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L<ibîUlu of R&ad *'rnpaP1igsf0rcîdt~

JRoad eiîbr&1irc wiirqi pu(îti. hig4tî-yl aud ecinttrit to loih for t ule
lhezenf' -tre for tata»ci tt4 rieuti(rom tvatut <î(rcpn1if t uhe mcithii. 'ficr
areitltoitnuîlsûuiu,îîw5pca ufy & asl a* tu ticputîli:.
by i(iitt 3 V.C C. P'. uacP. 0.1 )

Case for injurv ta plaintifi's %vife by ilwt oftîign a iîired
coach, in wihthe plaintîan i l*uIis fatiniy %voe'e travellinug
upon the &fendants' roadl>-ilir accident liavirug becut acea
sianed by the bad anud iuisiufficient state af repair af such rond.

Il -ýV.L $aid ta h-aVO bec» n governinui ronud, sol<t Io tihe
defondants under the provincial stztutite 12 Vie. chu. 5.

Pica-Nat gîuilty.
The bad qinte afi the rond, andl the injuîry iii couseqîuelace,

werc proved.
It was objected by defendants' catsel rit tle trial t

Ist. That the sute af îlue rawl sholild be praved by an
engi»leer.

2nd. That the only i-enedy =aý by ,nibc t nder sec.
35 of the provincial statute 12 ic. ch. 81.

3rd. That defendlant., wovrc eunidced Io ralice oi action.
Leavo vras reserveil ta snove on theose p9itt, ard the casi5e

vas left ta the jury, whlo found for the plaunîiff £50 daînagcs.
F'Teeyalî, for plai.itiff, Moved to sel aside suit Verdict,

and ta enter a noix-suit on the! abovc grattnds, and a»z the
additional (4th) grousid thai ite plaitiil's oiil%* ren'.edy is
against the coach praprielor, or atl ait e'.erits, tal ho ainlne
caula sue defendauxis.

The folliswing c-ases %Ycre yel'red otlt-usseil et -iI. v.
Caunty of Dev<Ît, 2 T. R. 67; The MIayor, &c., of Lymne
Regis tv. lierdey. 3 B. & Ad. 71 : Crisp i_. Buribury, 8 Biing.
394; Butierfield v. Forresier, Ji East, GO); Bridge P. '11h1
Granîd Junction llailway Counpiil)y, 3 3%'-. & W. 24-1-i; Th1e
Mayor, &c., af Lielîfueiti v. Simipson, 8 Q. B. 65; as Ia double
redress on çtatute and by action Sîev-ens v. Le.tcoeke et ai.-

il Q. B. 731, distinguishes het-wcn conrnn lt, rigluts
int'ringcd and thase conrcrred by statulie. AlIta» ct ai 1.
Pyke, 4 M. & G. 421, S. P. ; Clayards -r, Detrick et ai., 12
Q. B. 439; Maîshall et nI. r. !Nichols, 21 L. J. Q. Il. Mi1, 12
Ami . 466, S. C. ; Bigby il. 11eWelt, 5 Ex. R. 210.3 ;
Tharagaad v. Bryan, 8 C. i. 116; Poath v. Mionmauth Railway
Co., 17 Lawc Timer, 154 Q. B. -If an act of payliain'» rs
upan aliy persans *lhe obligatian ta excute a publie ak
and the omissian ta eNecute lhal wark inilicîs an injurv sipn
a private persan, a per,.an injîured may mantan autuo for
lhe lnjur.y 80 susiailxed.

lMAc.huLAY, C. J.-The deiendanîs, awnîutg the rend n.- a
public highway, and te duty of repairiuîg il being tipan
thein, and beiruz entitIed te exact toits for the m<e thereut, it

lper a me ihat, tipan the principles of the common laiv,

h Es are abla in this action ta an inclividcial lawiuil siug
tue road and gtiihy af 110 rhisît on his oivii part, for a 'Spea

ih ad Io reomain out of topait, as provetd inu ev oce. .SuJ
want ai repair rmay have been iseo a publie nisance as
resper.ted the public at large, and ite defendants- may have
incurred liabilty Ia indictment. Buti, indcpendenily afi ny
ouch liability, they are akn liable for speciat înpnry anda
dam2%e sustained 4ya pi individual, lac tixe defatilt and
ouinia, anxaunting ta a public nuisance. 1 perceive ne
reca ta daubt their liability in ibis action and on the evi-
deuxce, andI there wihl bis no mile.

>4cg'~,J. crcurred.
Pe>r cznr.-Rulle rpfutîued.

TO READERS AND) COR1RESPONDLINTS.

Aitr»n C~<l on Editorial inue, wç te éqk1rctýt 3 I
'lie Editorts of tho Law Jorail

Barrie, Uf. C.
ruv) wne » j .etters an ht1uinte în,%le, ln lye 3îidre;ý3ci (req-uù> lit

" 1l'hc Pliblishere of the L.aw Jouitai1,»,
Barrie, Uf. C.

%Vfttrvel 1% lnîtcld for Plitàcatc'n ntiçtld~ate îsî& hl the niene gt
ad*cf'î oif the ý%L(r n,,(rr.art for pnuicw»loîî, hui nt a stwatute of hi..

M.teýfor i pîîIa~i»:i 'iîsid tic i itir tans ihz îet weeki prier te
t1trtic isul aw i ot1 uhe ,,rntrr for uhtct4c rtliteîteuicl.

The lp.. o WiJî A J4 if 'ot ii<&dc t tin c The Trime are 2o.
twr ai>ue)$. ifjI ~» twriio t 1 l u<Mizcb til enada griefpîd furî~ ib e'.jo
-2z, The >eaîk ri Chi.Cvt rs
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COURTS 0F iDSTICE.

Trîs rocetît investigations in -New York, noticed
ini the puiblie journais, have plaeed certain judicial
Çîtnneiottarics iii no enviable light, before thc publie
at larme. Mie have no doubt thiat the individuals
referrcd to are exceptions to the greai body of
learned amid honotirable mn composing the 'LNew
York judieiary. 3-et the wvonder is, Nvithi the vicious
system wlucl eh uae thecir appointmexn and
tenuire, that instances of corruption and depravity
are nOi daily developed.

But hes-ide ftutdairseatal defects, there arc strilking
objection-, to 11we manner in whieh things are done'
and sufflered in connection xvih the administration
of thie Law, and those woadminister it. We
have on several occasions -%Nilnessed the proceed-
ingq of the Courts in the UTnited States, and wvcre
nuch: strack wilh thec contrast, in externals and ini

flic mode of condueting business, betwven themn
andi our own Courts. Notiig- te distinguish the
Judge or the Barrister from the medley of offcee,
Coiiozibles and Suitors prescrit ; the Judge treated
flot disrespctflly, it: is truc, but wvilh -an indeco.
tous filinihiry wh want of that quiet, orderly,
dig»iffied m-anner of proreedirsg, -we have been
fainiliar wvith here. Indeedi,vwe have everi heard of
Judgcs lcaving the Benehi al nuid-day, procceding
te a neighbouTing bote], and coraniily discussing
thtir dinners in company with suitors, coîistables
and criers, and eonimenting frecly upon Ibo crtse;

tirîed or t0 lie tried, before the .iudge.
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