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JOEL P. BISHOP.

JOel Prentias Bishop, the well-known au-
toyfurnishes a short sketch of his life te

the Central Law Journal. The accompanying

I)rldtrepresents a vigorous old gentleman
Wlth Pleasant features. Mr. Bishop uays:
1 ir8 born March 10, 1814, in Volney,

08Wego county, New York, in a emaîl log
hoiise lu the woods, remote from ail other
habitations but one. While yet a babe, my

r4iothor belng sick and soon te die, I was
tkl my father's former place of residence,

)Oneida county, in the same State, and
Ihave "o remembrance of Volney. My father

Y18a farmer of smail means, yet ownlng his
fetile sixty acres, and I worked with him,
at1<1iflg a remote district school three or
four fnonths in the year, and finally graduat-

%,into "the academy."1 The schoolmaster
~fjthe district school was changed every terni;
44d r8gul.aî>y at its close, the retlring one

'ted may father and urged hlm te send me
to4 COllegey My own aspirations grew, and
at about th age of sixteen an arrangement
*asInade with my father te permit me te

vthe farm and get an education by my
~Wlexertin. I found poverty te be no

ol')SruitUOn. While yet sixteen I taught a
Pu~blic ehooL And by such and other means

rea8dilY obtained the money for clothing,

tntosUd books. I could always earn my

bheard ýV'thout hindrance te my studies. But
beQh 00 fildand then began the strug-

ele*1 dd eerything te baffle disease ; re-
lý'tl4lhed study, returned te it under cir-

")sacm thought te be more favorable,

donagain, varied the experiment,
adson, for how many times I do not

teroubor When twenty-one, I became
%illy eSatjÛed httesrglwaule,

ardgave it up. thdi nestule Blcsoe
a 'IFarewell te the Muse," but a "Fare-

WeIl t0 sce l
1 i% lnce2' It was dated July 19,

PoiPad Published lu - The Llterary Em-
SOf New Haven, Conn., near whict

place I thon was, in the number for Octeber
3, 1835. I made, in the IIFarewell," one re-
servation, expressed iu the following words :

" Though thus I bld adieu te Learning, where
She site in publie places, or bows and waves
Rer plumes from off hier star-clad height to, meet
The gaze of millions, stili 1 may invite
Sometimes her presence in a humble garb,
To cheer me in my lone, obscure retreat."1

Acting on this reservation, and otherwise
letting " Learning"' alone, and havlng drlfted
to Boston, I entered a law office in the fail of
1842, hoping to obtain a littie useful informa-
tion, but with no idea of having health to,
practice the law. ilere came another, yet
agreeable, disappointment. At the end of a
year and four months, I had fully supported
myseif by literary work outside the law,
undergone an examination by the judge as
to my competency in the law, taken the

proper oath for admission to the bar, opened
an office, and entered upon legal practice.
Indeed, legal practice with me began six
weeks after I was enrolled as a student, when
required by circumstances to draw, without
otiier help than a little preliminary explana-
tion, a special declaration in an important
case which went through the courts, and
"lstood."1 And afterward I had managed ail
the small-court business of the office, consult-.
ing with clients, and trying their causes*
During this period also, I tried and woni my
first jury case in the higher court. Bo prac-
tice had become familiar to me; and, con-
siderlng how slowly my short preparation
compelled me to work, there was no lack of
clients.

My business wus divided between large

and smail, but most of it was the latter.
This, preferring the former, I determined te

get rid of; and, as a side exercise during the
change, te write a law book. Hence my
IlMarriage and Divorce," which was publish-
ed in one volume just ten years after I en-
tered a law office as a student. It brought
me a constant succession of requests and

advlce te write other books. I saw thatlI could
not both write books and practice ; so, with

the approbation of the only person entitled
te, object, I made the great sacrifice of my life

by relinquishiflg practice, and entering upon
*legal authorshlp-whether for the benefit or
Linjury of mankind time only can disclose.
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LORD JUSTICE LINDLE Y ON LA W contracts, or letters, which sorely puzzle
REPORTINO. those who have to put a meaning on theni,

