
CASES CITKI). Vii

Coniim V. MeHlu';irson.;ill, ;JHI,

Conn. T V. Uuu»{l.is

J.W, 2Sit, :J4<1. am. .IM, 40»,
OiiKuiiuTS tins Co. V. City nl

Torimto 12, :IJ,

Conwuy v. C I'.R
Ci).iki' V Jones
C<.Tlwtt V. Taylor 240,
Crrth lohiuton 2."c
Covin loi 'liis Uixhl Co. V. Cov-

ington
Cotter V. Sutherland 28,

XU), .'(42, :J47, M5a. ;47ti.

Cowso V. Committee of Notting-
ham Lunatic Asylum

Cox V Rabbits . . . . 41).

Cruwys v Coleman
Crysler v. McKay
Cumberland v. Kearns
Cunningham v. Markland. . .:i7U,

D V. A. &Co
Dabiel v. Mallorv

:i2(l, 33.5, 4()0. 401.
Darvill V. Roper
Davis V. Clark
Daviilson v. Kicly
Daw V. Lewis
De ma()iiiere v. Becker 124,
Df-nnison .• Hi-nry
Dcnisim, Re, Waldie v. Denison,
Devannev v. Dorr 240.
Deverill v. Coe. . . 3i7, 319, ,124,

3.5!i, 399, 403, 407,
Dickson and the Village of Gait,
Re 129, 190, 472,

Dirdlcy v. Jamaica Pond Aque-
duct Co

Dixon V, Cal. R v
Dixon V. City of London
Dobbie v. Tulley
Doe d. nell v. Orr. . . 2.S, 340, 370,
Doe d. Bell v. Reaumore 353,
Doe d. Hrennan v. t)'Meil
Doe d. Edwards v. Upper
Docd. Mill V. Langton
Doe d. Mountcashcl v. Grover. . .

Doed. McGill v. LanRtou
Doed. McGillisv. McDonald. .28,
Doed. Sherwood v. Matthewson.
Doe d. Stata v. Smith 40,
Doc d. Upper v. Edwards
Doe d. \vyatt v. Byron
Donohue v. Campbell
Donovan v. Hogan. . . .2.57, 317,

33.5. 397, 402, 403, 407, 408,

•tao

407

140
4

2.52

;t 1

2

39
129
.t07

34
01
279
340
240
383

207

407
10

3,50

;«40

274
205
128
248
252
3,50

409

474

39
11

129
272
389
408
.394

330
342
429
24

340
377
342
97
3

282
319
409

Dove V Dove 115, 248
Downey. Re 173
Drewe v Lamson 271
Dii.lley. Re U
DiiK'^an V. Kitsun 275
Duri 1 IS v. Dutens.. 274
Dun'i ,i:id The Boanl ... Educa-

' ..jn of Toronto, Re 207
Durant v lirurksome Urban
Coun. il 9

Dwii-hl and .Macklem, Re 2'Ml
Dwyer v I'ori Arthur 1.59. 103
Dyer v Town of Trenton. 159, 100

Eastern Counties Ry. Co. v. Mar-
riage J08

East Zorra (Township of) v. Dou);-

^
Ins 433

Ecclesiasti((ues de St Sulpico de
Montreal v City of .Montreal. . ,30

Ivlinburijh I, I'e Assurance Co. v.

Ferguv.iii 310,330, 340, 391, 4'.)4,41.'J

Edwanh v. Edwards ;{9,1

England v Webb IS
Essex (County of) v. I'arke. . . .

249, 433, 44.1
Essex (County of) V Strong 433
Ei<(U nialt and Nanaimo Ry. Co.

V. iJ.imbridge 10
Equitable Life Insurance Co. v.

Bishop 15

Fairbanks v. Cincinnati, etc ,

Ry.Co
Fenton v. McWain

317, 3-t3, 400,
Ferguson v Freeman
Fitzgerald v. Wilson. . .244, 324,
Flanagan v. Elliott. . . . 127, 241,
Fleming v. .Mc.Vabb

90, 97,-339, 341, 399,
Flett V. Prcscott
Foley V. Fletcher
Foley V Moodie 272,
Ford v. Proudfciot ....311 313,
Fotherby v. Metropolitan Ry.
Co. .

.'.

Foy V. Merrick
Franklin Fire Inse. Co. v.

lirxk
Frasir . Page 2()0, 271,
Fraser v. Mattice 272,
Fraser v. West 333, 341,
Free V. McHugh
Free Grants and Homesteads

Act, The

39

40S
389
400
299

401
121
It)

.348

310

1.30

358

54
270
340
400
260

307


