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... Rogation Sunday. D. A. Macdonald, Lieutenant-
E overnor Ontario, 1875.
-'.-Caster Sitting Com, Law Divisions, H. C. J. begin.
by, . A°ﬂ ederation proclaimed, 1867,
4. Sat ascension Day, - Earl Dufferin Gov.-Gen., 1872.
+wQueen Victoria born, 1819. Ferguson, V. C., ap-

Dointed, 1881.
..... uétdﬁay after Ascemsion. Princess Helena born,

1846.

TORONTO, MAY 15, 1884.

His Excellency has been pleased to give

arm:; of t.he members of the Manitoba
insteade privilege of wearing silk gowns
ion g of stuffones. We trust the selec-

an t}:ll meet with more general approval
are; g elastbatch in Ontario. The names
Zg, ] edley Blanchard, Frederick McKen-
*J. B. McArthur and A. C. Killam.

'I;H,E_qllestion of standard time is still
Cising those who are specially interest-
:atelrein’ and is likely to continue to slo
Sion seast until the International Commis-
ang all have made its report upon 2
tor. 2rd meridian for all nations. This
:18111:83i0n is to meet in Washington on
.°nclus'°f October next and doubtless the
Mpor lon it may reach will have an
local ant bearing upon the question ‘of
Comgey Adards. 1t is thought that this
18sion will probably recommend one
ypa:d from Atlantic to Pacific for rail-
Raty, TPoses and that citizens should keep

wm:iﬁl time—mean solar. Why does not
Oyl
of dad always give the absolute solar time

y?

. Tag op:
s no‘l;chlef Justice of the Queen’s Bench
the Chief Justice of Ontario and

Ngenious person invent a clock that

the head of the Court of Appeal. This
appointment of Mr. Hagarty to the high-
est judicial position in this Province is
what the public and the profession would
have wished and expected. Chief Justice
Wilson very properly takes the seat thus
vacated, and Mr. Justice Cameron takes
the Chief Justiceship of the Common
Pleas. All these faithful public ser-
vants and learned judges have well earned
any honour which the country had to
bestow. The universal feeling is one of
satisfaction that these appointments have
been made.

In addition to the present vacancy in
the Bench, the health of Mr. Justice
Morrison is such that his friends fear he
ought mot for long continue the arduous
dutiesof his position. Two men must there-
fore shortly be taken from the Bar ; but itis
difficult to say where men are to be found
who, whilst having the learning and experi-
ence required, would at the same time be
willing to accept a promotion which would
so largely reduce their incomes. Men
there are but the inducements appear to
be insufficent to lure them to the Bench.
Honour is pleasant but a reasonable
emolument is a necessity. This necessity,
the Government (and here we speak of
both political parties) practically ignores.

"It is strange the public as well as states-

men do not realize the evils which must
eventually flow from this state of things.

WE have received the new edition of
Mr. J. S. Ewart’s, “ Manual of Costs,” and
welcome it most cordially. Lawyers at
all events can appreciate a work of this ,
kind, even if the profanum vulgus cannot.
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OsGoODE LEGAL AND LITERARY SOCIETY —THE GowN QUESTION IN U. S, COURTS.

There are few legal publications known to
us a constant reference to which will
better repay the practising lawyer. In
fact he will do well to make as often as
possible long extracts from its pages. It
appears compiled with all the care and
thoroughness of its predecessor in the
same department. We cannot refrain
from one observation, however. For a
long time past an advertisement of this
work has appeared on the back of our
reports in which it has been stated that
“in order to ensure complete accuracy,
J. H. Thom, Esq., one of the taxing
officers at Osgoode Hall, has kindly under-
taken to personally peruse the proof
sheets.” This statement still continues to
appear in the advertisement referred to.
Nothing, however, appears in the preface
of the book as issued to show that this
revision by Mr. Thom, is a fact. Ifitisa
fact it will be useful to call attentiorf toit ;
if it is not a fact it is a pity Mr. Ewart’s
attention is not called to the continuance
of a misleading assertion,

THe dinner of the Osgoode Legal and
Literary Society at the Walker House
on Wednesday last was an unmixed suc-
cess, and the committee of management
may fairly be complimented thergon. The
dinner was good, and there was not too
muchofit. ‘The rosy,” as Dick Swiveller
would say, was allowed to pass in moderate
quantities. Distinguished guests graced
the festive board, and the President dis-
charged his hospitable duties in a manner
which left nothing to be desired. More
than one excellent speech was made, and
Mr. Edward Blake, Mr. Goldwin Smith,
Mr. B. B. Osler, Mr. Charles Moss, Mr.
Huson Murray and many others, express-
ing much interest in the existence and the
working of the society. In fact a society
such as this, which not only affords the
‘members an opportunity of practising the
art of public speaking, but which also,

_change, and earnestly * hopes that t

. .. . ty
and this we take it is far more importa?

encourages and fosters esprit de corps 20
a high tone of professional feeling .muse
command the sympathy of all who hav¥
the highest interests of the profession ",
heart. .

We cannot refrain here from giving f’uh
readers the benefit of a witticism Wh’;e
emanated in our hearing from one O_f t p
junior members of the bar at the dmﬂen
on Wednesday. One of the gentlfme
present, seeing his partner immed}aten
opposite him at table, expressed 1P 2
audible voice his gratification at findi®
himself opposite to “so distinguishe .
lawyer,” to which the other replieq th N
he had been on the point of making 4
similar observation. * Ah,” said the th
overhearing the conversation, * then.ea‘c
of you is the opposite of a distingulsh
lawyer!”

A cONTROVERsY has been raging in t;j
legal body in the United States on ! ol
gown question. The Judges of the Ner'
York Court of Appeals have taken to We:a :
ing robes. The Central Law }ournal n
been very strong against this actions #
thus comments :— : ;

* They will be held responsible for this 81'“’5":0
assumption of sui)eriority and contempt fof wilt
people, and the day may come when they /
repent that they have heeded the counsel of t »
men who have but used this movement to 4™
strate their influence.”

esof th®
he C’”t'

tral will forgive the Judges before the ni .
judicial election. But the new ]udg e
whoever they may be, will go int®
gowns all the same, unless a statﬂffi it
constitutional amendment shall forb!
To be consistent, the Central shoulfl ne al
again use the phrase, *soiling the JU !
ermine.’” the
The Washington Law Reporter has
following sensible observations :—

The Albany Law Fournal approv
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PuLLMAN CAR PROTECTION—ADDENDA AND CORRIGENDA.
(3 TOO . "
might go to sleep, and they knew perfectly well you

malities l’:tle {espectI for the'proprieties 'and for-
t muc;), official position is far more injurious thag
Whic 4 » and certainly there can be no position
bi hlS more important should command Fhe
°‘1rtsgo tfest Tespect than that of Judge of the High
Of both the states and the United States.

Therg .
f the 1S N0 question, however much the statement

the §
thej UPreme Court of the United States clothed in

org(g)::’fls has a salutary effect upon the citizen

“ Into the presence of that great tribunal.”
cOg°Wns for the Judges will give more dignity

fr Urt and enable it to command more respect

Own; ?“;’Public and the profession, why not have

Co',r,;E Case of the Pullman Palace Car
» My v. Gardner, reported in Albany
sleepin Ournal, vol. 29, p. 8, decides that a
Teason €-car company is bound to use
e prable and ordinary care fo protect
of gye Operty of its passengers, the extent
In . Care being a question for the jury.
fro l? Case the watchman was absent
in IS post for only a few minutes, dur-
Which another man who wanted a
pas Stole one from under the pillow of
liable Senger, The company was held
if the jury should find that the theft

Woy],
hy, 4 not have occurred if the watchman

thap,. 1 at his post. In the course of his
fo ¢ to the jury the judge made the

«. Mg rather original observations:—
tion or:‘l"%d company is under no sort of obliga-
be by &P people from robbing us, except it would
Sy ca °""31aught, open violence on the cars, In
bOund %S it has been held that the conductorsare
}’“t al, p"f-‘teCt. not only the persons of passengers,
Ing, tl?e‘r Property to a reasonable extent, as for

Wooq, ©e, it some boy, fifteen years of age, with a
Cap, &'18“‘{ in his hand, should come in to rob a
cer lieve it is said they do out west, and the
du(:tors should crawl under their seats, and the
b, it th and train hands run away, when, per-
Ave Drey ®y had stood their ground they could
r?'p"naib[enfed it, the railroad company might be
“lrénmst © if the jury should not find under the
ing. . -0Ces that the passengers ought to have

e

Yag co:cthemgelves, We used to ride around in
bayy, in hes; if robbed while in them, the com-
W&g%t 8 under no obligation to carry a guard,

Tesponsible for the robbery, although you

fact may be ridiculed, that the appearance of

would go to sleep, or ought to suppose you would,
for a man could not ride half a dozen days or
nights without going to sleep; but in the case of a
sleeping-car company the great convenience and
inducement held out to passengers is that they will
= give them a comfortable night's rest. They notify
them they will make them pay for it, and say to
them you may go to sleep.”

Tue Editor of the Canadian Law Times
has come to the rescue of his critic and
has overwhelmed us with a syllogism.
Being struck with the originality of our
contemporary’s criticism of Mr. Holme-
sted’s latest work, in which he complained
of the long list of addenda and corrigenda
appended thereto, we observed that to us
a long list of addenda and corrigenda is an
indication of two things, industry and
honesty. In the last issue of our contem-
porary we have our reply, and this time we
are struck by the originality of his logic.
He says: “ we have looked through half a
dozen of the later volumes of the Canada
Law Fournal, but have failed to find in
them either of these things, that is addenda
or corrigenda.” The conclusion suggested
of course is that this journal lacks industry
and honesty. This is not very polite, but
let us examine it a little more closely:

Addenda and corrigenda are marks of industry and

honesty.
The Canada Law ¥ournal has no addenda
or corvigenda ;

Therefore the Canada Law ¥ournal has neither

industry nor honesty.

