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ment -of In"i thi it the carrying out -4 the sentence ahould be
postponed pendin 5, the hearing of the petition, but the Com-
mittee refuned to make any recommendation or to expre any
opinion, holding that it s a matter for the Executive Govern-
ment ta deal with.

NuisA1NcE-('oî.Lrmrr coi~>--~ mPou COMMON LM~ORL
-PEMu4SSIoN TO CARRY ON TRP.DI O1? MINER--IMD IIHT
TO COMMIT NiqvsAscR-Dz&m*Tob FIlOu GRANT.

Puilbach Colier Co. v. Woodmn (1915) A.C. 634. The
plaintiffs and the defendanta were lessees of adjacent properties
from the saine lessor. Ile defendants' property s a £051 mine;
the plaintiffs' property us used for carrying on the busines cf
a butcher aaid slaughterhouse. Subsequently the defendants
erected on the land demised to thein seruening e.pparatu.. near
the plaintiffs' trade buildingr, and, as a resuit of t1'zir screening
operations, ceai dust was deposited jon these buildings. The
etion was to restrain thus nuisance, and, at the trial, the jury
found that a nuisance s caused by the defendants, but that
their screening operations were carrie'l on in a reasdTaable Manne
and in a way that s usual in the district and wthout negli-
gence. The Court of Appeal, reversing the decicien of Horrielge,
J., held that the r tant of the right to carry on the bi gine8s of
miners did not -4uthorize the committal of a nuisance, and, in the
absence of prot that the trade could not be carried on without
creating a nuisance, the plaintiff wss not precluded by the ternis
or circuinstanme of the grant fron' obtaining relief, and the
flouse of Lords (Lords Loreburu, Atkinson, Parker, Sumner and
Parmoor) affirmned the decision.


