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Hold, on appeal, CLiEMKYT, J., diusenting, that the Omission
of the aolicitor'a agent to keep open the question of venue until
ha iras properly instructed mhould not in the circumatances b.
pernxitted wo work an undue hardship on the defendant.

Dat'i, KO., for plaintifsi, appellants. Joseph& Martin; K.C.,
for defendant, respondent.

Full Court.] [April 29.
BRYCE V. CÂNADLAN PACIPIO .lY. CO.

Sltipping-Coli"~-Overtakiing vessel, duty of-"litevitable
acoient ý"'Narrow channel."

Held, on appeal, reversing the flnding of MAR%-N, J., at the
trial (IaviN.(, J., dissenting) (see ante, vol. 43, p. 589), that in
thia eaue the overtaking vessel was Rt fanît.

Joseph Martin, K.C., and Bowser, K.C., for plaintiff, appel-
lant. Dodwell, K.O., for defendants, respondents.

Full Court.] COURT 0F CROW1N CAsEs RESiEEVED. [April 29.

Criminal law-Ciharpet to jury-Dttty of judge to explain their
leaZ powers-Inabilty to wvithdraw right to acquit-Ju4ry
»iay find lesser instead of graver o/ffence.

Inx his charge to the jury in a erininal trial, it is not com-
petent for the judge to withdraw from their consideration a
verdict of any lesser offence which rnay be included in the in-
dictment.

Maclean, K.C. (D. A.-G.) for the Crown. Joseph Martin,
K.C., for the prisoner.

Martin, J.] Mcl-'.îims v. B.C. ELEcTRiO Ry. Co. [May 21.

Practice-Discovery, exanination for-NVature of iinder kules.
The omission, in the new Rules of 1906, of the arnendment of

June, 1900, to the old Rulie 703, has fot changed the practice,
and an exarnination for discovery is still in the natixrA of a eroes-
examination.

Bloornfleld, for plaintiff. Jose ph Martin, K.C., for defendant
Comipany.


