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“Forthwith pay."] — See 7he Queen v,
Crowell, 2 Can, C.C. 34, ante 138,

“Hack horse.”]—See Robinson v. Provin-
cial Exhibition Commission, 32 N.S.R. 216,
ante 180,

‘' Implicating the acoused.” | —See The Queen
v. Vahey, 2 Can. Cr. Cas. 258, ante 127.

‘‘Injures personnelles.” ] See Peltier v,
Martin, 14 Que, 8.C. 223, ante 440.

‘ Knowingly and Wiltully."] —See dldrich v.
Nest Egg Company, 6 B.C.R, 53, ante 380,

‘' Language of the defence.” | —See The Queen
v. Fancey, 2 Can. Cr, Cas. 320, ante 130,

‘“ Landlord's Preferential Lien.”]—See Lazier
‘\ Henderson, 29 Ont. R. 0673, ante 45,

\\‘\Likely to be permanently injured.”]—See
The Queen.v, Bowman, 31 N.S.R. 403, ante
127, 128,

“Man and woman."]—See 7he Queen v,
Riopel, 2 Can, Cr, Cas. 225, ante 137.

“lominnivemont."j See Evans v. Wilson,
8 Que, Q.B. 144, ante 440,

‘“ Not just and reasonable.” | —See Eckhart v,
Lancashirve Imsurance Co., 20 Ont, R, 695,
ante 207,

“On or r."]—See Re Arthur and Cor-
poration of tht City of Nelson, 6 B.C.R. 323,
ante 275,

“Opinion.” | —See Viau v. The Queen, 2 Can,
Cr. Cas, 540, ante 25,

‘' Ordinarily resident.” | —See Denier v. Marks,
18 Ont. Pr, 465, ante 112,

“Owner." | —See Stewart v. Ottawa and New
York Ry. Co., 30 Ont, R. 599, ante 391.

‘ Owner of ship.”]|—See The Queen v, Harty,
2 Can, Cr, Cas, 103, ante 1°7.
" ‘Party interested.” | —See Craig v. Maloney,
14 Que. 8.C, 255, ante 448,

‘“Person in charge of a oar” | — See The
Queen v, Toronto Railway Company, 85 C.1..J,
422, ante 445,
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‘ Preferred benefloiaries.”] —See Re Cheese-
borough, 30 Ont. R. 639, ante 212,

‘ Properties fronting.") See Watson v,
Maze, 15 Que. 8.C. 268, ante 441.

‘ Public officer.” | — Stewart v, Euard,
Que. 8.C. 262, ante i \\\

‘“‘Registered owner.”] — See 7The Queen v,
Harty, 2 Can. Cr. Cas, 103, ante 127,

. " Remedy.”] —See Barrowman v. Fader, 32
N.S.R. 284, ante 397.

““Bale en jul){oo."]—.\'w In re Nelson, 15
Que. 8.C. 368, ante 266,

** Batisfactory.”] — See People’s Loan and
Deposit Co, v, Dale, 18 Ont, Pr. 338, ante 147.

‘“‘SBeaman.”] —See Brownv. ' The ** Flora,”’
6 Can. Ex. C.R. 131, ante 432.

‘“ Btealing." | —See 7he Queen v, Hollings-
worth, 2 Can, Cr, Cas. 291, ante 139.

‘‘ Bubstantial wrong.”]—See The Queen v,
Ihmqlluu. 2 Can. Cr. Cas. 390, ante 126.

" Theft." ] —See T'he Queen v, Hollingsworth,
2 Can, Cr, Cas. 291, ante 139.

“Torts personnelles.”|—See Peltier v. Mar-
tin, 14 Que, 8.C, 223, ante 440,

“Upon such attai M) —Bee Jones v.
Smythe, 32 N.S.R. 66, ante 455,

‘“ Valeur actuelle.” | —See Cassils v, City of
Montreal, 14 Que. 8.C. 269, ante 38,
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