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home at Woodmtock in the summer of x898. Whiie there, she waï arremted
for arrears of school taxes on an execution imsued at the instance tof defénd-
aint; under Cari. Stat, c. io0. The sections providing for the arrest of
non-residents had been repealediii 1897, and there was consequently no
authority for plaintifils arreut. She wam iodged in gaol, and kept thére for
seventeen days before the trustees learned of their mistake and ordered her
release. The gaoler granted her the use of bis private apartments, and
ailowed her ta go out into the yard and garden, and she was aima permitted
ta, give music lessons ini the gaoi. In an action for faise imprisaninent the
Judge directed the jury that if they found p,'aintiff was a non-resident her
imprisanment was iliegai, and that he thought they shouid impose, not.'
punitive darmages, Il but such reasonabie, substantiai damages, not technical
darnages such as one cent, or the iowest coin in the reaim, but reasanabie
and substantiai damages for her imprisonment, and for the reasonabie
consequences foiiewing from that irnprisanment, whatever they 'vere.» In
conciuding, he said ail the circumstances, inciuding the fact of necessary
expense of counsel, was Ilail for your (the .jury's> consieeration.» The
jury found that the plaintiff was a non-resident, and assessed the damages
at $1.0o.

Held, on motion for a new triai, VAN WÀAR, J., dissenting, that the
verdict was perverse, and new triai ordered.

W P. Jones and C. N. Skinner, Q. C., for plaintifi.
F. B. C'arvei/ and L. A. Gurrey, Q.C., for defendants.

Foul Bench.] DOWNING V. CHAPMAN. [Nov. ii, xgB.

Slander-Privieged communication -aconsisient verdict.
This was an appeal froni the Albert County Court in an action of

siander, in which respondent, plaintiff below, recovered a verdict for
$io. 0e. There were four counts in the deciaratian, and the defamation
aileged was substantially that pie intiff, a physician, liad get E. D.,
defendant's sister, in the famuly way, and nrodueed an abortion upon her.
The publications set out in the firat three :-;unts were made to def'endant's
father and rnother, and to two brothers-in-iaw respectiveiy, and the wards
compiained cf in the fourth coun were spoken ta a postal cierk an the
sme train of which defendant was conductor. The judge directed the
Jury that. the occasions of the conversations with the father and mother
and brothers-in-law were ail priviieged, and that defendant would net be
hiable in these cases, unless they found the words were spoken with malice.
The conversation with the postai cierk, he directed, was mot privileged,
and that for this defendant would be liable, if the words were net truc.
He ieft two written questions te the jury, viz,, A'Were the words trueP
and "Was there malice?" The jury found ia:verdict for plaintiff for
$i.oo on the first count, $2.oO on the second ceunt, $3.oo on the third
ceunt, and $4. co on the fourth cont. After the verdict had been entered