What startling results this method of
reasoning leads us to !
To cook his own food is a mark of a man.
The Editor of the C. L. T. does not cook his
own food ;
Therefore the Editor of the C. Z. T. is not 2 man,
To be able to play several games of chess simul-
taneously and blindfolded is an indication of
sanity.
The Editor of the C. L. T. cannot play
several games of chess simultaneously and
blindfolded ;

Therefore the Editor of the C. L. T. is not sane,
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We can give our contemporary a far bet-
ter explanation of the absence of addenda
and corrigenda from our volumes., We
take such pains to supply our readers with
the latest items of interest to the profes-
sion, up to the very moment of issue that
there is no room for addenda, while the
consummate carefulness with which our
large staff of proof-readers examine our
pages before publication removes all possi-
bility of corrigenda. Several volumes of
‘our contemporary are on the shelves of
QOsgoode Hall Library, and yet we look
at the close of gach for addenda and cor-
. rvigenda in vain. We have never been
able to conceive the explanation in the
case ofour contemporary. Now, however,
we understand the matter, our contempor-
ary does not like addenda and corrigenda.

A HALF A HORSE CASE.

THE case of Gunn v. Burgess recently
decided by the Chancellor (p. 191) was a
singular one, and gives rise to serious con-
siderations affecting the law governing the
sales of chattels under execution.

The plaintiff in this case had purchased
from one Garthwaite a half interest in a

"brood mare ; Garthwaite retained posses-
sion of the animal, and while in his posses-
sion it was subsequently seized and sold
under execution against Garthwaite; and
the defendant became the purchaser. The
action was brought to obtain the declara-
tion of the Court that the plaintiff was
entitled to a half interest inm the mare,
notwithstanding the sale under execution,
and the action was resisted by the defend-
ant on the ground that no bill of sale of
the half interest in favour of the plaintiff
was registered. The Chancellor in a
very able, and clearly teasoned, judgment,
came to the conclusion that no bill of sale
was necessary and gave the plaintiff the
relief he asked. With the correctness of
this decision we do not pretend to quarrel;

atthe same time the state of the law 2°
disclosed by this decision is anything but
satisfactory.

The defendant attended a sale had
under process of law, at which a whole
horse, not a half a one, was offered for sale:
In the present case the claim of Gunn, we
believe, was notified to the persons atten®
ing the sale, but the result of the 3%
would have been the same had no notic®
been given. Under such circumstance$ in
the absence of such notice, how could ‘a
purchaser know that the beast before hi$
eyes, and which appeared so desirable an
investment, was not ‘ all there” for the
purpose of sale, but only an undivide
half interest. ¢

This illustrates the danger of buying 2
sales under execution. In most cases .t
purchaser really has to go on the princiP
that he is “ buying a pig in a poke;” ”
he has to run the risk of the existence ‘
persons having interests in the propef
offered for sale, which no amount of Ofd‘n:
ary care on the part of a buyer will er
able him to discover.

It is bad enough when such rights crop
up as against a purchaser by private 53 e:
but when they supervene as against a P¥
chaser under judicial process it is 2 gra¥
defect in the law. : .

The result of the present mode of oﬁ'ef‘
ing chattels, or land, for sale under exef?“
tion is detrimental both to the exec‘fﬂorl
debtor, and to the creditor, and is, peside®
a possible snare for the purchaser. def

When property is offered for sale U
judicial process the exact interest W' ‘1}’
is saleable ought surely to be definit®
and conclusively ascertained, befor®
sale; and the purchaser guaranteed by la )
in the enjoyment of what he has purch?

In the case of Gunn v. Burgess the P ‘;e.
chaser bought and paid for a whole h%"

and he finds to his loss that he has o
got half a one. '
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RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

OIS";E March number of the Law Reports,

D, stof 9 App. Cas. p. 1-186; 25 Ch. D.

p 434715 12 Q. B. D. p. 141-207; 9

. P2533.

usraES‘LIABIL!TIES FOR TRUST MONEY LOST THROUGH
BROKERS.

P’i’h? first case in the first of these is”
Cisioi ¥ v. Gaunt, an appeal from the de-
22 Cp of the.Court of Appeal, reported
a trus{; D. 727. ’I"he questan was w}?ether
ety €e who, belr'lg author.lzed to invest
mp] Ust moneys in municipal secgrities,
mentoyed a broker to make such invest-
2y S, and on receiving a bought-note,
€ cheques for the purchase money to
Cest:imker on his request, was liable to Fhe
abscos que trustent, the broker having
seClJrix:'ded Wlt.h the money, no stocks or
v hi les haymg been in fact purchased
the ttn The House Qf Lords now held
owi Ustee was not liable, the evidence
anq rmg that he had fol}owed the ysual
or dinegular course of bquness ad‘opted by
inves:ry business men in making suck
orq ments, Thg case shows, in the
"alths of Lord Fitzgerald at p. 29, that,
°thérsough a trustee cannot dfaleggte to
eVerththe confidence reposed in himself,
eless he may in the administration

enie trust. fund a}vail himself of the
rokey of third parties, such as bankers,
ra IS, and others, if he does so from a
Necessity, or in the regular course
shou;:islsess. If a loss to the trust fund
wil) € occasioned thereby, the trustee
€ exonerated unless some negligence
®fault of his has led to that result,”

u ahe adds: “looking at the trust before
*0d the intended investment of the

rust f

Und . . .

Bugteg I concur in thinking that the
ang

C

€

Cr;Otl the less entitled to do so even if

: fect?d have obtainefj the.securities

" ervero-m the corporations without the
Ntion of a broker.” :

Was entitled to employ a broker, |

» DiSCOVERY—INTERROGATORIES—PRIVILEGED COMMUNI~
CATIONS,

At p. 81, is the case of Lyell v, Kennedy,
which is entitled No. 2, to distinguish it
from the case of Lyell v. Kennedy, reported
L. R. 8 App. Cas. 217, in which the right
to discovery in actions of ejectment was
established. The present case also bears
on the subject of discovery. In answer
to certain interrogatories administered by
the plaintiff, as to the defendants inform.
ation, knowledge, and belief in certain
matters, the defendant gave, as Lord
Watson says, at p. 89, in substance the
following reply: * 1 have no personal
knowledge, but I have certain information
derived from communications oral or
written with my solicitor, and I have no
other information or means of forming a
belief.” The House of Lords held that
this was a sufficient answer, for that since
under such circumstances the defendant’s
knowledge and information were protected,
so also was his belief when derived solely
from such communications of his solicitor.
It was agreed that the object of discovery
is to ascertain the state not merely of the
party’s consciousness, but of his con-
science, and that it is permitted to search
the conscience of the party by inquiring
as to his information and belief from
whencesoever derived. As said by Lord
Watson, at p. 92: ‘in this case the pro-
position which appears to be maintained
is this, that you cannot get the brief which
washanded to him (the party interrogated),
but that you can get the opinion which
he formed.” The point is mentioned as a
new one. Lord Watson observes: ‘I
think it quite impossible to separate belief
in the mind of a client and litigant, which
is derived from such materials as inform-
ation from his agent (it may be a written
memorial, it may be partly advice and
council) from the information itself. I
cannot see upon what principle he can be
called upon to state that belief, whilst at
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the same time he is not under obligation
to communicate or even to indicate any
one of the grounds upon which it is
founded.” Lord Blackburn at p. 87 says
the same thing in somewhat different
words: “ As it seems to me the plain
reason and sense of the thing is that, as
soonas you saythat the particular premises
are privileged and protected, it follows
that the mere opinion and belief of the
party from those premises should be
privileged and protected also.” And
still' more concigely at p. 93, Lord Bram-
well says: It appears to me upon the
reason and principle of the thing, that a
man ought not to be called upon to state
what his belief is, founded upon inform-
ation, which information is privileged,
and which he is not bound to disclose.”

CHEQUE—NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENT,

The next case, McLean v. The Clydes-
dale Banking Co., p. 95, may be noted as
an authority in the court of last resort, on
a point, which is, however, spoken of by
their Lordships as well established, viz.,
that a banker’s draft or cheque is substan-
tially a bill of exchange, attended with
many, though not all, the privileges of
such, and is a negotiable instrument ; and
consequently the holder, to whom the
property in it has been transferred for
value, either by delivery or by indorsation,
is entitled to sue upon it, if, upon due pre-
sentation, it is not paid. A cheque, says
Lord Blackburn, at p. 106, is ‘ an uncon-
ditional order in writing addressed to a
banker, requiring him to pay a sum certain
in money at a fixed or determinable future
time, that is to say, on presentation ;7
and so comes within the definition of a
bill of exchange.

