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Re MAC" V. UOUNTY 01F FRONTENýAC.

Teni'Perance Act Of lSG4-Intfficient notice of
pollîng.

Heki, that the requirements of sec. 37 of the
Temperance Act of 1864 as to giving notice of
intended Polling under this Act are unperative.
Where, therefore, in several townships in a
counity the notices had been posted up too
short a tiine, and ini other townships the post-
ing bad been irregular, and where it was clear
that but for these irregularities the result of
the voting miglit have been different.

Held, that the hy-law was invalid, and must
be quashed.

Betliune, Q.C., for the applicant.
* J. K. Kerr, Q. C., contra.

REGINA V. SUTTON.-
Convictions-97 Vwct. eh. SS.8ec. 2 5 -Joint Penalty.

A police maagistrate having (1) convicted two
persons jointly for an offence under 37 Vict. ch.
32, sec. 25, and (2) imposed a joint penalty
upon them. Heél<, that the conviction was
VOid for both reasons. IIdd, not a proper case
for amendrnent.

J. G. Sco(t, Q.C., for the Crown.
Osier, for the defendant.

TYLLE v. HIŽsTON.
eJoienan t HIortgage -Paenent of ifl8talien t-

Ste ying jwroceedings.
* Where in an action on a covenant in a mort-

gage, the defendant pai(1 into Court the instal-
nient then due, and interest and costs, andapplied to stay Proceedings, relying on Consol.
Order 46 of the Court of Cbancery, and under
the general jurisdiction of that Court to relieve
against a penalty,

Held (Wilson, J., dissenting), that Order 4651appied.J Per Wilson, J., that the order ap-plied only to foreclosure suits, and not to other
actions3 in respect of the mortgage.

S. Richards, Q.C., for plaintiff.
Beaty, Q. C., for defendant.

STRITNHOFF V. ]ROYAL CANADIAN INS. CO.
Marine In. .- "Bre-Ara.

The policy was on the slip or steain-barge
W. S. Ireland. It contained the following
words : -1This policy warranted by the assured
to be free from any contribution for loss by
jettison of property laden on deck of anay sail
vessel or barge."
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Hehi, that the N'ess-el in question was not a
barge within the meaning of the policy.

Deck loads on sucli vessels are subject of
a general average.

General average discussed.
.Atkinson, for plaintiff.
Robinson, Q. C., contra.

HAGARTY V. SQUIER.

Bills and Notes-Maker of note.
Plaintiff having setfled with defendant the

amxount of a dlaimi which plaintiff had on a
policy in an Instirance Company of which the
defendant was inspector, and which Company
had since become insolvent, took from defenci-
ant a note for the amount of the dlaim, signed
by defendant, he adding after his signature
the word " Inspector. »

Held that defendant was personally liable on
the note to the plaintiff.

J. K. Kerr, Q.C.,. for plaintiff.
HIM8 il W. Jfurray, contra.

UIRICII V. NATIONAL INS. CO.
Fire IsrceCmpaqin(oý*rorted byDo,-

ilion Lcgilutue -- Ifow for Iound I&y .39 Vict. eh.
241, 0.

The defendants are incorporated by 38 Vict.,
ch. 84, and by sec. 2 thcy ean make contracts
of insurance with any person, &c., &c., anîd
"cupon snch conditions as inay be bargained
and agreed upon or set for-th by and between
the Company and flhc insured." The Act also
apparently incorporated the Company for othei
thani provincial purposes. The eighth plea set
np tbe failure of the plaintiff to comply with
two conditions endorseâ1on the policy,(1 )that ahl
difféences including liability shoid be scttlcd
by arbitration, &c., and (2> that no action, &c.,
should be bronglit tili the amount of liability
shouldbe scttledby arbitratioui. The rep]ication
to this plea set out that the policy was eut-,red
into and iii force in Ontario after the lst July,
187î6, and as to property therein on ly, and that
the conditions in the 8th plea were not in
conforrnity with 39 Vict., ch. 24, O., nor
were tbey in different coloured ink, and in con-
spicuous type, &c., &c., as required by that
statu yte. There was also a demurrer to the 8th
plea. A verdict was rendered for the plaintiff.

The defcnelants' contention was, that bemng
incorporated under an Act of the Dominion
legislature they were not bound by the Ontario
Act referred to, though. doing business in On-
tario, and even if so bound there, can avail


