
The securities produced at the trial as those
ý12 converted by the defendant were two drafts, flot

promiissory notes, for$5,2 50 each,dated 7th Nov.,
1 885; and two dr-aftsfor $5,oooeach were also pro-
duced answering the description of the notes for
tPat arnourit mentioned in the letter, except that
they were flot actually notes and were duecat To.
rouîte on the 9tli Nov., instead of at Montreal on
the 8th. 1 t was shlon, however, that they wcre
held by a person in Moritreal.

ht also appeared in evidence that the defcnd1-
ant procured one Bl. to discount the tvo drafts
foi- $5,25o each, B3. reîaining $i,ooo for an <>1<
debt and paying part of thc balance of the pro-
ceeds to the tiefendant in dianîonds.

't'le defendant did flot take up tic twyo $3,ooo
drafts, and retainecl the procectis of the two

Sdrafts. The dirafts wvere identified by
incsesf ats w dates, amlounits, etr., anci entries

i lthe lerendaint*s nîinorandun book. also
produccd, sltnwed tlic nature of the transactions
xviii the uiashiur and B.

'l'le trial judge stated a case for the opinion
of the cou rt.

/khid, opon the evidence iliat the drafts werc
the propeî y of tie bank and nt of the cashier
in his private capacity, znd upon the lawv and
cviilcnce, that tic defendant was a trtistce of
the documents within the n1eaning of thc
stattle ; and that notwithstandling t.le discrep-
arncies as tn the nature of the instruments, the
due date, and place of payment, there was suf-
ficient evidence to go to the jury of the identity
of the drafts produced at the trial %vih the notes
meotioned in the letter above set oot.

It ivas contended tîtat the defendant shotild
hiave been indictcd for converting the proee'cds
of the secorities, inasmnuch as it ivas in the con-
ucîoplaion of the cashier that thc defendant
shoffld convcrt thc securities theinselves:

//e/d, that the nature of the transaction %vith
13. showed an appropriation by thc defendant of
tlîe securities themisclves to his own use, anti
per EA.onîxzjeven if it haU heen other-
%v ise, the definition of property in s.s. (e) of s. 2
of R.SC,, c. 164, showcd the sufficiency of the
indictirent.

1t %vas objected that no proof was given at the
trial that the sanction of the Attorney-G eneral,
required by R.S.,, c. 164, s. 65, S.S. 2, had been
fgiveil

i-eld, that thii objection was not open to the
court upon a case reserved, not bcing a ques-
tion that could arise at the trial,

Div'I court.] [JUnc 22.

Ifusband a;zdîvtiJc-PBY&<tc/ qfprom#ise of mao-
ricz,'e-Ilfitoiy afd/natRa a/ni

floi io be ,Perjoruztd 'ait/J,; i year-Siaffile qif
/r-aîds.

In an action for breach of promise of inar-
niage the defeni nt admitted a promise, but said
that he was an infant when he made it, and tlîat
there %vas no ratitication in wvriting after major-
ity, as required by R.S.O., c. 123, s. 6. l'bc
plaintiff insisted that there ivas no engagement
between ber and the defendant until lic becaine
of age on the 2oth August, 1887. Tfli jury
found that the promise to mnarry wvas first made
on that day, there beîng evidence to sustain that
fitiding, and also evidence upon which the jury
might have found a previous proinise.

The court refuscd to interfère with the finding.
There was evidence to corroborate the state-

ment inf thc plaintiff that an engagement ta
marry exdsted, such evidence being not incon-

Early zoles qf Canadîan ('ases.

KnoWIdCn V. T/we QUCel, 5 13. & S. 532, fol-
i lowed.

Iv Q.C., and Osier, Q-C, for the Crown.
G. F. B/ackstoek andiI./ Maclaren for the

jdefendant.
Div'l Ct.] [june 22.

REIAV. COUNTV OF WVELLINGTON,

c. i.o (d) -- ilzra vie--,,Y A .J, s. 9!,
sv. 21 -- Assessnient anid taxes -- xemption
fro;n (.ai--S.o., c. 193, -e. 7, S5. 1.

Iie/d that the statUte 33 ViCt., c. 40, which
rccites the insolvcnicy of the 13ank of Upper

iCanadar, vests the property of the insolvent
estate in the Crown wi; trtistee for the creditors,
aîul provides for its relization iii order that
the debts imay 1)2 paid, is within il powers of

*the D)oinition l>arlianient, under ss. 21 of s. 91
of the B. N.A. Act ;and that the interest of thc

îCrown, acquircd under suclh Act, as mortgacee
*of certain lands, could flot ho sold for arrcars
of taxes, being exempt froili taxation under

C, 93, s. 7, si. 1
Leisk, Q.C., and i. IL. DI)n,, for plaintiff.
B'ain, Q.C., for rertain defendants.

er 2, 1889.


