. 282. the Conmnon Law Precedore Act, 1856 (Ire7and),

COEPRATXN....POEK O BOaow.... ~ nacts that "lif in auy action of coutract.ir. 82.-ldd, that tho Roman Cathelie isO whero the parties reside within the jurjedictienSandwich, incerporatod b>' 8 Vie., Ch. 82 a of the Civil Bill Court of the cont>' in whichThe Reman Catholie Episcepai Corperati,,' of the cause ef action bas arisen the plaintiff shalle Diocese et Sandwich in Canada," had ne recever leua than £20," hoe aa net b. entitledwer te berrow e as te biad his succeso0 ; and te coite.erefore tbat the plaintiff, baviag lent lloe eid, that a railway Company' Ilresides" inioh Biehop, which was used in the conistructo ever>' county ia which it bas a ticket office.the epiecopal rosidonce and for the purpet5 es Jleid further, that "cause et action" menothe Chureh, and taken secorit>' for repainent "lentire cause ef action," and therefore, where &der the cerperate seal, was neteitet eontract made in ceunt>' C. was broken in coun-ever against the corporation. 't>' M., in which the plaintiff and dot'ondant tesid.!be Bishop was described in th intu nt d, that the cause et action did net arise in"«R. C. Bisbop ef Sandwich." .fld,4 tha coun t> M. withiu the moauing ef pection 97 &fi variance frein the corperate naine W., -& Commen Law Precedure Act (Ireland), 1856.-
erial. -Ruai: v. ?)a4e Roman Cat holi -a lm-icca MéNcakon v. IritA .North Western Raalway CO.poration of tho Diocue of Sandwich, 80 U. C. 19 W. R. 212.)

3. 269.ALT RATION IN< NOT .- W here a blank in a noe 5
OTION BY BU8BAND A14D wiv-DisTRIBi y»pQN; bad, atter signing and deliver>' b>' the maker,te 000DB - EVIDINCZ - MARIRIE» WOXA15 '. Withoot bis consent, been filled so, ne te incresB*


