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:)na.de Ak the river bed in front of the town by the dredging
pggratxons carried on by the Dominion Government for the
shi pose of deepening the channel leading t0 and from the
fen{-) canal, afford a reason why the entire control over the
Govy across the river should be held to be in the Dominion
mak"mment. _ That government has undoubtedly 2 right to
poc;ee Eu‘es with regard to this and other ferries for the pur-
fe;'ino l°f31‘3‘119"'»111g them and of prevenbing them tro.ln inter-
mentg with the public harbours and river and lake improve-
g ts of the Doynnion, but the right to create and grant the
m%dl to a ferry is a right which belongs to0 the Provmqml
&0 not to t.hc Dominion authorities. Action dismissed with
sts as against all the defendants.
WINCHESTER, MASTER. JANUARY 30TH, 1903.
EVOY » CI*{Al\ilH‘]RS.Y : s
v. STAR PRINTING AND PUBLISHING CO,
Security for Costs—Libel—Newspaper —Mistake —Apology —Good De-
Sfence—Grounds of Action Trivial o7 Frivolous.
i Motion by defendants for security for costs in an action
or libel against the publishers of the Daily Star, & newspaper
published in the city of Toronto. The writing complained of
8:?[:»em'ed in defendants’ issue of 2nd April, 1902, in a reporb
% proceedings before the police magistrate for the city ©
oronto, as follows: “A year ago last August Matthew Evoy
was thought to have been a frequenter of a disorderly house:
and a warrant was issued for his arrest. But he disappeare!
o mysteriously as though he had ascended to some otllt;r
clime, and the warrant could not be executed. He was 1D
Court this morning, and affirmed that he had been in the city
all the time and working. q think you have earned your
discharge,’ said his Worship. The inference might be that he
was to be complimented for eluding the police 80 suceess-
fully.” 1t appeared from an affidavit filed on behalf of de-
fendants that the plaintiff was not the man who had dis-
appeared and to whom the magistrate had made the remark
quoted, but another man; thatzhe defendants had pnh]iﬁhc«l i
c"l'l‘l:’cti()n; and that plaintiff had in fact been before the
magistrate on some charge on the day in question, and ha
been confused with the other man by defendants’ reporter
The application was made under R.S.0. ¢h-
was admitted that plaintiff was not possess
property toanswer costs, but it was contended that defen-
dants had not a good defence 0% the merits and
grounds of action were not trivial or frivolous.
J. B. Holden, for defendants. G. P. Deacon,
Vol. 11 O W.R. No. 4—c. :
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