1are absolutely useless for future guidance,Let us consider, then, what are the legiti- and should flot be reported at ail. At onenate wants of ail branches of the legal pro- time there was a tendency, especialîy in theèsinwt epc olwrprs hyChancery Courts, to try and construe oneire both negative and affirmative. will by means of decisions on other willsThe profession does flot want reports of more or less like it ; but this tendency haS'ases valuelea as precedents, nor long been checked of late years, and there is noteports of complicated facts when a short now any excuse for reporting decisions onondensation of them is ail that is necessary ilsipybauetywredfcutt
ounderstand the legal principle involved construe. Siinilar observations apply tori the decision. This observation applies other documents. Some cases on the con-ot only to the reports themselves, but parti- struction of documents are," however, verYularly te the head-notes of the cases reported. useful. Such are new liglits thrown upoli'he legal pith of a case, and nothing more, common forms-e.g. in charter-parties, poli-àxould appear in its head-note. cies of insurance, ordinary covenants or

The ffimatie wnte ay e cosidredtrusts, etc., or new interpretations of sornnder three heads-viz. (1) The subjects re- Aof u l f C ourt C ase ofpticakin ar
rted; (2) The mode of reporting them;o ue fCut asso hskn r) The time and form of their publication. unquestionably useful as guides, and should

1. Te sb ecs rpored soul incudeallbe reported.1 Ihsujetreotdsodinleal 2. As regards the mode of reporting. Thetses which introduoe, or appear te introduce, great point te bear in mind is that what thenew principle or new rule, or which materi- profession wants is law, and such facts onlYly modify an existing principle or rule, or as are neoessary to enable the reader of thOhich settle, or tend to settie, a question oni report to appreciate the law found in the case-bich the law is doubtful, or which for any Keeping this in mind, reports should be aC-ber reason are pecullarly instructive. curate, full in the sense of conveying every«Jf these principles are flot attended te, the thing material and useful, and as concise 90prts will be unnecesarily bulky, and tume is consistent with these requirements. ThleLd labour will be wasted. But in applying points contended for by counsel should bleese principles te practice, it must be borne noticed, and the grounds on which the judg'mind that the reports are wanted not only ment is based should receive especial attel'men who are already well-informed law. tion. The whole valuie of a report depend3re, but also by men of a different class ; on this p)art of it, and on the distinctness withd for thoir sakes it 18 better te err on the which it is brouglit out. In this respec~t[e of reporting too many cases than of much of course dopends on the judge, aud)orting too few. Collections of rubbish the care ho takes to make plain the groundsLst be carofully avoided ; but if an experi- of his decision. But much also depends 0o»2ed reporter is in doubt as to wlîether a the reporter. Even when a judgment 1se is worth reporting or not, it will be safer written, much of it may relate to matterOreport it, however shortly, than wholIy to requiring decision but not worth reportillg
it it.and it should be shortened accordingly.ýractically the great difficulty is te decide 3. As regards the time and form of publi,at ought te be done with cases turning on cation, the profession wants the reports Pull'construction Of written documents, and lished as speedily as possible-good pri1'tih what are called Practice cases. As good paper, a convenient portable size, col"ards cases on the construction of docu- venient arrangement of m atter, good indexeOtnts, they should be excluded, unless there and the lowest price consistent with th'some good reason for including them payment of the expenses of publication.-lY8BWBs turning on obscure senteniAa in m-~11k 'r-..
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AS ENGLZSH JUDG.E ON SHYLOCK.

Ini these days, when s0 many people are
Inlliled, to take liberties with property, it
Frns~ likely that the IlLeague"I which, has

b61formned to proteet both liberty and pro-
1>'tY Wiil find enough te, do. There are, of
e0ie traduoers of thie excellent body, for

*tgreat organization was ever etarted
'Vhi0h lias flot been made the shaft of mis-

iac or even maîicious criticisms ? One of
th lighits of the "lLiberty and Property De-
fel108 League"I is Lord Bramwell. and we are

8nefrsed to find that his viewe on these sub-
jets have incurred the gentie ridicule of Sir