B. N. A, Actr—PowER oF LocAL LEGISLATURES.
The remaining cases which it is neces-
sary to note from this number of appeal
cases, are Canadian appeals.
the celebrated Hodge v. The Queen, which

The first is |

has already been so much commented 6™
The head-note commences with the staté”
ment that “ subjects which, in one aspect
and for one purpose, fall within sec. 92 ot
the B. N. A, Act, may, in another aspe‘
and for another purpose, fall within $€
91.” Their Lordships observe, at p. 139
that this is the principle which Russell V:
The Queen, L. R. 7 App. Cas. 829, a0
Citizens’ Ins. Co.v. Parsons, Ib. p. 96, also
illustrate. In Hodge v. The. Queeny the
points decided would appear to be thes®
The first is expressed at p. 131, thus’
“ Their Lordships consider that the
powers intended to be conferred by th®
Act in question (the Liquor License Ac
of 1877, R. S. O. c. 181), when propefly
understood, are to make regulations in.t ¢
nature of police and municipal regulatio?®
of a merely local character for the go°
government of taverns, etc., licensed
the sale of liquors by retail, and suCh_a,s
are calculated to preserve, in the munld:
pality, peace and public decency, and 1€
press drunkenness and disorderly ane
riotous conduct. As such, they cannot i
said to interfere with the general regulas
tion of trade and commerce which belon8
to the Dominion Parliament, and do noa
conflict with the provisions of the Can#
Temperance Act, which does not «’:\PPe;;‘e
to have asyet been locally adopted.' T
subjects of legislation in the Ontario

of 1877, secs. 4 and 5, seem to coﬁ;
within the heads Nos. 8, 15 and 16 of sé
92 of the B. N. A. Act.” The sec®”,
point decided is to be found at p. 13
“ Provincial Legislatures are in no se? re
delegates of, or acting under, any mandta e
from the Imperial Parliament. When be
B. N. A, Act enacted that there should i
a Legislature for Ontario,and that its‘Lei ]
lative Assembly should have exclusive .
thority to make laws for this Province 2
for provincial purposes in relation t° e
matters enumerated in sec. g2, it COf’fer
powers not in any sense to be exercisé

~
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Pet?g;;on.from’ or as agents of the Im-
" arllamex?t, put authority as plenary
¥ sec ample within the limits prescribed
e plt;x?'i as the‘ Imperial Parliament in
oulg bl ude of its power possessed and
SUbjectseStOW. Within these limits of
Supreg, and area the Local Legislature is
e Im € and ha; the same authority as
of ¢ eI)]eDl'lal .P?xrhament,or the Parliament
like Cire ominion would have had under
Pal instit‘ln}stances, to confide to a munici-
uch 5 uhonﬁor body of its. own creation”’
presents the license commissioners in the
l_est)lcalse) ““ authority to make by-laws
& o utions as to sut?Jects specified in
arryinac’fment, and W.lth the object of
ect Ng the enactment into operation and
e The third point decided may be
ote -Z'oexpressed in the word of the head-
%, sup be that « Impr‘isonment ” in sec.
or Withﬂsec. 15, means imprisonment with

Dollmo"out hard labour.
L CORPORATION--POWERS OF DOMINION PARLIAMENT.
zstly, there is another Canadian appeal
uildi:mved in the case of The Colonial
g and Investment Association V.
Her?g;’mey-Geneml of Quebec, at p. 157.
c e Board held that the Canadian
raf'iﬁnVICt‘. c. 103, which created a cor-
finite Viflth power to carry on certain
omips kinds of business within the
enc?n, was w1th'm' the legislative com-
P 64 thOf the Dominion Parliament. At
‘Obsel’vat‘e Judgmegt says: Although the
Surg ions of this Board in the Citizens’
nce Co. of Canada v. Parsons, L. R.
vfap. Ca§- 96, Put a hypothetical case
ard}; ;f 1llustrat1.o¥1 only, and cannot be
supp osed as a. decision .of the case there
View ¢’ their L.ordshlps adhere to the
spectien entertained by them as to the
r°vinc‘i,:1 powers of the Dominion and
COrporay; Legislatures in regard to the in-
t'fUrt?ln of 9ompan1es.” The judg-
Sociat; er decxdets that the fact that the
Onfine t(})ln had hitherto thought fit to
e exercise of its powers to one

c

br

€n

Province, could not affect its status or
capacity asa corporation. Itsays: «“ The:
company was incorporated with powersto
carry on its business, consisting of various
kinds, throughout the Dominion. The
Parliament of Canada could alone consti-
tute a corporation with these powers ; and
the fact that the exercise of them has not
been co-extensive with the grant cannot
operate to repeal the Act of incorporation.”
There is also a further passage in the judg-
ment in which the Citizens’ Insurance Co.
v. Parsons is again referred to which may
be noted: It should be observed that
their Lordships, in the case supposed in
their judgment in the appeal of the Citi-
zens' Insurance Company, with regard to
corporations created by the Dominion
Parliament with power to hold land being
subject to the law of mortmain existing in
any Province in which they sought to
acquire it, had not in view the special law
of any one Province, nor the question
whether the prohibition was absolute, or
only in the absence of the Crown’s consent.
The object was merely to point out that a
corporation could only exercise its powers
subject to the law of the Province, what-
ever it might be, in this respect.”

Tue March number of the Chancery
Division contains a great number of de-
cisions on points of practice which will
be noted among recent English practice
cases. The first case requiring noting
here is In re Columbia Chemical Factory,
Manure and Phosphate Works, at p. 283.

CoMPANY—-CONTRIBUTORIES—DKRECTORS' QUALIFICATION—
ABORTIVE SHARES.

In this case a company was registered
in June, 1879. B. and H. signed the
memorandum of association as subscribers
for one share each. By the articles B.
and H. were named as original directors,
and it was provided that the qualification
of a director should be fifty shares, pro-
vided that this should not invalidate any
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acts of the first directors prior to their
being so qualified. Both B. and H. ac-
cepted the office of director. B. attended
two meetings of the board, and then re-
signed ; H. remained and acted as a direc-
tor until the winding up of the company,
pursuant to a resolution passed on Novem-
ber 5th, 1879. Neither B.nor H. applied
for any shares in the company, and no
,shares except those for which they signed
the memorandum of association, were ever
allotted to either of them, or treated in the
books as belomging to them. The liqui-
dator now sought to put B. and H. on the
" list of contributories for fifty shares each,
on the ground of the stipulation in the
articles as to the directors’ qualification.
The Court of Appeal, however, held (affirm-
ing the decision of Kay, ].) that assuming
that the contract entered into by B. and
H. to obtain a qualification amounted to
an agreement to take fifty shares, they
were entitled to a reasonable time for per-
forming the agreement, and that under the
circumstances such reasonable time had
not elapsed since the commencement of
the winding up of the company, and con-
sequently they could not be held liable as
contributories in respect of the fifty shares.
In delivering the judgment of the Court of
Appeal, Cotton, L.]J., says:—* The con-
tract of a director under such articles to
acquire the npecessary qualification must
be to do so within a reasonable time ; that
is, the director must be allowed a reason-
able time for performance. What is a
reasonable time must depend on the cir-
cumstances of each case. Where the
company is an established and going con-
cern, the reasonable time within which the
contract is to be performed may be before
the alleged contributory has begun to act
.. In the present case, the company,
though formally constituted, never had
any business existence. No member of
the public who had not signed the memor-

him, shares in the company ; the board of
the company was not fully constituted, 8%
business was ever done, and nothing was
done except to vary, and complete 3%
varied, the agreement with L.” (for th°
purchase of whose chemical factory t ¢
company was organized), ¢ the worki?
of which was to constitute the business °
the company. The whole thing was ]
choate only. Having regard to these
cumstances, and to the very short tim®
during which the company had ever
formal existence, we are of opinion that @
reasonable time for completing the contra®
to acquire a qualification had not elap%®
before the company was wound.” Ka){’,] ?
in his judgment, discusses the authoriti®
bearing on the case seriatim, and give®
classification of them as follows :—

The cases on this subject seem t© be
divisible into the following classes:—

1. Where under similar articles a dir¢
tor has simply accepted the office ap
there it is held he is not a contributory 'he

2. When, after accepting, and while ©
is director, shares have been registel'ed'1
his name, and then he is presume€
know what was done, and to have accept®
such shares. )

3. When the articles make the Posses-, ‘
sion of the qualification of shares a cO% "
tion precedent, and then it is held that th .
director may have been impropefly 2
pointed, and he is not a contributory:

4. There is a separate class of casé®
which, by virtue of the special terms 0
articles or of the company’s charté
director, on accepting the office, bec®
ipso facto a shareholder. ch

5. The last class of cases (within whi 2
it is contended that this comes) is Whe;;ce
director has not merely accepted that© o
but has acted as director, and it 18 cled
tended that in that case there is an imP ;ny
agreement on his part with the comP”
to take from the company the propef n

Ly
mes

andum ever applied for, or had allotted to ; ber of shares for his qualificatjon.”
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ReceENT ENGLISH DECISIONS,

:n Connection with this case attention
ery € called to the recent decision of
ancf]éson' J:, In re Standard Fire .Insm.'-
Ny 9+ which will be found noted in this
ber of the JournaL.

