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WlunrAA win ,,« cond«„«d ...m„lljr wl.h l(,e prfocl,*! for wj.bnr 'h,/ Wr«tjr u„le« he ,.l««d the benefit ofdl.cui.lrfh tn -Jno form. (8.f.ent
vi. John»on«tn|., (3. of H ). «

v" m*"»
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VI. junnion «t III., (;. of It )< «

T.ro«:-nc«ie t^ a, of « A«^/^.-/.>w.;i„i;:b;ioi;i;g ;a;;M;;;d;;u;;;.;

;csc.T:.T«,,d,„oun;i;f;,,«;™i^rrnoie;r;;ta^^
the face of the „„ie (le.i-.l.o discount) In American ^rc.enb«okMi,J
at p«r and deducting, Iniddiiion.a commiH.ion of $10 to cowr ^lle«a
trouble conneciea with previous Renewal, wa.not w„tiou.. (Eaatfru

*0B« :-lathe caae of a, where the m°,„cy U deposited before the event In fhev^ hands of a s.akehold.r, such deposit is equivalent to a'payment, witiri-,
thomeaning of An. l»27*f the Code, and tberctore the losing party
DW-w^fiKH of acilon to recover back the amount so deposited, la theabsence of rhUul^nicShane vs. Jordan, 8. to.)..«„.,..... ' -

WAB.i.o^,B n«CK.PT :-.A, in favor of A., cannot be legally transferred to B . without»n endorsement thereoB by A. (Buiie vs. VVhyte, C.of R )..W A« DEP.RTM«»T .-Moneys wable on account of a pending contract with VhV.Vo'r
the erepMon of fortifications in this P?ovlnce,.are „ot liable to nitich'men. 'Wtt. vs. Piton et al., and II, M. Principai Secretary. oJ sTa.efdr the War Dopnrtmonl et al., T. 8 , 8 »

"

"

WArKi4.BowE«:^KW«b;aAo«8. - ' ••V
W.r. :-A, >i,.urie ,U bien,, is not liable for butchers moat purchased by henand

W.Lt :^n the «j,o^f , executed in solemn form, it is necessary that the notarv

:
^. Tespl?;ty; .

V''^!": ^"=^«""»'" '''"«"-'. "^ Pe^ar,

^VJm.sS :-When an affidavit establishes that a, win7e;;V;he";V;t'e';;,;(ng 'for';;;

•s no regular communication, that Ije ^11 be there at least a mon i?.and that on his return he pi-opo^pd to ,et flffor .*e United StaTs to

7-" »''7«" indefinite time,ai,ord%^ill be granted for theWdmte examinat.on.of the wjtnos,. dgi^f Art. 240 of the Code ofZuProcelure. (Molson vs. The Moisio Company, and Dufresne. ppposanand the plaintiffs, contcstfiig, 8.0.)...,........,.
"^'-''PP"'''"*.

"trti *? " .?'i"'
having made, Hurlpg- iu pendency', an wiignmen^under the Insolvent i.cf. ,tfn be examiped as a w^itness by the aSZewho .ntervenes^d '.(Ikes up M.^n»tance Ih l^s place ( "f e "s"Bowje.^nd Bro^, intervening^jWj C C )

i^it'eevs.

^^yor El'*^^. c»-ot be granted^njp^ b; 'i^o:^;:;^^:;;,
.

, B^ch s,ttln|. ,n Appeal, wf^^lfhe Ji^t of the Attorney General
k.> . (PfgiRtt V4„Noiman, Q. B.l. . * 1 "^^
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