WilaiHarcourt. The Home Secretary
1%eyVentured to assert that Lord. Bramwell

411tertained s0 vast a reverence for ail kinds

OfPt0p6rty that if lie had been called upon to,
41eide the legai dispute in "lThe Merchant of
Vl 8IUce hie would infallably have declared

t4t-111tni'sPound of flesli muet be given
tOh8creditor. Lord Bramweii, with the

eekn8e which usually characterises hlm,
h%'8 niet Sir William Harcourt'e littie joke by

au8,1wer deiivered from the judiciai bencli.
lthe course of an Appeal Court case the

leMO judge took occasion to, respond to the
~Yf illustration of the Home Secretary.
Par fromn expressing the slighteet shame or

Danteflle for the views whici lie hoids as to,
the8c4-rOde of property of ail descriptions,
lo Bramwelî actually seems to, glory in

theitn- The session of the Court of Appeal
W88 Probab>y the earliest opportunity that

D*re8ented to him of answering Sir
'nHarcourt'sbanter; but at ail events,

4 8ied on the opportunity and turned it to
tebest account It is interesting to hear
*ht» judge--especially a judge of Appeal

&40 ftaw iord-thinks of the legal bearings
of aSlakespearian drama. Apparently the

&,f von, if ie ever had any legal train-

's'uogh, te avoid falling into error in wliat

dntybe Csed the cause cé2èbre of Shylock v.
Iro%0 Pertia's statement of the case
ld, Lord Bramweîî tells us, have induoed
h4te giv6 the Pound of flesli te the usurer,

eXcPt fer One littie flaw in lier argumen*
coulilhiad. not been e"appropriatd," and

tll'o t therefore, be regarded ms property
**'hicSylock had a good legal riglit until

it had been cnt from Antonids quivering
body. Supposing Lord Bramwell te, have
been sitting in banco with the Doge of Venice,
on the occasion of the famouis trial, and the
Pound of fleeli had been lying on a table,
ready cut; in that case the decision of the
English judge would have been in favor of
the plaintiff's dlaim to, the possession of the
horrible pie.ce of Ilproperty." But then, as
Lord Bramweii truiy remarks, in order te, get
the fleeli, aseauit, and even murder, wouid
have had to be committed, and therefore the
contract was nul1 and void from. the begin-
ning. No doubt it was stupid of Shyiock not
to have taken counsel'e opinion on this point
before lie lent the money te, tlie mercliant ;
but malice made him forget lis prudence and
clevernes for a time. Portia accordingiy,
when she. argued that Antonio muet part
with sixteen. ounces of lis "lpersonal. pro-

perty, Y was distinctly in error, and the Vene-
tian Court unliappily was acting ultra vire8,
as Courte sometimes do. It liad ne riglit te,
tell the Jew te take tlie flesli, but te, be care-
fui "ite spill no drop of blood I with it. The
moment Shlock had advanced tewards his
victim, knife in liand, lie would have been
technicaily guiity of an assauit with intent,
and wouid have been obliged te appear at
tlie police court of the period next morning
te, hear what the sitting magistrate thouglit
of the offence-London Te2egraph.

COURT 0F QIJEEN'S BENOH.
[In Chambers.]
MoNTEEBAL, April 29,1885.

Coram Caoss, J.

WYLIE et vir, Appeilant, and Tnz CITy op
MOiN'rEA4L Respondent.

Appeai to Sup-rem Court-Future RtgLts.

The appellant wus condemned by the
Superier Court (7 L N. 26) te, pay tlie
respondent $408, for taxes due te, the City,
fer tlie years 1878,1879, and 1880, dhi preperty
beionging te Appellant, and by lier used as
a girls, private schoel. This judgment was,
by a majority of tlie Court, coniimed in
Appeal.