S
OLICITORS! CHARGES—TAXATION—PRESSURE,

3 € case of In re Lacey and Son, at p.
n;n:eqmr.es a brief notice. There, a
fee at ha‘{lng an option of purchase of th_e
Payin a given price on the terms of {'ns
in Deg all the vendor’s costs, gave notice
Cember, 1882, of his exercise of the

0 .

qgg:_ml, and stated that he should not re-
e € an abstract of title. The time for
Ornpl

a.sa.etion was March 25th, 1883, but it
thy Tfanged for the tenant’s conyenience
arliq, € completion should be six weeks
°°nve’ an.d that the property shc3uld be
veyed In two lots. He sent his draft
Dee, ) 20¢es for perusal before the end of
ven d::»ber' . On February 2nd, 1883, the
¢ . Ssolicitors sent in their bill of costs,
ur pmlng certain charges to which the
dopeg ase_’ S solicitors objected. The ven-
mp130}101tors, however, refusec} to allow
Februetlon unless they were p:aud3 and on
ung r"il'y I4th the purchaser paid them
Chage Protest, and completed the pur-
ion ‘f After this he applied for tax-
h°Wev0 the bill. The Court of Appeal,
daeg °%, hold that, having regard to the
Wag n,o €re was no pressure, and that there
that OVercharge amounting to fraud, and
Supy aere were therefore no special cir-
yfne:tces to authorize taxation after
“Af iy Cotton, T_..].,‘ says, at p. 30:
requisitgayment special circumstances are
sP'ecial to authorize taxation, and these
ang s Cifcumstances must be pressure,
So osmfeSt over-charges, or over-charges
!)e sa :‘as to amount to fraud. It cannot
ing ¢, y At there are over-charges amount-
hot Sho;:(,i,’ and I think that pressure is

ox

A p TGAGR‘COVENANT—IUDGMENT—MERGER.
tny, S 328 a case of Ex parte Fewings,
rTequires notice. A mortgagor

covenanted in his mdrtgage that if the
principal money, or any part thereof,
should remain unpaid after the expiration
of the time limited, he would, so long as
the same sum or any part thereof should
“remain unpaid,” pay to the mortgagee
interest for the principal sum, or for so
much thereof as should for the time being
“remain unpaid,” at 5 per cent. per
annum. After the expiration of the six
months, the mortgagee recovered judg-
ment against mortgagor on the covenant
for the principal sum and interest in
arrear. The Court of Appeal, over-ruling

" Bacon, C.]., held that the covenant being

merged in the judgment, the mortgagee
was, as from the date of the judgment,
entitled only to interest on the judgment
debt at the rate of 4 per cent., (the legal
rate in England), and was not entitled
under the covenant to interest at the rate
of 5 per cent. on the principal sum. A
passage from the judgment of Fry, J. at
P- 355, explains the. decision: ‘“ When
there is a covenant for the payment of a
principal sum, and a judgment has been
obtained upon the covenant for that sum,
it is plain that covenant is merged in the
judgment, and, if there is a covenant to
pay interest which is merely incidental to
the covenant to pay the principal debt,
that covenant also is merged in a judgment
on the covenant to pay the principal debt.
Of course a covenant to pay interest may
be so expressed, as not to merge in a judg-
ment of the principal; for instance, if it
was a covenant to pay interest so long as
any part of the principal should remain
due either on the covenant, or on a judg-
ment.”’

VENDOR AND PURCHASER—MISLEADING CONDITIONS OF SALR
—MISLEADING STATEMENTS OF AUCTIONEER,

Asto the next case Heywood v. Mallalieu,
at p. 357, space only permits a note that
in it specific performance of a contract for
a sale of a house was refused on the
ground that the conditions and particulars
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of sale were misleading inasmuch as they
merely stated that the lot was sold subject
to any existing rights and easements of
whatever nature, but made no specific
mention of a certain existing easement of
which the vendor’s solicitor had notice,
and, also on the ground that the auctioneer,
who was informed of the easement in
4question, at the time of sale, on being
questioned, told the audience they might
dismiss the subject of the rumoured claims
from their minds, as nobody would prob-
ably hear of ®hem again, whereas the
auctioneer should have more fully stated

what was known to him as to the ease--

ment aforesaid.
RAILWAY CoMPANY—POWERS—NUISANCE.

Lastly, it is necessary briefly to note the
decision in the case of Truman v. London,
etc., R, W. Co., at p. 423. There a rail-
way company were by their Act empowered
to purchase (besides the lands as to which
they had compulsory powers) any lands
not exceeding in the whole fifty acres, for
the purpose of making additional station
yards for cattle and for other purposes,
and were also empowered to carry cattle
(amongst other things). The company
accordingly purchased a piece of land ad-
joining one of their stations, and used it
for unloading cattle. The noise of the
cattle and drovers was a nuisance to the
occupiers of certain houses near the station,
and they now sought an injunction to
restrain the company. Mr. Justice North,
in an elaborate judgment, held that as the
company were not obliged by their Acts to
carry cattle or to have a station for cattle,
and had not shown that this was the only
available place for such a station, they had
no power to create a nuisance at this place;
and an injunction was granted with
damages.

Of the cases in the remaining number of
the Law Reports for March, there is, with
the exception of practice cases which will
be noted in another place, only one case

specially calling for mention, viz. L”é’z
v. Dickeson, at p. 195 of 12 Q. B. D. lt
which Pollock, B. holds that one ten®”
in common of a house, who expends monez
on ordinary repairs, not being such a8 ?r
necessary to prevent the house from gmhni s
to ruin, has no right of action against N
co-tenant for contribution. He cites t ]
authorities on the writ by one of tw0 "62‘
ants in common against the other de 7’
paratione faciendd, and points out thaf

all the cases the ground of the claim Seem.
to be such as to presuppose that the ¢

dition of the things to be repaired WO
be dangerous or useless unless the rep!

in question were effected. A H.F. L

=

REPORTS.

ONTARIO.

(Reported for the CANADA LAW JOURNAL:)

10-
MASTER'’S OFFICE, COUNTY OF ONTAR

Re Beits, A LunaTic.

: . et
Appointment of new membe¥ of a joint commit ,

Former bond superseded. o
On the appointment o a new member of a l““‘fﬁ.df bo‘,‘d
mittee the former bond is superseded, and a new join ast PP
of the surviving and the newly-appointed membeé® w .
furnished and filed. [Whitby, April 3—MR. DAKTN”‘ow‘
H. B. and A. B. had been appointed a joint gond
mittee of the lunatic, and had given the ust? et
as such. A. B. having died, by order of opoiﬂt
was referred to the Master at Whitby 0 aP” e
I. B. in his place, *first giving security e
satisfaction of the Master.” A bond Of_t
member of the committee, with sureti€® py
brought in for the approval of the Ma.jle‘ .
Loscombe & Leith, solicitors, of Bowman.vl. o that
TuE MASTER AT WHITBY.—I am of opint dov®
the old bond is superseded except as t0 ac o o0
up to the present time. The office is aJ‘;‘ -oindy
and the members of the committee a; 0¥ ©
liable. I therefore direct that the boB the ne¥
quired shall be that of both the old and suretiﬁ’"
members of the committee, with propef

.
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1
‘h;:‘&{' add that the official guardian concurs in | the plaintiffs identity. The plaintiff resided in
A"lew. New Zealand, and now applied for an order to
bl'i)u;;lond such, as directed was subsequently | examine himself, two other witnesses (naming

tin, approved of and filed.

Co ‘
UNTY COURT OF THE COUNTY OF
: ONTARIO.

RE Anperson v. SmiTH.

Mg
ision to take evidence under the Division Court

Act.
Nadiy

Preve, Bassett (25 L. R, Chy., page a1) is not an authority

an examination under a commission to a foreign
»Under section 100 of the Division Court Act.

[Whitby, April 5.

Oprep hca.ﬁOH for a commission to take the evidence
byt wplalntiﬁ, who formerly resided at Port Perry,
Clajgy g MOW Tesides at Minneapolis, U. S. The
torjeg s:s for medical services, and the interroga-
8 contew‘ad that merely formal proof of the claim
N o chplated,
°itiz;g N P, aterson, Q.C., opposed the application,
Aty adin v. Bassett, supra.

Courg ANELL' J. J.—Section 100 of the Division
Sion 4 Ct provides for the issue of such a commis-
in asked Yor, if, “in the opinion of the Judge,
is 08 ?f.expense will be caused thereby.” Iam
0. . Pinion, and therefore think the order should
inatiothe case cited a similar order for the ex-
D of the plaintiff in New Zealand was
the . Ut as in that case a material question in
the org S was the identity of the plaintiff himself,
the gq Was qualified by inserting a proviso * that
the gey, Sitions of the plaintiff are not to be read, if
e?dant requires him to appear at the trial to

¢ Wined and cross-examined.” I see in this

34

o . . .
hop 4. T®ason for this qualification of the order,

o - . .
&‘lthom Conceive that MNadin v. Bassett is any
'»l'aryy for refusing the order, but rather the

EC '
ENT ENGLISH PRACTICE CASES.

Napin v. Basserr.
Imp. 0. 37.2. 5 (1883),4—0nt. 7. 485.
e .. . .
’;.o " commission—E xamining a party on com-
$sion—Identity, question in dispute.
In . [L. R. 25 Ch, D. a1,
yjpy 1 acti .
Qiteg 1on for redemption the defendant ad-

t] s os
- Parggn l:: Pl&lntl_ﬂ"s right to redeem, if he was the
tepresénted himself to be, but disputed

them), * and others " in New Zealand in his behalf.
The Court of Appeal held, under the circumstances
of this case, it was proper the order should go, but
only with a proviso that the depositions of the
plaintiff should not be read if the defendant re-
qeired him to appear at the trial to be examined
and cross-examined, no case having been made
that it was practically impossible for the plaintiff
to attend at the trial.

Although it is true that in considering whether
justice requires an examination before special
examiners, a party does not stand in the same
position as a mere witness, yet there is no doubt
the Court has power under this rule to direct the
examination of a party.

Although the Court will not direct a mere
roving inquiry, and the person who comes for
an order of the above kind must show there are
material witnesses to be examined, yet it is not
necessary - that all the witnesses to be examined
should be named in the order.

