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Semble, that the more correct course would
have been to go ou the original case, and,
under 32-33 Vie. ch. 20, to refrain from adju-
dicating.

A mandamus to hear and determine the first
charge, and, if dismissed, to grant a certificate
of dismissal was however refused, for the with-
drawal was equivnlent to o dismissal; and the
magistrate might under sec. 46, refrain from
adjudicating, and if it were dismissed without
» hearing on the merits, there would be no
certificate.—In re Conklin, 31 U. C. Q B 160.

“CORPORATION—OBSTRUCTI@NS.

A corporation is not responsible for the neg-
ligence of others in leaving obstructions in the
street, when it appeurs that the driver might
have avoided the obstructions. {Mondelet, J.)
— Maguire v. The Corporation of Montreal,
1 Rev. Crit. 476.

{DOMINION ARBITRATION.

Held, that the Superior Court of Lower
Canada has jurisdiction over an arbitrator
appointed by the Government of the Dominion
of Canada, under section 142 of the B. N. A.
Act, while acting as such within the Province
of Quebec, and may enquire whether such
arbitrator is in the legal exercise of his office.
—OQuimet, Attorney-Geaceral, v. Gray, 15 L. C.
Jur. 808.

Erectiox Law — DisQuALIFICATION oF Caxpl-
paTes—Lzasms BY CORPORATIONS.

ITeld—1. That a lease of a stall in the mar-
ket with the Mayor, Aldermen and Citizens of
the City of Montreal, is a contract within the
meaning of the 29-30 Vie. chap 56 sec. 7.

2. That such contract, eutered iuto by a city
oouncillor prior to new election, i3 not such
a continuiug eontract as will disqualify him,
when re-elected, from sitting under the new
election, nor thereby deprive him of his geat
in the said Council.

3. That, under the Act, 29-30 Vie. chap 56
aec. 7. the words us<e:d being, ** Any member of
the said council who shall, directly or indi-
rectly, beecome a pacty to, or security for any
contraet or agreement to which the corpora-
tion of the said eity is u party, or shall derive
sny interest, profit or advantage from sueh
coutract or agreement, shall thereby become dis-
qualifird and Jose his sent ia the said Couneil,”
the Jadge caunot oust from office a member
re-elocted, who had contracted with the cor-
poration while sitting as councillor under a
prior electio.

4. The Mayor has not, nor bas the City
Clerk of Montreal, power or authority to can-
cel leases made by the corporation, and such
deeds of eancellation will be adjudged ullra vires.

5. Leases by corporations, and releases,
should be under the seal of the corporation.—
Smith v. McShane and the Mayor ¢t al. of Mon-
treal, 15 L. C. J. 203.

ErectioN LAwW—CONTRACT.

Held—1. That the candidate is liable for
services of carters engaged at his bidding to
convey voters to the polls in a municipal
election,

2. That a member of an Election Comnmittee
engagzing the earters will be held responsible
for their wages.

3. That such contracts can be enforced at
law by suit,—Ramage v. Lenoir dit Rolland,
15 L. C. J. 219.

INSOLVENCY—PROVINCIAL LEGISLATURE.

Held, that by section 91 of the B. N. A. Act
of 1867, the Parliament of Cauada has exelu-
sive legislative authority in a!l matters of in-
solvency. and an Act of the Lezislature of the
Province of Quehec changing the constitution
of an incorporated Benefit Society, so as to
force a widow to receive from the Society $200
once for all, instead of a life rent of 7s. 64.
weekly, on the ground that the Society was
insolvent, is uncoustitutional and null; and
may be declared so by the courts having civil
jurisdiction within the Province.—Belisle v.
L’ Union St. Jacques, 15 L. C. J. 212,

INsoLvENCY —DOWER.

The decision of Mr. Justice Torrance, re-
corded at p. 243 of La Revue was reversed in
Review, Mackay. .J. dissenting. Messrs. Jue-
tices Mondelet and Berthelot were of opinion
that sectivn 57 of the Insolveut Act of 1869
did not apply to dower and other gains de
survie dependent upon the contingency or con-
dition nf sarvivorship to the husband, these
special rights of our civil laws not being ex-
pressly mentioued in the provision of the Act.
Mr. Justice Mouleiet farther remnrked, that
even if ih»y La:d been z0 mentioned, the provi-
ston of the Act would be uncounstitutional, the
Pariiament of Canvla having no control over
the civil luws of the Province. Mr. Justice

Mackay was in favour of Mrs. Morrison’s
claim, because it wus founded upon our Insol-
vent law, interpreted in the way in which the
Eaglish Courts had interpreted a similar sec-
tion in the Englizh statute, the way in whieh
the Cour:s in Ontario or New Brunswick would
interpret it.—In re Morrison and Dame Anwe
Simpson, claimunt, v. Henry Thomus, 1 Rev.
Crit. 474.

Ixsouvency—Dook DrBTs.

The purchaser of the book debts of an
insolvent estate cannot complain that some of
these debts have been collected by the assignee




