
1%ay17, Man. Éar1y Notes C? (~anadiati (Case~. U

Jegina v. Beding/leld, 14 Cox 341, and Regina Div'1 Court.] [Dec. 21, 1889.

VGoddardi, 15 Cox, 7, followed. HUBERT v. TOWNSHIP 0F YARMOUTH.

3. That uponlthe evidencethe statementsniade Municipal corporations - Action bo comibl

by W after being taken into the house were not maintenance of road-~A ssumj6tion of road by

ITiade under a settled bopeless expectatioi of corpoe ation-Statute labour done *wit/i con-

eath, and were, therefore, not admissible in' sndct

tvieenc 
sendyn ecaato.t of ,nunici0al officers-RemedY by nit

. .Cartwright, for the Crown.met

R i. Meredith, Q.C., and PeRly o b In an action to compel a municipal corpora-

'dfendant. gefrte tion to maintain and repair a street laid out by

private persons, it appeared that sucb street was

flot establisbed as a higbwav by by-law nor

b'1 Court.] [Dec. 2 1, 1889. assumed for public use by any corporate act ol

WALKER v. BOUGHNER. the municipal corporation ; but it was contendee

'Speifibeformnce-Cotrat tomakprois-that the performance of statute labour thereot

'0'CZfiC Pefograne Contr-acton gakoins- witb the consent of the patbmaster, and on on1

eOeeby willfonrandaoftromAciaon-s 
occasion with the consent of the councillor fo

reecutior-S. icern e of romse and con- the ward and of the reeve, was evideTci

»Zideatione vief rnoedtrts.to-e that it was otherwise assumed for public use.

l'nertionfor.Held, that the acts required to %York sud

Where a contract on the part of a testator, an assumption mnust be corporate acts, clea

futanclCd upon a valuable and sufficient considera- and such as clearly and unequivocalîy indicat

tiorn , that he will leave by bis will to the other the intention of the corporation to assurne th

--jrtcîarî party a sum of money as a legacy, road ; and the acts relied upon in this cas

iscerYmade out, the representatives of the could not bind the corporation nor work suc

'sOr may be compelled to make good bis an assumptiori.

ligatons.Held, also, following HisloP v. McGillivr..

th ut where the testator, tbe grandfatber of 15 A.R. 687, that even if th e street had bee

e Plaintiff, took her from the home of ber assumed for public use, tbe plaintiff s onl

P2rlsat the age of twelve, adopted her, and remiedy was by indictmellt, and tbe action wi

rnaîfltained ber, while she worked for him, for not maintainable.

"'eYears, but left ber nothing by bis will, and G. T. Blackçtock, for plaintiffs.

h'i er nothing for ber services, and sbe sued Glenn, for defendafits.

h executor for speciflc performance oif an

al8dcontract or promise to make the saine Practice.

DroDv1510 for ber by bis will as be should make

h i' OWn daughters, and in tbe alternative for
""gs;MACMAHON, J][J an.

eeld, upon tbe evidence, that tbe case did MAcDONELL V. BAIRD.

ti0t faIt witbin tbe rule ; the promise alleged tO o st- getb osn ecrn oa

have been made, and the consideration for it, trt ginenOmisionsn /rieIorr1, cotsPa

biflg botb of too uncertain a character to entitle ers ofarbitrantoprUl el co0 stendnen

the Plaintiff to come to tbe Court for a perform- eso riat-Rl5oAmndet

01"e'f the promise -but that the circumstaflces judgment.

9'C rise to an implied coltract for the paymeilt In an action on a bill of costs tbe parties c<

rj wages, and took tbe case out of the ordinary sented that judgrrient sbould be entered fa

"'1l1 tbat children are not to look for wages fromn certain sum Il subject to tbe award » of a nan

ter. Parents, or tbose in loco Parentis, in the person. When tbe action came on for trial t

absence of special contract, wbilst tbey form, consent was filed, and tbe trial Judge indor

pa'rt Of tbe housebold. tbe record, IlI order that judgment be ente

b'CiSiOfi of PROUDFOOT, J., varied. for tbe plaintiff for tbe sum, of, etc., subjec

Zah Q.C., for tbe plaintiff. the consent filed berein." Notbing wass

4102,$ Q.C., for tbe defendants. about costs, and tbey were not provided fo
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