Semble (per Kav, J.), the intention of this rule is
not that after an order is made under it, the dis-
cretion of the Court is taken away at the hearing
the cause. Without any special limitation in the
otder made in the present case, if the plaintiff and
his witnesses were cross-examined in New Zealand
the Court would be at liberty at the hearing of the
case, if the defendant required the plaintiff and his
witnesses to be produced in England, to order them
to be examined and cross-examined again before
the Court, and if the Court were of that opinion
there is nothing to interfere with the jurisdiction of
the Court to order the trial to stand over, or make
any other which the justice of the case may require.

Quere, whether the mere addition to the order
for the examination asked for, of a proviso that
+ this order is to be without prejudice to the right
of the defendant to cross-examine the plaintiff at
the trial of the action in the presence of witnesses
in England, who can speak to his identity,” would
authorize the judge at the trial to reject the plain-
tiff's evidence, if he, being still out of the jurisdic-
tion, did not appear to be cross-examined.

IN R BURGESS.
BurgEess v. BoTToMLEY.
Rule g6. .
Next friend of infant—Conflict of interests,
[C. A—L.R.25 Ch. D. 243.
Doubts having arisen as to the proper custody of
an infant, a suit was commenced in her name for
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the administration of her father's estate, A next
friend was appointed who was a friend of the
defendant’s, the executor’s and trustees of the will,
and guardians of the infants, and accepted the office
at their request, and on an indemnity from their
father. The solicitors on the record for the plain-
tiff were the solicitors of the executors. On an
application in the name of the infant by M., the
husband of her paternal aunt, as next friend pro
hdc vice, to remove the next friend and substitute
M.

Hald, that although nothing was alleged against
the character, circumstances or conduct of the
next friend, his connection with the executors made
him an improper persog to act as next friend, and
that he ought to be removed and M. substituted.

Per Cotron, L. J.—It is a settled principle that
a party ought not to be both plaintiff and defend-
ant. Mr. O. (the next friend), no doubt is a respect-
able gentleman who intends to do what is right,
but he is put in by the trustees and executors. On
being put in by them he gets an indemnity from
their father. I do not think that is itself material,
but it shows how completely he is connected with
them, and he leaves the matter entirely with his
solicitor who is acting with his executors. There
ought not to be either in form or substance the
same person both plaintiff and defendant; there
ought to be some person acting independently as
plaintiff against the defendant, _

IN RE PIcKERING.

PickerING v. PICKERING.
Imp. 0. 31, r. 11 (1875)—Rule 221.
Production—Sealing up entries—Partnership books.
[L. R. 25 Ch. D. 247.

The defendant and W. P. were partners. W, P,
died and appointed the defendant his executor.
In an action by a person interested under W. P.’s
will against the defendant a decree was made for
administration of W. P.’s estate, and for taking
accounts of the partnership as between the defend.-
ant, as surviving partner, and W, P.’s estate. An
order having been made for the production of the
partnership books by the defendant, he claimed to
seal up such entries as related to his own private
affairs.

Held, that, inasmuch as the plaintiff and defend-
ant were both interested in the partnership pro-
perty, the defendant was not entitled to the ordi-
nary power to seal up such entries as he might

swear to be irrelevant to the matter at issue in the -

action, but only to seal up entries which related to

. . . ioned in tH®
certain specified private matters mentione
order,

IN Re INDERWICK.

- . s.0
Solicitor—Order for delivery and taxation—R. S
¢. 140, s. 40.

{C. A—L. R. 25 Ch. D- 7%

Where an agreement has been made fof e
remuneration of a solicitor, and the solicitor al‘
that the remuneration was for non-profe-‘?!"“’n
work, the person chargeable cannot obtaif
common ex parte order for the delivery and
tion of the bill of costs.

NOTES OF CANADIAN CASES.

F THE
PUBLISHED IN ADVANCE BY ORDER O .
LAW SOCIETY.

SUPREME COURT.
Ontario. |
GRASETT v. CARTER.

Boundary line—E quitable estoppel—Descriptio® of
land by reference to plan—Construction of ind
Extrinsic evidence of boundaries — Coﬂﬂ'm

" evidence—Duty of Appellate Court.

T. was the owner of lot nine, and C. owﬂ:;
of lot eight adjoining it on the south. BY
lots had formerly belonged to one persons
there was no exact indication of the tu
boundary line between them. T., being ?bO e
to build, employed a surveyor to ascertai®

. cé
boundary. The surveyor went to the PI2%"

and asked C, where he claimgd that his 29 c
ern boundarylay. C. pointed out an old fe . '
running part of the way across the land befwe o
the lots, and an old post, and said the lin® &
the fence produced to the post was his b0 g
ary line. The surveyor then took the aver? P
line of the fence and produced it till it {net. o8
post. He staked out this line, C. not ObJecfz oct
A few days afterwards, T., with his arch!*>
and builder, went on the ground, and, 1% ut
presence of C., the builder again marke 196
the boundary by means of a line conn€® .
the surveyor’s marks, C. not objecting ¢ lin®
vating was commenced according to tha
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Wmeg;

lng - : I:Itely-’ and T.’s house was built accord-

lang, . mus line on the extreme verge of T.’s

tiop tt}:e first time that C.raised any objec-
€ boundary so marked was when the

S o s
Togf, £ T.s house were up and ready for the

Held
that ¢y 2t
ot th
Wag th

e li C. was estopped from disputing
m e run by the surveyor, according to
oney had been expended in building,
EV: t_rlle line.
A‘g’ealfsmg the judgment of the Court of
e
by rerirRoNG, J.—When lands are described
Bing,, ence to a plan, the plan is considered
Tigg ofrlzgrated with the deed, and the bounda-
Plag r te land conveyed as defined by the
2 °0nsf be taken as part of the description.
cia] g ruing a deed of land not subject to
of ony atutory regulations, extrinsic evidence
Iy, mis Ments and actual boundary marks is
Snee is sible to control the deed, but if refer-
anq Oumadev by the deed to such monurnents
an cgn:‘darles, they may be given in evidence
Ca)) or Tol the description, though they may
A8ree w.COurSes, distances, etc., which do not
n Islth those in the deed.
la-nd, 031, W. D. P., who owned a piece of
on the Unded on the south by Queen street,
Dy, meaSt.by William street, on the west by
tagg, T Street, and running north some dis-
depic;e;‘ld out the southerly portion into lots,
Boyg, aryull?oll a plan, which plan showed the
Ndagg ine between the plaintiff’s and the
en Strs lots to be exactly 6oo feet from
Narks eet. There were no stakes of other
Tigg 0 the ground to indicate the bounda-
Oqt, € lots or the extent of the land so laid
lagg oanY‘years afterwards, the remaining
Wag laj the north of the parcels so laid out
Dlan’ a out into lots, depicted on another
Ror ernd a street was shown between the
Soyt erly .I‘I-Tlit of the first plan and the
dlsta o ¥ limit of the second plan. The actual
Streg ?v. however, of this street from Queen \
face sho 3 greater than the first plan on its
l°ts° tVl:ed it to be, and the parties owning
U theirle first plan appeared to have taken
3 the 4 Ots as if Queen street and the street
hnﬁts of? rth of the first plan were the actual
| Pe, o Plan.

r Str
N
between t G,

dege
Q!le
I,

J.—(1) The true boundary line
€ plaintiff’'s and defendant’s lots was

3

a2 line commencing at a point 600 feet from
Queen street, as measured on the ground at
the time when the plan was made; but in the
absence of evidence showing that a measure-
ment at that time would be the same as a
measurement on the levelled street, that point
could not be accepted as the true point of com-
mencement of the boundary line in question.
(2) Inasmuch as the conveyances to the parties
were made according to -the first plan, the
second plan could not be invoked to aid in
ascertaining the limits of the lots so conveyed

Where there is a direct conflict of testimony,
the finding of the Judge at the trial must be
regarded as decisive, and should not be over-
turned in appeal by a Court which has not had
the advantage of seeing the witnesses and ob-
serving their demeanour while under examina-
tion.

C. Robinson, Q.C., and E. Douglas Armour,
for the appellant.

McMichael, Q.C., and A. Hoskin, Q.C.y for
the respondent.

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION.

e

Rose, J.] .
ATkYNS V. PTOLEMY.

Demurrer—Penalty—Party aggrieved.

In action for a penalty for violation of secs.
154, 142, 245 of 46 Vict. ch. 18, O.,

Held, there being no allegation of injury to
plaintiff, he wasnota party aggrieved under the
Act. Also, that a suit for a penalty under the
Act can only be brought for violation of s. 118
to s. 166 inclusive.

Lash, Q.C., for demurrer.

“Teetzel, contra.

Rose, J.]
ReciNa v. Youna.
Criminal law—32, 33 Vict. ch. 21, s. 110—
Police Magistrate.

Defendant sold to C. besides other articles,
a horse-power and belt, being portion of his
stock in trade as a butcher, in which he also
disposed of to him a half interest. One M.
owned the horse-power, which had been hired
by defendant from him, and the hiring had not
expired when defendant sold to C. M., on the
expiration of the hiring required its return, but
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C. set up his purchase, on which defendant for greater caution, lest any of the Pf;ﬁew.
took it away from where it was kept and gave | might possibly be considered chattels. o

it to M. He was then convicted under 32-33
Vict. c. 21, s. 110, the conviction stating
neither the time nor place of the commission
of the offence.

Held, no offence within that section, and
conviction also bad, as showing neither time
nor place of commission of offence.

