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e
he%‘:}lir:;nﬁ Court of the United States,
CCident, Ty arch, affirmed the decision in
Ported i g Leance Co. of N.A. v. Crandal, re-
thug laid g g News, 137,138, The law is
“ bodily in'ov'm that an insurance against
accidentg) J‘lnes,. effected through external,
ing deat), and violent means,” and occasion-
Ness, ang c‘;" ({{anlete disability to do busi-
Or digapjilg nditioned not to “ extend to death
olly o .';’ which may have been caused
.' or ;‘ part .by bodily infirmities or
Tieg,” Covemy Suicide or self-inflicted inju-
ile ingay A death by hanging oneself
€. We shall give a report of the

Cage |
10 another jsgye,
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- The
nd?g:(%in Law Times, referring to the
mwell'g b’lg in the House of Lords of Lord
Usbands a.nldl to enable prisoners, and the
idence o th Wives of prisoners, to give
asure a] eir trial, says: —* We wish the
doupy, Work uccess, for although it will no
clagg, we 1 lunfaw:orably to criminals as a
innoctanet‘3 convinced that it will be a boon
nravelling II: l‘Son.s, afld aid materially in
are chy Ysteries in which innocent per-
of the biy tbrged.w‘th crime. The fifth clause
Vides th,t wh}ch Lord Esher objects, pro-
eXamjy, & prisoner shall not be cross-
But we failati to any previous convictions.
lon, Ry; der, appreciate Lord Esher’s objec-
Arcumgtg e, ¢e from the dock under any
8 jury wi th 8 would always be received by
Prisoner of ;ese“'f?. but the admission by a
Bing cageq outpl‘evmus conviction would in
ittal, anq of ten ruin his chance of ac-
the acf, completely defeat the object of
lmmEdiate Pl:lsoner, although innocent of the
hesitage oy Crime charged against him, would
13 eviden, g1ve evidence, however important
that ‘b r:e to his case might be, if he knew
Previoy %:vgt?o:.ik of having to admit a
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Pagig, I;:.egle Court of Kansas, in Union
0. V. Beatty, gave their decision

in a way which hardly seems fair to the
physician who was plaintiffi. The question
was of considerable interest. A passenger
train was thrown from the track by a tor-
nado, and a number of employees and pas-
sengers were injured. The division super-
intendent of the company had ordered the
injured persons to be taken into town and
to be treated by a certain physician at the
company’s expense. The physician pre-
gented his bill to the company, for services
and medicines, for $250, which the general
superintendent rejected on the ground that
the company was not in fault for the acci-
dent, and that he was not employed by the
company to attend the injured passengers.
He brought suit and recovered judgment,
and the railroad company appealed the case.
The Supreme Court held, that where passen-
gers are injured through no fault of the com-
pany, a contract made by the division
superintendent with a physician to give
these persons medical attendance and sup-
plies will not be enforced against the com-
pany ; he is not authorized - to bind the
company ; and that the company in cases
where injury to a passenger resulted from
unavoidable accident without any fault or
negligence on its part, js not responsible for
the injuries sustained-

SUPERIOR COURT.
SHERBROOKE, Feb. 28, 1887.
Before BROOKS, J.

MAcgENZIE et vir v. WILSON, and MACDONALD
et al., and BERNARD, mis en cause.

Lessor and Lessee— Prohibition to sublet—C. C.
1638— Waste— Resiliation.

HeLp :—~That the clause in a lease providing
that the tenant shall not sub-let without the
consent of the lessor being first obtained. it
writing, must be strictly observed.

Per Curiam.—This was an action under
the Lessor and Lessees Act, accompanied by
an attachment par droit de suite.

The plaintiffs set up & written lease, sous
seing privé, of a house and farm of about 30
acres, in the township of Melbourne, from
May 1st, 1886, to May 1st, 1887, for the rental
of $175.00, payable quarterly,with prohibition



