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126-Vol. VrI.] LOCAL COURTS' & MUNICIPAL GAZETTE. [August, 1871.
In Reg. ex rel. Flater Y. Fan Velsor, 6 U. C. L. J. 1. That I have referred to the newspap crsN. S. 151, 1 lîad occasion to decitue a point very mentioned in the affidavit of W. H. D. 'Long-similar to the prescut. The decision was not staffe, and verified by bim, and which said news-appealed against, ani is consistent with my papers are respectivel

7 marked A and B, and 1
present opinion. 

Bay that, by a foot-note printed at the end ofI car' only understand the woril Ilrated," in the said respective newspapers. John Stanger is
clause 70, to mean rating unfier the assessment etatedt to be the printer and publisher of the
law ; Eto that , whatevcr the sta'tute may inean, 1 5&iid newspapers respectively, and I say that the
tbink it does flot mean to prescribe tire real Said John Stanger is, as I believe, the printervalue of the intereoit or the candidate in the and publisher of the said parierR.land on which ho qualifies. I s1hall. timerefore, D'qb Seym"our (Vudall with him) 8boweJwithout further endeavouring tn speculate upon cau8e aptirist tira mie -There mu8t be a coin-
Lt, follow the grammatical construction of sec- plete case on the affidavits. Such evidenceion 70; and, applying it to this case, it nppears must be given as woulîl enable a grand jury to
Lhat the defendant has an equitable freehold in 6und a true bill!; R. v. Willett, 6 TP. R., 294. If
and rated at the proper amount, in bis own etatutory proof lie not given, strict legal proofme, on the !ast revised assessment rol!, and iuust lie produced; Cole on Criminal Information,bat he hsd the saine estate at the time of the ppi, 55 and 62 ; Ex parle Williams, 5 J Ur. 1138.lection, and I therefore think lie i8 qualified. Belief is not enough. Here there is only theJudgmeat.for defendant, wilh co8t8.* Dame at the foot of the newepaper antiexe< to

*This (lecis ion was stibsequently uplil by Mir. Justice the affidavits, and there is no legal proof that
ait, on appeal froiji Mr. Daton's orîer.-Rep. the office at which the paper was bouglit is the- ____ office of defendaît. Nor can tbe defect bie eup-ENGLISHE REPORTS. Plied from, the affidavits of the defendant, biiîself;Coruer's Crown Practice, 172. R. v. Baldwin,QUEEN's~ BECI A. & E. 168 ; R. v. Woolmer, 12 A. & E. 442.QUEE'S ENCLZTise Solicitor-Geseral (Sir J. D. C!oleridge)R. ~.STÂNGR. .fereaford with hir.-Statutory proof bas beeaV. SIAG]KR. endered unnecessary by 82 & 83 Vict. c. 24.
rimia iaformatuoa- LQhel - ffidat-Evie(kje~ Of Sucb proof as the common law al!owe is, there-pitbliCatton, 

fore, eufficieut. Primâ ai proof iseouh
îe affidavits in support of a ride calling on a defendant 

fceeogito show cause why a crinjinal information ahould ,ot and indeed it is impossible in many cases te
be ftled against hirru for publishing a liliel in a news- 1supply more. In R. v. Baldwin, Patteson, .paper must supply legal evidence showiug thatte mksti tuorpofthgond 

fbs
lefendaxît is printer or publisher of thre uews mks hsstttrypoo h gon o i
[t is not enough, therefore, to annex the newspaper to decision, but by tbe statute cited that proof is-
the affidavits and to show that it was boughit ait the Irendeî.ed uunecessary. In case of publication
)fflle of the newapaper, ani that it. coutas la a foot- there is a well-known defluite mode of proof
.iote the name of the defendant, and a statemnent tha th as o, ruei
a publisher and printer, aud that the deponient bes Whhe Court asinsisted obut the uej
bat the defenîlant la sueli printer sud publisher. Put'ely technical. If, however, the affidavitsa
Sre, eau the deftciency be supplied on the argument of on the defendant's Bide have supplied whas
,he rui.e by a atateineut iii the affidavit4 of the defendant. a atigtatsenuhfrhe 

upae[19 W. R. 640. --q. R l vatig ta 9. en fre the pffiavis doA rIe niti was obtained in a former terrn RY.Mi,8TR.56 e teafdie(0ling uipou tbe Mefedant to show cause wb ya flot attep to deny that the defendant is theminai information sbould flot be filed agaiust Pbihra for printing and publisbing in a newspaper BLACKBURN, J.- This mile must be dis-
erta n false and scandalous libel. ChSi'ged, on tbe ground that there is no evidencOrbe following were the affidavits lu support of thttepaicaresoagitwomheulmule connecting tbe defendant with the news- Was moved is the publisher of this paper con-îer in which the alleged libe! was printed. taining the alieged libel. There ie no furtherst. The affidavit o« W. H. D. Lon gstaffe, who evidence than tis: a paper is referred to andire: 

and annexed to the affidavits in wbich there.That, on tbe 8Oth Mfay last past, I attended iS the narie of John Stanger, in a foot-note, slie publishing office of the iîewepaper called of the publisher,' and there ig an affidavit il,Nercaaîle Daial~ C/îrouicle, situated in West- which the deponient states that lie verily believelt-street, in the borougli aud county of New- that the defendant is the saine person as je re-le-upon-Tyne, sud purchased aud paid for a ferred to in the paper. Now theme is no morerof number 8839 ot the said Newcaatle Daily than that. le that sufficient; evidence to sho«rinicle, dated tbe 8Oth of' May, 1870, wbich that Stanger was the person who published theand there I received fromn William Gray, a alleged libel ? I thiuk not. There might bek or salesman in the said office, and which evidenice of somne mtaternent or acte on bis partnewspaper is now produced and ehown to which wouîd dircctly couDect him with the officend marked with the lotter A or Paper, but there is noue euch in the aifidavit-That, ou tbe 318t o!' May last past ' I at- Iu R. v. Witleil, 6 T.* R. 294, it was ruled nearYred at tbe publisîîing office of' the Newca8ile eighty yeûrs ago that snch evidence as this W&8y' Chroncle situate as aforesaid, aud pur- not sufficient. That was a mule for a crmin&ed sud paid for a copy of num ber 8833 of information for sendiung a challenge, aud thosaid newspaper, dated the 23rd cf May, person wbo brougbt the challenge (one Hlatherly~wbich I then aud there received from the refueed to make an affidavit. The Court refusezlWilliam Gray, aud w.bich aaid lsst-men- to grant the mule because the affidavit on wbiohldi newapaper la now produced sud ehown to it was prayed for wae fnot legal evidence. Thillnd marked with the letter B. said Ilthat in those cases they weme placed in:I. The affidavit o!' W. Croseman, who ewore: the room of a grand jury. The affidavits Or
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