A police magistrate cannot try summarily
for an offence under above sec. of act.

Ciement, for application.

« Holman, contra.

CHANGERY DIVISION.

Ferguson, J.] [March 17.

Rosinson v. Cooxk.

Mortgage on going factory—Estoppel—Partner
of mortgagor acquiescing in mortgage—
Assignee for benefit of creditors.

S. gave a mortgage to R., partly for a past
debt, and partly for future advances on cer-
tain land, describing them, ** together with the
machinery and foundry apparatus now in use
and that may in future be used in the brick
and frame building situate on the said lots
used as a machine shop and a foundry down
stairs and as a printing office up stairs, the
machinery being composed of one printing
press, etc., (describing various articles of
machinery) together with all the machinery
now in or that may hereafter be put in the
said premises.”

In the proviso in the mortgage, the property
was mentioned as “lands and chattels.”

The mortgage though duly registered in the
registry office, was not filed as chattel mort-
gages are required to be by statute, and there
was not the change of possession mentioned
in the statute.

Held, that this was, in effect, a mortgage of
the machine shop and foundry, and of the
printing office, and had the same force and
effect as if these had been mortgaged, naming
them. The mortgage transaction was in
respect of going concerns, and not in respect
of land as such, and chattels as such, and the
use of the word *chattels” was apparently

fore, certain articles in question in this astono
viz.: two vertical drills, a planer, a gri? ;mé
and three iron lathes, which were at the co
of the execution of the mortgage on the P o8
ises, and were essential parts of these 8 ot
concerns, passed by the mortgage to the
gagees. . ¥
Held, also, following Kitching v. H"’ks’evegt
P. 112, the mortgage was 1 any was *
good without registration, so far as it 2 the
mortgage upon property brought up®
premises after its date.

The mortgagees now having com 5
ceedings under the above mortgage: Oe Pro'
professed a claim or title to some of tB 2"
perty as an alleged partner of the morti oy
The evidence, however, showed tha.t h d
present when the mortgage was give®
knew all about the transaction ; thatthe® gee"
that had been advanced by the mortg‘fntiﬂg
was partly for the purposes of the Prlested
office, in which only he claimed to be int€” pes
as such alleged partner, and the money o’
to be advanced, was to be partly for th;e 218
purposes, and that he stood quietly by ¥ 2ge%
transaction was made with the mort8

menced ptco:

. OF
without asserting any claim to ownt’:ff’nl the
part ownership of the property, or giv! o 11
mortgagees any information whatever 88 aub’
claim he now set up for the purposeé 039-

tracting from the rights of the mortgag® bt

Held, that under these circumstances: ~ . of
clearly estopped from setting up any ©* esty’
title as against the mortgagees to the proP” s
and the mortgagees title was just ‘the sai~n the
it would have been if C. had joined
mortgage to them. .

Thi gdefendant in the present actw:f the
assignee under a deed for the bene v of
creditors of the mortgagor, had re.moo the
was threatening to remove certall be
property comprised in the mottgag‘: thelf
plaintiffs, besides claiming foreclosur® 1
mortgage claimed, also, an injuﬂ"?t“’Il 2 P2
strain the defendant from so acting: = ¢ (1o
defence he alleged that at the tun"'c o it
execution of the mortgage, he was 2 menc’”
of the mortgagor, and that after the coma indg’
ment of this present suit he recovere and e
ment for the amount of his debb
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Chimeq ,

plainteid aright to the property as against the
eld : as such creditor.

to a.vai’l l?'at the defendant was entitled thus

the date lmself of his position as a creditor at
. WaSOf the mortgage, by saying the mort-

Ut 1eqqyet 800d 5 and this although he did

the o, ' his judgment and execution before

asqoement of the suit.
Only Suc‘}fne'e for the benefit of creditors, takes
I"'Ope_rty. title as his assignor had to the

Cy ;
S, Ho';;’l Q.C,, for the plaintiff.

* Biake, Q.C., for the defendant.

Fep
gu
*n, J.] [April 25.

E
STANDARD Fire INnsurance Co.
KeLLy’s CasE.

om,
pa”y‘Subscriber to memorandum—Allot-
A Ment of shaves— Winding up.
p

Ollgeal from the Master at Hamilton.
' :“ain o the present appellant, signed a cer-
We . Rorandum in the tollowing words :—
for shay, € undersigned, do hereby subscribe
Sray ees of the capital stock of Alliance In-
Shazg Co., anq agree to take the number of
Teg o ;nd for the amount set opposite our
€ signatures, and to pay on account
b Per centthe secretary of the said company
¥ ug Tegr. °f_ the amount of stock subscribed
d&y of o SPectively, within 30 days from the
Bef()r:r Several subscriptions.”
k, the coany stock were actually allotted to
Up, Mpany was commenced to be wound
ln%rporztACt 38 Vict., c. 66, however, which
See, v ed the Alliance Insurance Co., by
Pergy :ts the shares of the company in the
y, ’ 0 shall subscribe for the same.
t ur, b:t K., by signing the above memo-
tie 10 pey ¢ame a shareholder, and liable to
ti°n° 30':;31“- upon his stock at the expira-
tOn; u‘:ys from the date of his subscrip-
beg&rde . € above document could not be
h“t amOun: Simply an application for stock,
®Wag o shed to a subscription for stock; and
QnNas’nith vai;lml@er in the company.
% th gmu' Manning, 5 S. C. 417, distinguished
Uemp, 1d that an allotment was plainly
Sempy, ated by the parties.
’ "Mt acting within the bounds of its

legislative jurisdiction, the Local Legislature is
as omnipotent as any parliament.

Laidlaw, for the appeal.

A. Galt, contra.

Boyd, C.] [April 30.

ARKELL v. RoacH.
Will— Construction — Married Woman — Statute
of :iistributions——R. S. 0., c. 125, 8. 25.

A. died leaving two sons and two daughters,
and by her will directed that her property
should be invested until C., her eldest som,
should attain twenty-one, when it was to be
divided into four equal shares, and he was to
get the income of one share until he attained
thirty, when he was to get his share out and
out. The other three shares were to be
invested, and the income arising therefrom
was to be added to each until each of the re-
maining three children respectively attained
twenty-one, when they were to receive the
annual income thereof until the youngest (son),
F., attained the age of thirty, when he was to
get his share out and out, and thereafter the
income of the remaining two shares was to be
paid in equal payments to the two daughters,
C. and 1., until one of them should die, and
then to pay one share to the person or persons
who would be entitled thereto .under the
Statute of Distribution in case such share was
the property of the daughter so dying. C.
married and died before F.attained twenty-one,
having made her will and left all her property
to her husband for her children.

Held, that the proper effect of the will of A.
was to vest in C.'s husband and children the
one-fourth share that she was to draw the in-
come of for life, and that these are the per-
sons who would be entitled under the Statute
of Distributions, pertaining to the personal
estate of married women who die intestate.
R. S. O. c. 125, s. 25.

Street, Q.C., for plaintiff.

Maclennan, Q.C., for F. W. Arkell.

Coyne, for the defendant, Roach.

Boyd, C.] [May 7.

GuUNN v, BURGESS.

Indivisible chattels—Bills of Sale Act, R. S. O.,
¢. x19—Sheriff’s Sale.

A., having purchased from B. a half interest

' in a celebrated brood mare, paid in his
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purchase money $50 more than the half interest
was worth, on the understanding that B. was
to keep and take care of the mare for a year,
when A. was to have her, and her expenses
were thereafter to be shared equally between
them. The bargain was that they were to
keep her for breeding purposes and share the
profits equally.

During the year that B. was to keep her, she
was seized and sold by the sheriff under an
execution against B., but notice of A.’s claim
was given to the sheriff and publicly at the
sale. Subsequently the mare had a colt which
was in gremio at the time of the sale.

In an action by A. against C., the purchaser
at the sheriff’s sale, in which C. contended
that the Bills,of Sale Act, R. S. O. c. 119,
avoided the plaintiff’s title as against the exe-
cution it was )

Held, that the Act was intended to apply to
personal chattels susceptible of specific ascer-
tainment and of accurate description, and
capable of being transferred and possessed in
specie, and did not apply to an indivisible chat-
tels like that in the present case. That A.
and B. were tenants in common of the mare ;
that B.’s possession of the mare was not his
sole or exclusive possession, but the possession
of both; that the sheriff’s sale passed only
B.’s interest in the mare, and C., by his pur-
chase, became a co-owner with A.; that the
property in the colt followed that of its dam,
and that A. was an owner of an undivided
moiety in both.

Moss, Q.C., for plaintiff.

Cassels, Q.C., and Fletcher, for defendant.

Proudfoot, J.] [May 14.

HamuMirL v. Hammice.
Will—Construction—: E [fects.”

A testatrix, by her will, after giving to her
two sons a certain mortgage, and after sundry
other specific bequests continued as follows :—

“I further direct that the balance of per-
sonal property consisting of notes and other
securities for money, be given to the children
of my two sons aforesaid, that is to say, one-
half of that amount to be given to the children
of my son T. H., and the remaining half to the
children of my son S. H., aforesaid; also, that
if there be any other effects possessed by me

at the time of my decease, that the 3%
divided equally in value among MY
children, share and share alike.” att
The testatrix had no real estate at th® .
of the will, but she afterwards in her B 4
collected the money due on the mortg28% " f
invested it and other funds in the purct®
certain lands which were conveyed t0 :ugust
deed on May 31st, 1880. She died 0B
31st, 1883. titl"d
Held, that the grandchildren were €% the
to the lands and personal estate of Whi° chi
testatrix died seized and possessed, not
ficially bequeathed. . gid got
It appeared clear that the testatrix § e
mean to die intestate as to any part .sposi‘
property. The clause directing the,dl. of
tion of her personal property, consis‘
notes and other securities for money, aPPﬁ,edg.
to be distinct from that as to her othef © ad”
Each is complete in itself. In one the g;pitﬂ"
children take per stirpes, in the other p¢' cst
and, therefore, the word  personal ” muec 5
beread as necessarily connected with “*¢ oot !
and the cases show that the word ‘e
is wide enough to carry the real estate:

PRACTICE.