Kerr, Q.C., petitioned fer leave te appeal te

1 the Supreme Court, basing his riglit s0 te de
1 upon the greund that the judgment cern-

156



156 TJE LIEGAL NIRWS.

plained of affected the future riglits of the ted the proper preliminary steps te expro-parties, for if it were flot reversed, it would priate the ewner, lias been so frequentlyhave the effeet of authorizing the respondent decided by all the Courts of this Province thatte colleet taxes of the nature claimed, from it will readily lie suppoeed it was not thethe appellant yearly. object of the appellant te test it again. ButRoy, Q.C., opposed the application, on the the pretention of the appellant is that by theground that the amount of the action and original grant of the land frorn the Crownjudgment was under $2,000, and that the there was a reservation of the right te makecase did flot involve future rights, as the as rnany roads as the Crown miglit requireassessrnent was made yearly, and miglit lie on the land in question, that this rightdiscentinued or net imposed liereafter. Cited passed te the municipalities, and is reeLuesier & Corporation of Hochelaga, 3 LN. 3()q nised by the Art. 906 M.C.
CnRoss, J., held, referring te Les Soeurs de The words of the grant on whicli appellant

l'Aaile de la Providence de Miontréal & Le relies are as follows:Maire et les Con&eillera de la Ville de Terrebonne, "And we do liereby expressly reserve tein whicli leave te appeal 'was granted by Mr. "us, our heirs and successers, a right ofJustice Monk on 9tli April last that the case "making any number of public road8 or 1&tgl&was one which was compreliended under the "ways, of a width net exceeding one hundredterm "lFuture Riglits,"1 that it was dangereus "feet, througli any part of the said land andte refuse te allow leave to appeal, and that "premises liereliy granted, except suc h partwhere there was any difficulty leave would "'whereon any dwelling-houses or otherlie given, as the respondent would always "lhouses or dwellings shal lie erected."1have bis recous before the Supreme Court This reserve is evidently personal te thete have the appeal rejected summarily. Crown, and would flot necessarily pass teKerr, Carter & Goldstein, for Apellant. the municipality; but it is said that as ne-Rouer Roy, Q.C., for Respondent. indemnity is te lie granted, or as the English
COUR OF UEES BECH. version elegantly and correctly lias it IlmustCOUR 0F UE NS BE CH. "lie granted," for the Il]and reserved for &Quimsuc, Feli. 8, 1884. "lpublic road in the grant or concession of aBeforc MONK, RÂmsAY, Tussix, Coss, and "llot,"> therefore the rnunicipality can availBABY, JJ. itself of the reserve te the Crown. I cannetLA CORPORATION DU COMTÉ DE Doncuxsrjm adopt this view. The code evidently refeli(deft. below), Appellant, and COLLE]! (pli!', te a specific reserve of se mucli land for roadbelow), Respondent. purposes, net te a general reserve of thieMunicipal Corporaion-oadE a~on kind. But, in addition te this, I don't thuinkHeld, That the Corporation, appellant, hd no the Crown could take the land witliout iii'pOumer to take any of the respondent's land for demnity under a general clause of this sort-a road, uithout filfilling the formaitie8 pre, It neyer liai been Suggested, so far as I kneW,scribed by law for the expropriation of th that a general reserve of this kind ws netland required for such road. T/w generai re- subject te indemnity for damage. As &0lserve in the letters Patent from th Cýuni illustration, in thèeucae of the Duke of BUC'made in faveur of the (Jrown only, and does cleugh v. Wakefield, L.R 4 H. L 377, wlie!flot pass te the municipal authority. te was a contest ais te whether the appelFor emaks f Jutics Tssie an Bay lat hd ariglit te destroy the wliole surf$0Oe r rem rk ofR Ju t c s e se3a d B b under a gneral reservatien of m ines, the Ob'

Rsoe y J0Q L. 63.c rrn int e j d igation te indemniy was taken as a matterRAM AYJ. con urrng n tie ud m ent): of course. There was, therefere, an indeni-This action is POSSeSsory by respendentj fr nity te lie etablislied.taking possession ctf land for a road witliout I ara te confirrn.,~Proceeding te expropriate. Judgment confirmed, Baby, J., dissentil*The naked question as te tlie uiglit te this Belleau Siafford & Belleazu for appellant'action when the municipality lias net adop. L. Ta.chereau, fer respondent.

156



TRE iEGAL NEWS.

COUR DE CIRCUIT.

MoNratAL, 16 mars 1885.

Coram CARON, J.
POMINvILLE v. GAUrR.

Commerçants de chevaux-Chevaux en pension-

Prescription.

