L0 WITNESSES AND EVIDENCE

credited 1
uess who
that the
ment incon
iven by the
wohnes, 31,221

p ulml- of the evidence of a wit-
o be hostile on the ground
shows a previons state-
it with part the testimony
itness on the trial.  Gates \.

IV. (E) CoNTRADICTION AND CORROBORATION
oF WiTNEss,

11. Contradicting own witness.|
Although the Evidence Aet is somewhat ob-
scurely worded, it appears that it is com-
petent for the party producing a witness to
give contradictory evidence. (Per Towns-
hend J.)  Almon v, Law, 20/340,

12. Com witness — eposi-
tions.]—A deposition tendered in evidence for
the purpose of contradicting a witness held
improperly received where the attention ul
the witness was not called to the writ
fore it was tendeved. Rlois v, The M Ioul
Ry. Co., 39/248.

WITNESSES AND EVIDENCE ACT.
See EvibENCE.

WORDS AND TERMS.
* Account curvent.”—Cleveland v, Roak,

39,
* Action.”—Hill v. Hearn, 20/23

Action or proveeding.” dm Boot &
Law v. The British American
326,

Y Praser v, Kage, 25, m‘.
> Anmhar |-mc¢~«|im( in the action.
ﬂlnl v. Higgine, 32/4
A|v|~ru|»r:'|nl o " * working capi-
tal,” * reserve fund.” -—Kﬂuu-" ¥.
I‘ul' o, 88/201,

- Ammnrn-mw
Mining Co., 40/385
" B) the court.”

22/314.
"1urr3inz on  business.”—Halifar Hotel
Ca. v, Canadian Fire Engine Co., Ltd., 41/97,
“ Commence operations. "—The North Nyd-
, ete, Co. ¥, Greener, J1/41.
Y MeMullen,

O Gormon v. Westhaver,

King v,
38/120.

" lh-hl or liquidnml demand.”— Graham V.
Th wick Gold Mining Co., 37/807,

o Naas v. Bachkman, 28/504.

“ Dist —McK 4&2" The uuudpolll'
of Cape Breton, 21/ 18 8O«

“Draw against freight. —~I'mkr v. Bin-
gay, 21/31.

“ Effectuall
Reeves, 28/

o vampml -hhn

prosecate.” —-MeSweeney V.

Farquhar v. McAlpine,
/ l .
“Family,” “survivors."—Ward v. McKay,

u Farm lot."—Ogilvie v. Grant, 41/1.
“ Fishing season,” * voyage. " Wentzell v.
w oan 41/400.
“Forged mnote,” * Counterfeit token of
value,"—The K‘n{l v. 1‘-“1, 38/136.
“ Government _building.” -—b’hnh v. The

o at, of llclll 35/373.
— Mchonald v. The City of Hali-
fax, S/M

~Pelton v. Black Hawk

ACT—WORDS AND TERMS. 892

“ Mack horse.” —Robinson v, IIu Provin-
cial Erhibition Commission, 32/2)
* Harmless  ervor.”—Carstens \ Muggah,

- Jost v, McNutt, 40,41
|"‘|Im|whul<l furniture."—Allen v, Wallace,
21,40,
“ Indictment,”
3. 5610,
“ Information.”—Attorney-General v, Ber-
aen, 29/135,
“In fromt of "
3104,
“ Law," mnmy YDominion 1. & 8. Co.
v. § dney, 87 M
awful heirs,”—Zwicker v, Ernst, 39,258,
* Lien,” * 'Iu-dxr " Steeves V. Cowie,
40 401,
* Likely to be permanently injured.’ —The
ann V. Bowman, 31/408.
“ Liguor,” “Liquors."—The King v. Bige
low, 41,499,
* Location.” —Courtney v. Provincial Exhi-
bition Commission, 41/71.
'l‘l‘l)m: “—Pelton v. Black Hawk Mining
- Mortuxv note."—Ryan v, Terminal City
‘o, 25/131.
+ Necessaries.” Meyers v, Blackburn,

“Offence.”"—The Queen v, Dicon, 28/82.
“Officer of the company.”—Hamilton v,
The Stewiacke Valley, ete., 30/10.
One clear day. arrowman

“eount."—Rex v. Coolen,

Melutyre v, MeKinwon,

Juties,” * Arrange.” — Ripley

v. Loga ).
“ Ur otherwise."—Paulin v, The Town of
Windsor, &S/“l
. v."—The Queen v, Harty, 31/272
" includes  imprisonment, ﬂ“'
J0/162.

“ witness,"—Seymour

Re Estate of Runci-

S04,
l'-rwn interested.”
man, 35/89.
“Police magistrate,” * sti r{
trate.—The Quoen v. MeDonald, et o ﬁ/l“

“ Port."—MHart v. The Boston Marine Ins.

“ Proceeds,” * Income.”"—Chubbock v. Mur-
, S0/28.
o Provided."— Hart v. The City of Halifar,

Re F. J. anu 82/5024

- ilulluu o
u son V.

* Reasonably rent.
Halifax Coal Co,, Ltd., 22/84.
“ Remedy." —l-nmr-cn v. Fader, 32/284.
-, Ilnpuled to be sold.”— White v. Beckham,

lClmnkn. at large.” —?urr V. The Domin-
ion Atlantic Ry. Co.
“ Shall_be dumd —‘"r Queen v, Free
man, 22/506,
* Bigned, sealed and delivered.”—Zwicker
V. Im«kﬂ. 31/333.
“ Stock in teade."—Campbell v. Mumford,

“ Survivors,” *“ child."—In re BEstate of
Mac hiuhg‘ .{8/:!
“True bill."—The Queen v. Townshend &

Whitin
-~uf--mn ‘did  steal.”—The King v.

Gegrge, 35
:"“1[ llnd." “ Intervale," —Guild v. Dodge,
'/‘\ou(-hrru" w e BEstate of McRae,
26/214.

“Within one year—Angevine v. Smith,
26/44.




