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fld, that the publication was libellous and
could only be justifled by showing !té truth ;
and as the defendants had failed to show that
Sarah G. was indebted in the sum mentioaed
in the poster, they were liable i datmages.

Ayloswarth, Q.C., for the plaintiffs.
làli MèÎntyre, Q.C., for the -defenda-nts.

McKELVIX V. CITY 0F LoNDoN.

Obst ruct ion in Azghway-Reedy ôver-

B.,S. 0., Cte, , S 31, r-s. 4.

Trhe plaintiff was driving a horse and sleigh
along a highway belanging ta, a city corpora-
tion when the runnez of the sleigh came i
contact with a large boulder, whereby bath
horse and sleigh were overturned. In endeav-
oring ta raise his horse the plaintiff sustai'ned
a bodily injury, on account af which he 'sued
the corporation for damages, alleghig that his
injury was due ta their negligence.

Held, that the damnages were flot tao remote.
Page v. Town of Burksport, 64 M aine 5 1;

and Stickney v. Town Of bMaidçtOne, 3aVermont
7,38, applied and followed.

Held, also, that the persten who placed the
boulder on the highway and who had been
added as a defendant under s. 531 af the Mu-
nicipal Act, R.S.O., c. 184, was liable over ta
the corporation under 85. 4.

Corporation of 14tjora v. Cook, 26 C.P. 185,
distinguished.

Baleer v. Corporation of Gosfield South, 17
0OR. 700, followed,

Hel#ilik for the plaintiff.
W. R. Meiredith, Q.C., for the defendants the

City of London.
Gibbons, Q.C., for the defendant Colwell.

Chancery Division.

Full Court.] [March 29.

HALLIDAY v. H0GA&N.

Prùmcial atmd surety-Release of deblor-Con-
,font of surety-Agreememt o! suret j' ff remain
lisble.

He/d, Pop BoYiD, C., that the consent of the
surety te tht discharge of the principal debtor

will have the, effect of preventint such discharge
operating ta release the su'ety, and tht. sufficed.

for the determiation;of the law in this case.
Per MzREDITH, J.: The evidence showed

that the sureties in this case flot only inteaded
but agreed ta reinain hiable to the creditar, and
thereïfoee7 cïdit qv',,o.

Moss, Q.C., and Cofce, far the defendants.
ohnston, Q.C., and O'Conrnor, ibr the plaintiff.

HASSON V. WOOD.

Noggdne-Accident-Liablity of hote-keeper
f0. £uet- Tra.0-door.

The plaintiff went ito the defendant's hotel
an Sunday as a custamner. He had been there
several times befare. In passing thr6ugh the
building ta, go ta the urinal lie fell thraugh an
open trap-doar, which had been heft unguarded,
and received injuries.

Iikld, that lie was entitled ta damages fram
the defendant.

Per BoYD, C, : The plaintiff, being a cus-
tomer of the defendant, cam'e t') the defend-
ant's place of business for the demand and
supply af that whîch was for tht mutual ad-
vantage af the parties, and so is ta be treatud
flot as a mere licensee, but as being in the
premises by the invitation af the proprietors.
That invitation is différent in its legal con-
sequences, as ta safety while on tht premises,
from tht merely haspitable invitation which
arises between hast and guest.

Bigeloz, Q.C., for tne plaintiff.
J. G. Hobnes for the defendant.

FERGUSON, J-1 [Mardi 12.

IN THE MATTER OF THE SUN LITHOGRAPH-

ING COMPANY.

Wining-u.b Proceedipig.-Claim thai a eoi.o'ey-
ance is a frauidulent dreference-Maiter in
Ordunay-luridtion.

in the course of winding-up proceedings
under R.S.C., c. z2ý, an order was miade by the
court unde 8. 77, s.s. 2, as amended by 52 Vict.,