UGÉ:--lo. Que celui qui, bien que commerçant
de chevaux, ne tient cependant pas par état
de chevaux en pension, ne peut, pour les

fins de la prescription, être assimilé au
maitre de pension; pas même dans le cas
oÙ il aurait gardé dans ses écuries et nourri
pendant quelques jours, des chevaux appar-
tenant au défendeur.

20, Que dans l'espèce, la prescription annale
établie par l'article 2262, No. 4, du Code
Oivil, n'a pas d'application.

Le demandeur réclamait du défendeur la
some de $18.60, pour avoir nourri pendant
quelques jours huit chevaux appartenant au
dendeur.

A l'encontre de cette action, le défendeur
prduisit entre autres plaidoyers, le suivant:

Que tous les faits allégués en la déclaration
du demandeur sont faux et mal fondés.

Qu'en supposant même qu'il serait dû au
diandeur comme il le prétend, le montant

ntionné en la dite déclaration, tel montant
ait prescrit par la prescription d'un an, en

ertu de l'article 2262 du Code Civil. Et il
Concluait au renvoi de l'action.

14 preuve démontra 'que bien que le de-
mandeur fût commerçant de chevaux il ne
tenait pas et n'avait jamais tenu par état de
Chevaux en pension. Mais dans l'occasion
en question il avait pris soin de huit chevaux
aPPanant au défendeur et les avait nourris

eans écuries pendant plusieurs jours en
attendant que'le défendeur trouvât à les
'Vendre.

A l'audience, le défendeur qui appuyait ses
Prétentions sur l'article 2262 du Code Civil
apPela d'une manière toute spéciale l'atten
tiol de la cour sur cet article.

son côté, le demandeur cita les autoritéi
suivantes .

TrOpiong, t. 2, Prescription, No. 970, qu
ep]rimelB comme suit:

Du reste, il ne faut pas assimiler ni am
tteurs, ni aux maitres de pension, ceux qu

par obligeance, fournissent les aliments à un

individu dans le besoin.
"C'est à ce sujet que Dumoulin, dans son

apostille sur l'article 313 de l'ancienne cou-

tume d'Orléans, propose l'espèce d'une fille

de treize ans, qui, chassée par sa mère, s'était

retirée dans la maison de son oncle qui l'avait

nourrie pendant deux ans et demi. On op-

posa après son mariage la prescription (d'un

an) contre la demande d'aliments faite par

l'oncle qui avait rendu ce service à sa nièce.

Dumoulin décida que l'oncle était bien fondé

dans sa réclamation."
Au No. 971, Troplong ajoute:
" Je pense qu'on devrait rendre une déci-

sion semblable pour les personnes qui, sans

esprit de spéculation et par pure amitié, reçoi-

vent à leur table, moyennant une indemnité,
une personne dont la compagnie leur est

agréable. Les articles 2271 et 2272, ne font

figurer dans leurs catégories diverses que des

individus qui font métier, état ou profession de

leur travail, de leur art ou de leurs fournitures.

Il n'en est pas de même dans notre espèce."

Le demandeur cita de plus, Brodeau, sur

Paris, art. 129, No. 1.
Et la cour, après délibéré, déclara que la

créance du demandeur n'était pas soumise à

la prescription annale invoquée par le défen-

deur, rejeta en conséquence son plaidoyer

de prescription et donna gain de cause au

demandeur. Action maintenue.

Augé & Lafortune, pour le demandeur.
Brique, McGoun & Fmard, pour le défen-

deur.
(J. G. D.)

COUR DE CIRCUIT.

MoNraÉAL, 13 avril 1885.

Coram JNrrÉ, J.

PorrEvIN v. ETIENNE et al.

Protét-Codt du protêt.

