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The important case of appeal in the matter of

Gi, plaintif;, and Jackson and others, défendants,
wvill be given at Icngtb in the November number.

The following cxtract, front tic Judgrnent of the
Chief Justice, shows an important principle to bc
kept in view in considering scitool questions:-

"6But independently of the question whether the Local
Superintendent's dccision upon thu point, can bu thus inci-
dentally overruled in an action, the icarneti Judgte loft oui of
view that the Trustees who imposcd andi receivedti iis rate,
wvere the Trustees de facto, and that utîtil they are removcd,
the acts which they do in thie ordinary enrrent business of
Trustees must of neccssity bc uphold, or everything wouid
fat iet confusion."$

Regina vs. T/te .Tllunicipa(l Councl qf' Perde,ý îs
upon a point flot before stittled, and of vcry general
importance. This case wvilI also be pubtishied ini
full; in the incantinie we copy Mr. Robinson's
head note:

geOwners ef land upota a highway have no claim te com-
pensation for anything done by municipal corporations in the
proper exercise cf their powers, within the tiino cf road, as
originally laid out.

The applirant owned land, with dwelling-honses andi a
foundrythereon, fronting upen a public highway. The muni-
cipal counicil passedl a by-law for niaking, grading and grav-
elling thia road, ani the effect et the work was te raise tho
roati along the appiicant's land freont five te twclve feet.

Hdd, that ho was net entitled te an arbitration under 12
Vie., cap. 81, sec. 105, as amended by 16 Vic., cap. 181, sec.
al, te determine the ameutât ef damage te be paiti te 1dm,
tb. injuries net being such as ceuld give hini any right te
comnpensation."~

MLlciMurtry vs. Munro, wvitt be specially interest-
ing to te country practitioüer: the note will serve
te showv the point decided, until we can publîsh
the case at Icngth -

"Aàppeal Itm a County Court. The declaratien contained
three counts, claiming eaeh £50, but the damages were laid
only aI£50, and the particulars were for acceuntl renilered £55
15s. less by cash £22 10a.-£33 s. At the trial the plaintiff
roui on the ceunt on acconnt stateti, ini proof cf which, le
produceti a drafit by himself un defendant for £55 1s. Id.,
Ilbeing the balance iil fult of yeur acceunt'; anti proved that
whert presenteti, defendttin acknoveledged the arneunt te be
correct, but rofusei te accept it, as ho was afraid ie would bo
oued. A verdict having been founti fer £M4 Bs. 3d.:

Hdu, that the claint was wihin the jurisidiction cf the Co.
Court; and Sembi., that the evideace of an account stated
was sufficient."-

The following cases will also, be found vezy inter-
eating; as before, Nve copy Mfr. Robinson's pithy
i'tnd terse head notes.
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Taylor vs. Jarvis: ibis is a most important deci-
sien :

"4A piaintiff iquing one pantner alono upon a note made in
the rintemof the firm, andi for a partttership dcl>t, caunot
untier lus judgnient, and execution ag-ainsi such partner, seit
the goods of the ftin, excepi in cases of dormant partnership.

A. having a note asiguîvd W. 13. & Ce., andi beiuîg ignorant of
the exibtence cf atty otiier parner, suti IV. Bl. atone andi
obtainoti judgment andi exevution, under wvhicli the Slîeriff
Sei7Ctl t110 pattnership gootIs. B3. afItrWards obtainoti Un
execution againsi W. Bl. andi lis two parnons, who, it appeareti
in reatity, composeti e ftn. Both dicaims wero for parn er-
bhip debte, and ilie propexiy of the firra was not suilicient Io
satisfy cither iii fuil.

IIdld, that B.'s exeution must prevail.1I
LONDON GAS COMPANY VS. CAMPBELL.

A GaS Company, incorporateti uler 16 Vie., cap. 1 M, by
resolution ef the, directors, appointeti certain catis on thecir
stock te be pail ont particular tinys nameti, but by the notices
publishiethey %vote madie payable oit different days. Tho
defendant hat wvritien fo the Comnpany eneiosing bis note for
four ef the cails, saying, that for the balance lue %vould senti
his nlote sean after, anti nequestiuug them te accept tbis eflèr,
as ho had been abïent in Europe, anhd had ne knowiedge cf
any uft he calis: tue Comnpany howcver dec!itied, anti brou-ht
this action.

IeZd, that the ealis %ere ilieg-ai, being unauthorised by tue
reselution, anti that the defenclant %vas nut estopped freont dis-
puting thora.

FAIiL1Y VS. GILBERT XT AL.
To an action on a note againust twe defendants, usury was

set up, tlue plea being that plainii lent defendant £200, pay-
able in a yearand ihat the note (for £25)was giveni therefor.
The evidence showed thiat the Jean wvas te une defendant
oniy, and thiat the other signed the notu mneely as hi. surety,
andi was ne party te the usunieus contract.

lJeId a fatal variance, and that plaintiff must recever.
GRtANTr vs. LyNcit.

"cA. rented a lieuse tauB. by lease, dated Sept. lot, 1854; B.
took possessient, and on the 17th cf May futlowing entereti

iei an agreement with A. for purchase ; 'the one-fourth cf
the punchase money te ho paid by appnoved endorsed, note aI
three inonths from date, the remainder te b. paid in four
equal annual instalments, with interesi on the amount unpaid
at each tinte cf payment-agreentent te bo drawn and pos-
session giron on the lis day ef June next, frein which lime
payaient cf instalments commences?

An agreement was prepareti befere the lot et June, but was
net executed, owing te a misundersiandirig about the noie,
B. net being prepareti with sucli a noie as A. wouid accept.

HeM, that the boas. was net determined, anti that A. might
distrain for hie re,:t.

Thie leas. is set out beiow, and was cleariy held te b. a
present demis., net merely an areement for le."

BARiLZ? vs. Tur MUW1IPAL11Y oF.A.mitmautsvwt.
"tThe defondants, a municipal corporation, having c4lleti

,for tenders fer rnakini plank sidas.walks in Decembsr, 1854,
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