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jected te, mue t be upecifled. [n thie, case,
however, ne such objection appeared te
have been taken at the trial.

The defendant was called as a witness,
and gave evidence as te the value cf the
preperty, and the learned judge, in charg-
ing the jury, told them, in referring there-
te, that the ewnereof preperty wss generally
the beet judge cf its value.

Heki, no misdirection.
The defendant had deeded certain pro-

perty to hie wife, but cf which he claimed
te be i reality the owner, and te have al-
ways had possession, and te have been
assessed therefer, and in receipt cf the
renta and prefits, ýnd that it had enly been
granted te, the wife for a purpose ; but there
was ne decleration cf trust in faveur cf the
husband.

Semble, that the defendant could net
qualify thereon.

It was objected that certain other pro-
perty on which the defendant qualified was
owned by defendant and hie son, but held
under the circunistances as set eut i the
case that the objection was not tenable.

Bige2ow for the plaintiff.
A. G. M. iSpragge for the defendant.

HALDAN V. GREAT WESTERN RLAIL WÂY
COMPANY.

RaUcay-.AceidentNegligenceNonuit.

The plaintiff, who was late for a train, at-
tempted te, get on te it as it was moving eut
cf the station, and for such purpose was
running along the platform by the side cf
the train, holding on te, the iron railing cf
one cf the cars, and after he had gene a
certain distance, and as he was attemptig
to jump*on te, the car, he Struck againat a
baggage truck which waa on the platform,
and was thrown under the train, and re-
ceived an injury te his leg which rendered
amputation necessarY. In an action by
plaintef against defendants for the damnages
ha had austained.

Held, on the evidence more fully set eut
Son the eaue, that the defendants were net
liable.

Donowxn for theÀRlAintiff
moMichal, Q. 0., for the defendanta.

MOCÂLL V. HIOGINS.
Temporary bridge over htghway-zfficec 2j

of-Misdirectioi.
The defendants were contractors with the

Dominion Government for the performance
of certain work on the Welland Canal, a
Governinent work. In the execution of
the contract it became necessary te, cut
away the public road, and the contract pro-
vided that before such public road, was cut
away, or in any way disttjed, the contrac-
tors must provide another and satisfactory
means for public travel, and defendants
were to, be held hiable for performing every-
thing connected with the crossing in sucli
a condition that ft could safely be used,
The defendants erected a bridge over the
road se out away, but, as the plaintiff
contended, net sufficient for the purpose,
in consequence cf which, the plaintiff was
injured. The learned judge, at the trial,
told the jury that the defendants were
only bound te provide a temporary struc-
ture cf the like nature which a muni-
cipality would be warranted ini putting up
while a permanent bridge, which had he
carried away, was being put up and rebult.

Rdld, that there was niedirection, and a
new trial must be granted ; that the jury
should have been told that, altheugh such
temporary bridge nced net be constructed
with the same care and finish as a perma-
nent bridge, yet equally therewith it must
answer its intended purpose, and, if substi-
tuted for a highway, mnust be censtructed
and maintained se as to be a safe and streng
roadway fer the public travel, and the jury
mut be asked whether at the time of the
accident it was cf that character.

J. A. Miller for the plaintif:
Bethune, Q. 0., for the defendant.

GIBBS v. DOMINION BANK.
Warehou8e reoevpt - continui4ig sectêritYf

Term.-Money had and receiS,ed
The defendants advaneed 82,250 on th'

security cf a wareheuss receipt for grain
purchased by a flrm cf grain buyers, F- &
MoL., whe were i reality purohasing fe'r
the plaintifse, though, se far, as appeared4 0J'
their own behaif. F. & McL. .ubeeque3tl,
paid 81,920, which they rseeived' &010
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