JUGÉ :-Que le coût d'un protêt notarié est recou-

vrable en justice, si la partie mis< en de-

meure s'est soumise à ce protêt et a exécuté

ce qu'on exigeait d'elle par ce protêt.

i Les propriétés des parties en cette cause

sont contiguës et les défenderesses ont laissé

x croitre auprès des bâtiments du demandeur,
i et à une distance prohibée par la loi, des ar-
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bres dont les branches s'étendaient sur sa la somme de $6.00 pour le coût dudit pro-Propriété et.étaient devenues Pour lui une têt, avec dépens.véritable nuisance, sans compter qu'il avait Action maintenue.souffert des dommages réels par l'humidité Archambault, Lynch, Bergeron & .Mgnault,que lesdits arbres entretenaient dans ses pour le demandeur.btiment . O. Gaudet, pour les défenderesses.
lm demandeur se plaignit souvent aux dé- (J.G.D.)

fenderesses de la nuisance et des dommages COUR DU RECORDER.en question et les somma, à diverses reprises,en présence de témoins, d'avoir à enlever les MONTRÉAL, Il avril 1885.dits arbres ou du moins d'en couper les bran- Coram DEMONTIGNY, Recorder.ches; et comme elles ne tenaient aucun LA CITÉ DE MONTRÉAL v. FEINNULL etcompte de ses plaintes et sommations verba- SCILLR, qppl., et LA DITE CITÉ, cont.les, il les fit protester par le ministère d'un ouLERecorder, e ITE Crr, nnotaire, de se conformer à ses réquisitions Cour du Rcorder-Juridiction-Opposition aßnsous les peines de droit. de conserver-Frais privlégiés.
Leur réponse au protet fut un refus forme, JUGÉ:-lo. Que la Cour du Recorder a juridie-

Cependant elles jugèrent plus prudent de con Pour recevoir une opposition afn decouper les branches des arbres en question; conserver sur leproduit des meubles du débi-ce qu'elles firent en effet quelques jours après 2 ur ele protet. 20.-Que le premier saisissant a un privilége sur
ee protêt, $les deniers prélevés pour les frais de saisie-

C'est le coût de ce Protêt, $8.60, que le de,, gagerie.mandeur a réclamé par la présente action. L'opposant avait obtenu jugement contre
ees défenderesses ont contesté cette action le défendeur sur un bref de saisie-gagerie.et allèguent entre autres choses par leur La demanderese a fait saisir les mêmes meu-défense: 

bles appartenant au défendeur pour taxesQue les arbres en question n'ont jamais d'affaires et d'eau, et a procédé à la ventecausé de dommages au demandeur. avant que l'opposant eût pû exécuter sonQue le protêt dont le coût est réclamé en jugement. Ce dernier fit alors signifier à lacette cause était inutile et qu'elles ne sont demanderesse une opposition afin de con-pas tenues de payer ce protêt. server pour les frais encourus avant la saisieQue si, après le protêt, elles ont coupé quel- de la demanderesse.
ques branches aux arbres en question Cette opposition fut contestée par la de-cétait sur avis de leur avocat, et dans le manderesse, sur le principe que la Cour dubut d'éviter des difficultés. Et elles con- Recorder n'avait pas de juridiction en ceScluaient au renvoi de l'action. matières; que tla dite demanderesse n'avaitPas saisi en vertu d'un jugement de la CourAu soutien de ses prétentions le deman- du Recorder mais en vertu d'un rle de cotideur g invoqué les autorités suivantes: sation qui en loi équivaut à un jugement, etci Dmolombe PP. 548 et 578. Pothier, So- que, par suite, la Cour ne povait maintenirciété, No. 242. ler Guyot, Répé Vo. Arbre, une opposition de la nature de celle de l'oppo-,p. 561. Merlin, Rép. Vo. Arbre, No. VI. 10 sant, et adjuger sur l'exécution d'un juge-Lp C. J. 82, Le urs v. La Corporation de la ment qu'elle n'avait pas rendu elle-même.paroisse de St. Laurent. La Cour fut d'opinion qu'elle avait juridic-Et la cour, tenant compte des autorités ci- tion et que l'opposition afin de conserver étaitdessus et prenant en considération que les bien fondée.

branches des arbres en question se proje- L. Ethier, avocat Opposition maintenue.
taient sur la proprité du demandeur et que t er
les défenderesses avaient jugé à propos de De Martigny & De Martigny, avocats de l'op-
cQuper ces branches, après la signification du Posant.protêt, les condamna à payer au demandeur (J.J.)

M LBRU N»A-
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JURISPRUDENCE FRANÇAISE.

Assurances contre 'incendie-Demande d'in-
demnité-Exagération des évaluations-Absence
lefraude-Renonciation de la compagnie.

