
Ili the( state-riin of damplainitif!crg tha dendant
hja7 by hlis artiules inîipntud to p)lintif! ~eiu fecs rThe

qjluýtiol is.. are, they urjîninal ?
[Smytýh v. Stpesn 7P ? 7,rfreto.j

nia imta erinial chage h ig regard to 1%', S.(). cýh.9. scs., 159 alnd 188ý, su-e.7 tinilk the deiiii
Regia v.Waso, 1 A. P?. 22, hems thlat ilu ism '11, a
thig a l>uvicia rinîjal la i iay he allwe to ue

110W, I thinkiupported 1>ý th i-i -u tif' t h Spr
Colirt ofl Canadua iii AliTtonI-et* for. ('aî1ida ~ tun

enrlfor 01ntarijo, 2:3 S. C' . 18 nfi us iof the

SHI l eIe ll.i 1 l-; u'f the Lt'hif ieo Ontiarju( liiust, It ink. Ilwilit lie 1 m(indd d iii the e-l tit aIt t"> a - riii-nal c hare, - ini W? A. (L, un 3K onP -v c0 (). But UTwe flitilax- lie, aI1îd I-U-n ift I annon in finitý opiln il z 15car

fil)fl jlit upon1[ iieni bî' theý stafnwn 0faiml, « that flic
plaintf!, hving s lcorrptly and illegally rocivdsi

ruonys a afoe~,ild wrnfyconivurted the Saine t.,
hisý ow s."Ii of opinlion that this, ertainly invol1vs

i criinal charge.
The. moition niustf thrfrmh imse ith .osf s to

plaint if! in anyI evenit.

M).Y 1OT1î 19>03.
G.A.

PILIGRIM v. IM F.
P<ErtiewrIlil l-01?cier Pi(lI limer t, s( Il fiîn't l'-~ ter- e rt

alle-Spe/rlefrîae-crnntR str if iTat
Scc?1urity,

Appeal b)y dlefendlants fromf ugenif oERsNJ
(1 (). w. Im 't1 lin favour of p11laitif! i ant action for al
partnerip4 account.

The argument of the appeal was begmn on the 18th May
heforen os, 03., OsLTER, MAÇCLENNAN. GAIRROW, MAC-

LAMEN JJ.A.