[Dec. 3 588
Rosson v. RossoN.

Boyd, C.]

g g a5 0
Partition—Incumbrances—Inquiry # 09

The usual order in Chambers for Paﬁcefl
or sale under Chy. G. O. 640, was pros?
on 15th May, 1882. htllat

The Master reported on the z1st Matce 17tb
part of the lands had been sold on t 20 w
November, 1882, and that there Weteshm‘@"
cumbrances on the whole or any of the® g

Upon petition by the purchaser for ie;ﬂ’
ence back to the Master to take furt
counts and inquire as to incumbrance® in aﬂd

Held, that the Master should ascert? opefty
report what incumbrances affect the P* er®y
down to the time of the sale, and DO or$ wh®
at the time when the order in ChamP
pronounced.

Report referred back to the Master

Meck, for the petitioner.

Bigelow, for the plaintiff.
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ml;‘STU?BING, ANTHES v. DEWAR.
"Station—Solicitor's commission under
G.o. Chy. 643—Practice.
Satat i a‘dfninistrati011 suit in which the
7, Was solvent, the total assets being
torg b inhe liabilities $138,475, and the credi-
Cony ias'g 00 in number, and in which the
Partioq 100 of the solicitor who acted for all
Y ¥as allowed by the Master under
& the ol by. 643, at $995, eight creditors
the . 98¢ of the suit, and without notice to
» until fourteen days before mov-
for an order for the delivery and
ne the solicitor’s bill, instead of the
thy the © of the commission, on the ground
COmmission was excessive.

Thitag that the commission was not so ex-
til’l!sd ilais to warrant the substitution of a
Noge of and a probable reduction by that
the eredilt):"ment, especially as the benefit to
. The ¢, s would be trifling.

N fixip OPe of G. Q. Chy. 643, is merely to aid
l’ltendeg 2 solicitor’s remuneration. It is not
f oy . @ do strict justice, but is only a sort

ven:
Oyt ¢, oRient expedient for fixing costs with-
xatiop,

ICitor

ta, 2PBlieq

s Avapy .
1§ IloteIy hb.e"al compensation in such cases
Slog r",s‘ a reason for reducing the commis-
fteaq TeCting the taxation of a bill in its
* e:s OT per contra is a low or inadequate
llllisi()n atm‘f a reason for increasing the com-
Semy), Or directing payment by a taxed bill.
Ay P&ri th_at in cases affected by this order
d&sire Y Interested in the estate who may
D‘Pticmaat a solicitor should be paid in the
t?’leq_ ir Matter or suit on the scale of a
Eve Rotj lnstead of by commission, should
v ¢ :i{m the solicitor to that effect, and
% est st aster note it in his book, at the
¢ ®re i , 8¢ Possible in the proceedings; but
Ui ofn‘) Practice authorizing the substi-
Dligy 2 Pill of costs for commission at the
Cp ;:f any party,
Hoyy, " for the motion.
and 3, King, contra.

[March 28.
Book v. Ruth.

Appointment of Receiver.

i n . .
ell'eums N T a receiver under the following
7ices:—The plaintiff had a judgment

defendant died a short time ago leaving the
income to his wife for life, and on his death
directed his executors to divide the corpus
among certain parties, amongst others the
defendant. Foyle v. Bland, L. R. 11 Q. B. D.
711, was cited as authority.

The learned judge made the following order:
—Upon the motion of the plaintiff for an order
that be be appointed a receiver without security
and without salary, to receive the reversionary
interest which the defendant has or may be
entitled to under the will of his late father,
Jacob Ruth, and all moneys that may be pay-

“able to the defendant under the provisions

contained in the will of the said Jacob Ruth,
upon reading, etc., :

1. It is ordered that the plaintiff be, and he
is hereby, appointed receiver, without security
and without salary, to receive the reversionary
interest which the defendant has or may be
entitled to under the will of the said Jacob
Ruth, and all moneys that may be payable to
the defendant under the said will, till the
amount due the plaintiff for debt, interest and
costs on his judgment recovered the second
day of June, one thousand eight hundred and
seventy-seven, and for costs of and incidental
to this motion be fully paid and satisfied.

2. And it is further ordered that the costs
of and incidental to this motion of the executors
be retained by the said executors out of the
share of the testator’'s estate coming to the
defendant.”

Boyd, C.] [April 2.

Re Murray CanaL, LawsoN v. Powegrs.

Mavrriage with deceased wife's sister—Uncanonical
marriage—Tenancy by the courtesy—Will by
infant married woman—4s Vict. c. 42. D.

In 1866 one S. H. died undisputed owner of
certain lands, leaving him surviving his widow
and three daughters., The widow died in 1869.
The eldest daughter married one L., and pre-
deceased her mother, leaving L. surviving,
The second daughter also pre-deceased her
mother, and died unmarried and without issue.
The youngest daughter, G., in 1869, married L.,
who thus married his deceased wife’s sister.
They had issue one child, who died in G.'s
lifetime. In 1871 G. died. From before 1871
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up to the commencement of this action, 1883, | Master in Chambers,] [Apﬂl'

L. was in continuous occupation of the above-
mentioned lands,

On a reference to the Master, he held L.
had obtained title by possession against the
heirs of G., on the ground that the marriage
with G. was uncanonical, and, therefore, L.
Was not in as tenant by the courtesy, and 45
Vict. ¢. 42, D. did not come into force until
after the heirs were barred.

Held now, on appeal, that the occupation of
L. was not to be attributed to his rightful
character, which was that of tenant by the
courtesy, so as not to work tortiously against
the heirs-at-law of his wife.

The marria'ge of a man with his deceased
wife’s sister was not ipso Jfacto void by English
law, which was adopted in 1792 as the law of
this country by 32 Geo. III. c. 1. Such a
marriage was esteemed valid for all civil pur-
poses, unless a sentence of nullity was obtained
from the ecclesiastical courts during the life-
time of the parties. This state of the law was
not affected in this country, as is pointed out
in Hodgins v. McNeil, g Gr. 305. This con-
tinued the law here until 45 Vict. c. 42, D. was
passed in 1882, by the first section of which all
laws prohibiting marriage between a man and
the sister of his deceased wife are repealed,
both as to past and future marriages, and as
regards past marriages, as if such laws had
never existed.

Itis incorrect to say, with Blackstone, Vol. I1.
P- 127,that it is essential to a tenancy by the
courtesy, that the marriage must be canonical
and legal. The requisition of a canonical
marriage is not essential ; and when G. died,
in the present case, L. was in possession as
life tenant by the courtesy, and the Statute of
Limitations did not run in his favour,

In a so-called will, executed a few days
before her death, G. assumed to devise the
land in question to L. At the date of this will
G. was only eighteen years of age.

Held, that the will was invalid, C. 5. U. C.
€. 73, 8. 16 (R. S. O. c. 106, s. 6), with respect
to devises and bequests of the separate pro-
perty of married women only removed the dig-
ability of coverture, not of infancy, ’

C. Moss, Q.C., for the appeal.

W. R. Riddell, contra.

FEDERAL Bank v. HARRISON.
Counter claim—Surety—Indemnity.

An action against the defendant on his oo
as surety for H. & McT., for the amount 08
the plaintiff by H. & McT. on their bank!
account with the plaintiff, ;pst

Counter claim by the defendant 353‘,‘ P
the plaintiff and H. & McT. alleging that o
defendant is liable only as such surety, aT'
that the plaintiff ought to resort to H. & M€ &
to enforce payment from them, and that 5
McT. should be ordered to pay the amo?
and indemnif)f the defendant. a0y

The counter claim was not rested upoB i0g
particular agreement, but was set up as a1.15’ts’
from the position of the parties as credit®
principal and surety. 2d

The Master held the counter claim bad #
struck it out. ' by

Holman, for the plaintiff, and defendant
counter claim.

Aylesworth, for the defendant,

Rose, J.] [May ”

SAME Cask.

Upon appeal argued by the same counselt’er,
Rosk, J., upheld the order of the Ma$
and dismissed the appeal with costs.

[May 3

NEew York P1ano Co. v. STEVENSON

Master in Chambers.]

Notice of trial—Revivor.

The original defendant dying pendentt
the plaintiffs issued an order of revivor of by
2z2nd April, and served it on the defendant® A
order on the same day, and along with
notice of trial for the sth May at Cornwall ce

The defendant moved to set aside the not!
of trial as irregular. pe

Held, that as the order of revivor Wouldthe
confirmed by the lapse of twelve days upoB of
4th of May, the notice of trial for the 5t8
May was regular.

Holman, for the motion,

Hoyles, contra.

litts
4
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Law Society oF UPPER CANADA,

La :
W Society of Upper Canada.

OSGOODE HALL.

HILARY TERM, 47 Vict., 1884.