10. La clause d'une police d'assurance con-
tre l'incendie stipulant que l'assuré encourt
la déchéance de son droit à l'indemnité lors-
qu'il a exagéré le montant du dommage subi,
ne Peut recevoir son application en l'absence
d'une intention frauduleuse et dolosive de la
part du sinistré.

2o. Ce caractère frauduleux et dolosif ne
se trouve pas dans le fait par l'assuré d'avoir
g0si l'importance de ses pertes dans un
état qu'il a adressé le jour même de l'incendie,
au utilieu du trouble profond que lui causait
le sinistre, et alors surtout qu'il s'est désisté
aUssitôt après sa première évaluation qu'il
'ta Pas reproduite devant la justice.

80. Il y a d'ailleurs renonciation tacite de
a part de la compagnie assureur, à se préva-

loir de cette déchéance dans la déclaration
Par elle faite d'être disposée à donner satis-

tion au sinistre dans la mesure indiquée
Dar le rapport des experts.

(5 déc. 1884. Cour d'Appel de Paris. Gaz.
1-2 mars 1885.)

ail--Cession - Garantie - Cession intermé-
diiaire.

L'engagement contracté par le preneur ori-
ginaire de garantir au bailleur le paiement
des loyers solidairement avec son cession-
naire en cas de cession, constitue une obliga-
toeclusivement personnelle et qui ne lie
que celui qui l'a consentie.

r conséquence le bailleur dans le cas de
Plusieurs cessions successives n'a d'action

ecte que contre le preneur originaire et le
cessionnaire actuel, le premier en vertu du
Contrat, le second comme occupant les lieux;
les csionnaires intermédiaires n'étant tenus
que d'une obligation corrélative au temps deleur jouissance.

(17 déc. 1884. Cour d'Appel de Paris. Gaz,
p'. 10 mars 1885.)

Ué--Mandat ad litem-Production à une
f«ilite et à un ordre-inscription non renouvelée
~'»*ue du mandat.

4 Mandat ad litem est limité par les règles
rale qui régissent l'exercise du minis-

ère de l'avoué au devoir d'accomplir exacte-
nent les formalités prescrites par la loi pour
a régularité des procédures.

Spécialement le mandat de l'avoué, chargé
le faire vérifier et admettre une créance
hypothécaire au passif d'une faillite, et de
produire à l'ordre, qui sera ultérieurement
>uvert sur le prix des immeubles du failli,
ne peut être étendu à l'obligation de renouve-
er l'inscription de l'hypothèque qui garantit
adite créance. Un mandat spécial conféré à
'avoué et accepté par lui aux fins de ce re-

nouvellement est nécessaire, pour que, par le
non accomplissement de cette mesure, sa
responsabilité puisse se trouver engagée.

(17 fév. 1885. Cassation. Gaz. Pal. 11 mars
1885.)

LARGE FEES.

It is said that the Bell telephone company
paid Mr. J. J. Starrow, the prominent patent
lawyer of Boston, a fee of $25,000, with an
additional contingent fee of $25,000 in case of
success. A fee of $50,000 is a good round
sum for a single case, but his services were
worth that much to the Bell telephone com-
pany.

This is the largest fee we know of that has
been paid recently. The firm of Butler, Mc-
Donald & Butler, of Indianapolis, Ind., some
time ago received $30,000 for " closing out"
the Indianapolis and St. Louis Railroad.

If a St. Louis paper is to be relied on,
"heathen Bob" Ingersoll received a good
round sum' for his services in the famous
Star Route cases. It says:

