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affects the water in that brook, and also the
water of the lake in the park of the plaintif.,
I tbink, upon the evidence, that it bias done so
for a considerable time; that it lias increased
of late; and that il is perceptibly increasing
1from lime to time, according as fresh houses
contribute their sewage to tbe brook. This is
a matter of very great importance; and it bas
been suggested bo me in argument, as a miatter
that ought to be regarded, that private inter-
ests must give way to public interests, tbat
thle Court ought to regard what the advantage
to the public is, and that some little sacrifice
ouglit to lie made by privale individuals. 1
(I0 not assent to that view cf the law on the
.subject. My firm, conviction is, that in Ibis,
as in ail tbe great dispensations and opera-
lions of nature, the interests of individuals are
îiet only compatible with, but identicai wvith
the interests of the public; and althougli in
tbis case 1 biave only to coneider an injury to
a private individual, yet I believe thiat the
injury te the public may be extreniely great
by pelluting a streani whicb fiows for a con-
,siderable distance, the water of which caîtle
arc in the habit of drinking, tbe exhalations
t'rom whicb persons who reside on the banks
mnust necessarily inhiale, and this aI a timte
when the attention of the public and tlie
Court is necessarily called bo tbe fact that the
niost scientific men who hiave examined the
slibject are unable to say whetber great
diseases amiong, cattle, and contagions diseases
atfecîing, buman beings, such as choIera or
typhus and tle like, miay not in a greal
nieasure lie communicaled or aggravaled hy
the absorption of particles cf feculent matler
mbt tbe system, whicli are cithier inappreci-
able or scarcely appreciable by the miost
minute chemical analysis. It is imipossible
in that state cf llîings ho say w-bat amounit cf
njury may be done by polluling, even par-

lially, a stream whicb flows a considerable
distance." Goldsmid v. Tunbridgc Wells
Improveient Commissioners, Eq. 161.

Release--Covenant.-A volunîary declara-
lion by a creditor, that hie intends te release
his debtor fromi a debt, tboughi not amiounting
te a release at law, may, nevertIbe1essý, li eld
in equily te be a representation wbichi the
creditor is bound te rnake good. Where, there-

fore, a mertgagee, on biearing tbat bis son-in
law, tbe niorîgager, was about te sel] the
morlgaged properly, (a lieuse occupied by the
Incrîgagor,) in order bo pay off the debl, wrote
tbat bie mighit continue te live there without
paying any rent, il was beld that the mort-
gager was entitled te redeem, on paving tlie
principal, togetbier witli inlerest froin tie hast
day on wbichi interest fell due, previeusly 10
the deatb cf the morîgagor. Yeoînans V.
Williams, Eq. 184.

User-Dedicaion.-A dedication fromi user
cati only lie presumed iii faveur of the public
generally, and net in faveur cf the inhiabitants
cf aparticular parish. Ve:ztry efBerniondsey
v. Brown, Eq. 204.

Company-Conrract Io lake Shares.-Thie
Leeds Banking Company having decided upoit
issuing, their reserved shares, addresseil a cir-
cular te thie sharehiolders, offering tlhem one
new share for every five shares hehd by fltein,
te lic paid for on a (lay narned, and requesîing
te knew wheffher, in thie event cf ans- shares
reniaining, they would wisli te have any add-
tional shares. Âddinellw-as offered four shares
in respect cf tbe twenty bield by im, andi iii
answer te the circular bie agreed te take bis
proportion cf allotîment, and asked fer addi-
tional shares if hie could have theni. The
reply stated that the directors had allotled Ilini
four extra shares in addition le the four shiares
already acéepted by hini. Iii this reply there
w-as a further clause net cenîained in the first
circular, thiat if the anicunt were net paid by
the day named, the shares would lie forfeitedl.
Nothing further w-as (lone, and ne paynient
w-as made in respect cf any cf the slîares:
lIcld, ti ial a centract was constituted in regard
te tlie first four slhares by tbe offer and the
acceplance ; but the contract wvas net coniplete
as te the four extra shares., liy reason cf the
clause of forfeiture, wbîcb was a new terni
added le tbe contract and not accepted I) pay-
ment within the limie specified. Addineli's
case, Fq 225..

.iVominal Consideraion.-A nominal con-
sideration being expressed in a deed, does net
prevent the admiâssion cf evidence aiunde of
tlie real consideration, provided such real con-
sideration lie net incensistent witb the deed.
Leifchiild's case, Eq. 231.
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