‘ﬂle‘:lt? this term the following gentlemen were
essy the bar, namely :—

honolu_:.' James Bicknell, gold medalist and with

i George Walker Marsh; Donald Cliff
Heg, . J°hn_ Young Cruikshank, Edward James
Wae, WVilmott Churchill Livingston, Robert
Fra V"ltherspoon, George Frederick Cairns,
F“deri Stewart Wallbridge, Moses McFadden,
Edwax ck Augustus Munson, Daniel Urquhart,
M%ro G(?uss Porter, James Burdett, Alexander
lag, _ tier, Edmund Campion, John James Mac-
c‘-!es_ he last three being under Rules in special

nd ¢

the ihe following gentlemen were admitted into
&tri:ty as Students-at-Law, namely :—

b ulants — john Frederick Gregory, Wil-

Johy dward Kelly, William Wesley Dingman,

] Unjg,
S%ke
Dy

lcig

T Class — Michael H. Ludwig, Franklin
°nl John B. McColl, Robert Wilson Gladstone
Ropjog, J2mes Joseph McPhillips, Frederick
Cog, T, Patrick Kernan Halpin, John Wesley

Bg
OKks
, AND SU}?IIIEOC}’II‘SS FOR EXAMINA-

Articled Clerks.

é‘iﬂ}metic.
IB% E‘Sc}?d' Bb. I, II., and IIL
g Engl§sh Grammar and Composition.
18y IgII‘Sh History—Queen Anne to George

°d::: Geography—North America and

pe
Elements of Book-Keeping.

In 1884 and 1885, Articled Clerks will be ex-
amined in the portions of Ovid or Virgil, at their
option, which are appointed for Students-at-Law
in the same years.’

Students-at-Law.

Cicero, Cato Major.
Virgil, Zneid, B. V., vv. 1-36I.
1884. {Ovid, Fasti, B. L., yv. 1-300.
Xenophon, Anabasis, B. IIL.
Homer, Iliad, B. Iv.
- Xenophon, Anabasis. B. V.
Homer, Iliad, B. IV.
188s5. A Cicero, Cato Major.
Virgil, £Eneid, B. L., vv. 1-304.
Ovid, Fasti, B. 1., vv. I-300.
Paper on Latin Grammar, on which special stress
will be laid.
Translation from English into Latin Prose.
MATHEMATICS.

Arithmetic ; Algebra, to end of Quadratic Equa-
tions: Euclid, Bb, L., IL. and III.

ENGLISH.

A Paper on English Grammar.
Composition,
Critical Analysis of a Selected Poem :—
1884—Elegy in a Country Churchyard. The
Traveller.
1885—Lady of the Lake, with special reference
to Canto V. The Task, B. V.

HisTorY AND GEOGRAPHY.

English History from William ITI. to George III.
inclusive. Roman History,from thecommencement
of the Second Punic War to the death of Augustus.
Greek History, from the Persian to the Pelopon-
nesian Wars, both inclusive. Ancient Geography,
Greece, Italy and Asia Minor. Modern Geography,
North America and Europe.

Optional subjects instead of Greek:

.
FRENCH.

A paper on Grammar,

Translation from English into French prose.
1884—Souvestre, Un Philosophe sous le toits.
1885—Emile de Bonnechose, Lazare Hoche.

or NATURAL PHILOSOPHY.
Books—Arnott's elements of Physics, and Somer-
villes Physical Geography.
. FIRST INTERMEDIATE.

Williams on Real Property, Leith's Edition;
Smith's Manual of Common Law ; Smith’s Manual
of Equity ; Anson on Contracts; the Act respect-
ing the Court of Chancery; the Canadian Statutes
relating to Bills of Exchange and Promisory
Notes ; and Cap. 117, Revised Statutes of Ontario
and amending Acts.

Three scholarships can be competed for -in con-
pection with this intermediate.

SECOND INTERMEDIATE.

Leith’s Blackstone, 2nd edition ; Greenwood on
Conveyancing, chaps. on Agreements, Sales, Pur-
chases, Leases, Mortgages and Wills; Snell's
Equity; Broom's Common Law; Williams on
Personal Property; O'Sullivan’s Manual of Gov-
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the Ontario Judicature Act,
ntario, chaps. g3, 107, 136.
Three scholarships can be competed for in con-
nection with this intermediate.

FOR CERTIFICATE OF FITNESG‘.

" Taylor_on Titles; T lor's. Equity Jurisprud-
ence; Hawkins on Wills" Sﬁ?&is}.’..gdcmgn_gile
Law; Benjamin on Sales; Smith on Contracts ;
the Statute Law and Pleading and Practice of the
Courts,

FOR CALL.

Blackstone, vol. 1, containing the introduction
and rights of Persons; Pollock on Contracts ;
Story’s Equity Jusisprudence ; Theobald on Wills ;
Harris' Principles of Criminal Law; Broom's
‘Common Law, Books II1. and IV.; Dart on Ven-
dors and Purchasers ; Best on Evidence ; Byles on
Bills, the Statute Law and Pleadings and Practice
of the Courtom

Candidates for the final examinations afe sub-
‘ject to re-examination on the subjects of Inter-

-mediate Examinations, All other requisites for

obtaining Certificates of Fitness and for Call are
continued. |

1. A graduate in the Faculty of Arts, in any
mniversity in Her Majesty’s dominions em wered
to grant such degrees, shall be entitled to admission
" on the books of the society as a Student-at-Law,

upon conforming with clause four of this curricu-
lum, and presenting (in person) to Convocation his
diploma or proper certificate of his having received
his degree, without further examination by the
Society.

2. A student of any university in the Province of
Ontario, who shall present (in person) a certificate
-of having passed, within four years of his applica-
tion, an examination in the subjects prescribed in
this curriculum for the Stud

Articled Clerk (as the case may be) on conforming
‘with clause four of this curriculum, without any
further examination by the Society.

3. Every other candidate for admission to the

4. Every candidate for admission as a Student-
at-Law, or Articled Clerk, shall file with the secre-
tary, six weeks before the term in which he intends
1o come up, a notice (on prescribed form), signed
by a Bencher, and Day $1 fee; and, on or before
the day of presentation or €xamination, file with
the secretary a petition and 5 resentation signed
by a Barrister (forms prescriged) and pay pre-
scribed fee. .

3. The Law Society Terms are a5 follows:

Hilary Term, first Monday in February, lasting
two weeks.,

Easter Term,
three weeks.

Trinity Term, first Monday in September, lasting
twod weeks.

Michaelmas Term, third Monday in November,
lasting three weeks.

6. The primary examinations for Students-at-
Law and Articled Clerks will begin ori the third

third Monday in May, lasting

iche
Tuesday before Hilary, Easter, Trinity and Mi
aelmas Terms, :ersities
7. Graduates and matriculants of “mveon the
will present their diplomas and certificates
third Thursday before each term at 1r 3~“."l begis
8 The First Intermediate examination wil at 9
on the second Tuesday before each term
a.m. Oral on the Wednesday at 2 pm. | n will
9. The Second Intermediate Exammat}I? cm at
begin on the second Thursday before each T€
9 a.m. Oral on the Friday at 2 p.m. . | n the
r0. The Solicitors' examination will begin (:'al ot
Tuesday next before each term at g a.m.
‘the Thursday at 2: 30 p.m. in 09
11. The Barristers’ examination will begi a.m
the Wednesday next before each Term at 9
Oral on the Thursday at 2:30 p-m. d with
12. Articles and assignments must be file h Of
either the Registrar of the Queen’'s Benc fro®
Common Pleas Divisions within three months ¥ oy
date of execution, otherwise term of service
date from date of filing. se of
I3. Full term of five years, or, in the cast be
graduates of three years, under articles munted'
served before certificates of fitness can be gra aftes
I4. Service under articles is effectual only
the Primary examination has been passed. 6
15. A Student-at-Law is required to pas’ eafls
First Intermediate examination in his third Yo o
and the Second Intermediate in his fourth )h
unless a graduate, in which case the First sh ¢ sif
in his second year, and his Second in the firs! ~,
months of his” third year. One year must €
between First and Second Intermediates- a3
further, R.S.0., ch. 140, sec. 6, sub-secs. 2 an 15 Of
16. In computation of time entitling St“denalled
Articled Clerks to Pass examinations to be cxa,n'
to the Bar or receive certificates of fitness, el be
inations dpassed before or during Term Sh:xam—
construed as passed at the actual date of the oves
ination, or as of the first day of Term, Whlcclerk.
shall be most favourable to the Student or soci’
and all students entered on the books of the eD
ety during any Term shall be deemed to have
so entered on the first day of the Term. ive
17. Candidates for call to the Bar must ginl
‘notice, signed by a Bencher, during the prece
erm. ftness
18. Candidates for call or certificate of pers
are required to file with the sécretary their pardsf'
and pay their fees on or before the third Sat! wil
before Term. Any candidate failing to do 80 4
be required to put in a special petition, and p3Y
additional fee of §2.

FEES. ;00
NoticeFees...........................- aooo
Students’ Admission Fee vovvvivnnnnn.nns 50 00
Articled Clerk’s Fees.ooovvvininnnnnn.es gaoo
Solicitor's Examination Fee.o..oooivvens 00 %
Barrister's “ i ieieeieasees T 1 0P
Intermediate Fee Satriireeses et 00
Fee in special cases additional to the above. 2 2 00
FeeforPetitions.....................n-- 2 09
Fee for Diplomas WATTEeresesceaaaess 00
Fee for Certificate of Admission.,.,...... 100
Fee for other Certificates...........cc00e

S15°
Copies of Rules can be obtained Srom Mes
Rowsell & Hutchison.



