
was based on the ground that Lord Coleridge, C.J., having refused to entertain

jurisdiction oh the question of costs, was fîmctus officio, and had thereafter no
jurisdiction to make the order when the cause was remitted to him. by the Court

Y of Appeal. That bis refusai to entertain jurisdiction was in fact an order on the
question of costs; and also that the grounds assigned by Lord Coleridge dicl not
amount ta " good cause" within the Rule. But the Lords were against the
appellant on both grounds, holding that by his refusai ta entertain jurisdiction
on the first application Lord Coleridge wvas iiot thereby fiec.its officio; and also
that the grounds assigned constituted Ilgood cause." With reference to Joues
v. Cisrling, Lord Bramnwell rernarked that he shared Lord Coleridge's Istonish-

X, ment at the decision which s&perturbed him. But Lord Fitzgerald said, "The
pricipe o whchthat case is supposedi ta rest seerrs to be, that if there are

no facts before the judge which ,vould constitute 'good cause,' then the judge
bas no jurisdiction to interfere, and bis order would be erroneous. So far 1 cari
can see no reason ta dissent; I concur so far; " but whether in that particular
case there was, or was not, " good cause," he declined ta* express an opinion.
With the principle th'ir enunciated Lord Watson seemns also ta agree. In his
opinion, without atterni,-ting a complete definition, Ilgood cause " embraces, at
ail events, - everything for wvhich the party is responsible, connected %vith the
institution or conduct of the suit, and calculated to occasion unnecessary litiga-j tion and expense." After judgment had been delivered, a letter was handed ta
the Lord Chancellor from the plaintiff, asking permission to address their
Lordships; but they refused ta hear him, on the grouind that his case had been
fully argued as ta the law, and it would not be regular ta permit hîrn to make an
additional statenient as ta facts which could not be proved.

COLLisioN-ExcRPTIO0N'AL CURRENT-N EGLIGENCE.

of ollsio. Te apelan's essl hd i braddaylight run down the
respndet'svasel t he morins, nd ad ben oun bytheAdmiralty

Cor2feylal o h oliin owtsadn h fact that the accident

Mý though improbable contingency, yet inasrnuch as it wvas shown that the anchors
j were not in readiness it was held that the appellants had neglected ordinary
~ fprecautians and could not be absolved from blam-e.

B.N.A. ACT, s. I09--INDIAN REsPRVATh)N1-,RrLATIVE RIGHITS 0F DOMINION AND PROVINCE.

Trhe celebrated case of St. Cathzarines v. Tâ'c QuU11, 14 App. Cas. 6 was
brought ta determine the relative rights of the Dominion and the Province of
Ontario in certain lands in Ontario, which at the time of Confedieration formed
an Indian Reservation, but in which the Indian titie had subsequently been ceded
ta the Dominion Governinent by a treaty with the Indians, made in 1873. The

~i. judgmcnt of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council was deiivered by Lord
Watson, and the ground of the decîsion may be gathered trom two extract.

~I f Thc Crown has ail along had a present proprietary estate in the land upon

. .
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