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HOWARTH v. KILGOUR.

Defamnation - Publication on privilegea occa-
sion-Malice.

The plaintiff and one S. had been in part-
nership, S. having retired from the firm and
left the country. Subsequently the plaintiff
made an assignment for the benefit of his cre-
ditors. The defendant was a creditor and was
appointed one of the inspectors of the estate.
S. wrote a letter to one F. relative to the plain-
tiff's business, which the plaintiff ciaimed to be
libellous, which F. forwarded to the defendant,
who showed it to his co-inspector, to another
creditor, and to the plaintiff's late book-keeper.
In an action against the defendant for the
publication,

Held, that the occasion of the publication
was privileged, the letter being oniy shown to
persons equally interested with the defendant
in the matter, and being so privileged the onus
was on the plaintiff to show malice, if any.

Denovan for the plaintiff.
Wallace Nesbitt and J. R. Roaf, contra.

BRYDGES V. HAMILTON ROLLING M ILLS Co.

Master and servant-Accident - Workmen's
Compensation for Injuries Act -Defect in
mackine-Contributory negligence.

A boit was used for holding the iower blade
of a pair of shears to an iron block calied the
bed plate, some eigbt inches thick, upon whict
the iron or steel to be cut was put, and aloný
the face thereof, where the workman stood
there was a guard about three inches high
under which the iron was put to be cut by th<
shears, the only danger being when the iroi
became too short to cause the guard to b
any protection. The boit was too long, pro
jecting outwards about 4342 inches, but ther
was no evidence to show that it was insufficier
for the purpose for which it was used, nc
iikeiy to cause injury by reason of its lengtl
The plaintiff, who had previously seen othei
working at the machine, was put to work at
himself, and had worked at it severai timi

* pnior to the accident without any injury ora
parent fear of any. When the accident ha
pened he was feeding the machine with scr~
iron, and a piece becoming too, short to ho

* outside the guard, he held it down by anoth
* piece, and while doing so his fingers g
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BOYD V. JOHNSTON.

Vendûr andpurckaser-Land subjeci ti
eza.e-Lîability of purchaser te paY cf
,ka. e..ili
A purchaser of an equity of redenlPt'i

bound as between himsplf and his ve1Idor to Pil

daw Tournaip io

jambed and crushed. Evidence W35 gvt

that the accident couid have been avoided bY

the use of tongs. No instructions were give"

the plaintiff except being warned not tO jethi

fingers get too close to the shears. hn
Held, that no defect in the miachn' a

proved, nor any negligence on the defendants

part shown, and therefore the defendaflts were

not liable for the injury sustained by the

plaintiff.ofCn
Quoere, whether the plaintiff was guiltYofC!

tributory negligence.
Bicknell for the plaintiff.
Wallace Nesbitt for the defendants.

HOWARD V. CORPORATION 0F ST. Tif 0 )dA5

MuniciPa ET AL. ,e
.plcor/'oration -House being t

coming in contact with telephofle .wire acroSs
street, loosening bricks and inj .uriflgOas
by.

O. was moving a house, twentY.reflee ih
along one of the streets in the city Of S er tOin

obtained the authority of the City enginert

do so, when by reason of its comifg itO Coli

tact with a wire, the existence of which O. '

'fully aware of, stretched by a teiephe CoiY,

pnwithout any authority frorn h oy
across the street, the wire being 19 24 ii

though the cmaysAct of IncO'oot
required it to be at least 22 feet, the wire VJOS

tomn from its fastenings, ioosening soni brc -
which feil on the plaintiff, a passer-by,
injured him.th

Held, that no liakiiity attached either 01 tbe
e city or the telephone company, and that O*th
l alone liable fer the inJury %sustained byth

plaintiff.

e WR. Meredith, Q.C., for plaintiff.
gerQ.C. forSt. Thomas.

r C. Macdougall, Q.C., for defendant Oliver.
Lah Q.C., and S. G. Wood for TelephOne

Co.
rs--[Ue5

it OYD. C.1]J n


