
Cteneral for the productioni of thle information and
rec-ord of acquittal, andc the clerk of the p)eac-e refusin1

1-roduce thei without, the Judge held that thie plaintiff
not establiahied his case. The Divisional Court werE
opinion that there «were diaputed fadas upon which it
the province of the jury to pass, and until the fadas
found thle Judge was not in a position te determine ilie q
lion of -want of reasonable and probable cause.

W. Nea(,bitt, X.C., and A. McKechnie, Brampton., for
fendants, appellants.

G. H. Watson, K.C., and J. F. liollis, Brampton,
plaintiff.

'l'HF COURT (ARM.ýouR, C.J.O., OSLER, MACLENî

Moss, JJ.A.) held fliat the undisputed fadas disclo-aed ini

evidéee <examined and referred to at length by the C
Justice and OSLER, J.A.) shewed reasonable and profi
cause for preferriug all the eharges, and therefore t
should be a nonsuit as to thie whole case, and it was unn
sary te consider the other questions raised.

Appeal allowed with costsansd judgiuent of FAL

BRIDGE, C.J., dismissing the action with co8ts, restorec

Justin & Uollis, B3ramnpton, solicitors for plaintiff.

McKechnie & Hleggie, Bramnpton, solicitora for del

ants.
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