" While ex-Senator Dorsey was here in at-
tendance on the cattle convention he was
asked one day how much he paid Bob Inger-
soll for his (lefence in the Star Route trials.
" Well," said he, "it was very curious how
that was done. From the beginning to the
end of the trial Ingersoll never asked me for
a dollar. One day, after I had been acquitted
at the second trial, I met Ingersoll and I ask-
ed him how much 1 owed him. He at first
declined to talk about it, saying he had no
charge to make and he didn't care if lie never
got a cent. I asked him to walk a few squares
with me, and we went to the safe deposit
building. I unlocked my box and took out a
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ýcalls the story of Hon. Joe Geiger's

fee." It seems that a few years af-
commenced practicing 1a Joe did

Y "'clever"' work for a certain rail-
ich they appreciated very highly.
aware that his Services had been of
ie to the company and he was med-
hat amount he should charge, and
1g to screw his conscience up to
a. fee of $20)0. When the account-
road called on him, told him how
were pleased with the work he had
hem, and told Joe he had corne to
and produced a large roll of $500o
counted down four, and then paus-

eu, saying, tîhow much, Mr. Geiger, will it
take to, satisfy you T" Joe very complacently
replied, " Oh, another one of those will do,"
American Lau Journal.

RECENT DECISIONS AT QUEBEC.*

bas a rlight if he be a pauper, to obtain an
alimentary allowanCe from. the plaintiff.
McCord, J., said: At the argument it was
Icontended by the counsel for the plaintiff,
that the provisions of Sect. 6 of ch. 87, C. S.L. C., having been codified under the head
of coercive imprisonment, and omitted under
the head Of c'aPias adi respondendum, in the
Code Of Civil Procedure, these Provisions no
longer apply to caPia8, and are restricted to
cases Of coercive imprisoilment, in the sense
of cont'raintepar corp, es)elcial]Y as the wordsof the article 790 are Ciany person thus imn-
prisoned."1 I cannot admit this viEw to be
correct. The mere omission to provide inthis code for the obtaining of an alimentary
allowance in cases Of capias has flot, in my
opinion, the effeet of repealing the provisions
of the ConsolidateJ Statute as regards capias
(See 1360 C. C. P.), and the incorporation of
these provisions, under the head of coercive
imprisoient, merely extends them to this
kind of inlprisonment. Such would be mY
opinion, even if I were to be guided by the
Code of Civil Procedure only; but on refer-

TerIne incertain - Condition p.1btes've. ence to the Civil Code, article 2277, I se
-%atOn é Wai.-ugé Qu lorquele on-that it provides that the Consoljdated StatutAtrat recule l'exigibilité du paiement jusqu'à sufficient ues f holding tatd thle oil'accomplissement d'un fait dépendant de la sfins osfr odn that sttttrhntrpae by anvolonté du débiteur, le créancier ne peut pas, osion i the Codte arof Prcdre epecibyal,sans aucune fixation de délai et sur somma. amsio h igh teCe mrion r tish esueciltion notariée au débiteur d'accomplir le fait and the right tofipo t at Bts subjeciet de payer, le poursuivre et conclure pure- auped te îhobta alimet, rf alieowament et simplement au paiement; qu'il ne may e cooanrI as almtter lof cvicrihpeut conclure qu'à la fixation par le tribunalmyb osdr amtesofcvligod'un délai pour l'accomplissement du fait 't rather than as mere matters of procedure.-au paiement après son expiration.-...<E R& (. Killoran v. Waters.vision) Bartley v. Breakey. CýtoaiCnitonPat-fnr.

Prion&-P.4rivge - H6telie.-Jugê, Que Held, 1. Where the conviction is for a penal-le fournisseur de provisions à un hôtellier n'a thecomplainant cannot free himself fr0111pas de privilège; et que, si l'hôtellier vit his liabillty te coets on certiorari, by renoun-avec sa famille dans l'hôtel qu'il exploite, le cing the conviction: especially if he contesteprivilège n'existe que pour la proportion des teStoai
provisions qui a servi à nourrir, lui et sa fa- 2. A complainant, having obtained a con-mill.-(n'~éviion RO v.Bloinet alyviction against minors, cannot set up theirinile.(EnUvsin) om . loun, t Diyminority againat them, when they seek rO-et a., oppts. 

dress from that conviction by means of cer*.Alimentary allowance - Imrwnnn - Ca- tiraipias ad repondendum.-Hed that a defendant 3. A conviction may be qua8hed upoil SD.,imprisoned under a capia8 adi rerpondendum inscription on the merits of the rtoa'
withOut motion te quash, if the quashilIgUQ.L R,,has beenyrayed for in the petition for cet,Q. L t, tirarLm .) C.) Hébert et ai. v. Paquet.
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