
IIcNTSI n WILSON.

Thle jury found against the defendant, and asfl the pla:ini-
s dainages at $-400.
The defendant, before instituting the proseýcution aga.irst theý
ntiff, consulted counsel; and the main issule nt the trial %va.,:
ýther the defendanit had f airly and f uily laid the ftacts anid
umstances before counse, and i good f aithi acted upon his
ice in in!5tituting and promoting the criminal procee-dings
iplained of. From the evidence of the defendant and the
Uleman referred Wo, it was manif est that ail the mnaterial tacts
circwnistances were flot placed before the latter.

A.aide froma the dlaim for injured reputation and loss of earnings,
mated by the plaintif iii thousands, he was. nt an actual
ense, in journeyig to several sitt flgB of the Court, far beyond
amoumt of dinages awarded. If he waa entitled to damage,
LUI-iind the learued Judge thought the plaintiff was so entit1ed
,e wua entitled to a substantiaily larger suim than $400. When
ued, if he blýieved În the justice of hiis cdaim, he was justified

mxpecting a suim beyond the jurisdiction of a County Court.
There should be judgment for the plaintiff for $4100, with oosts
irding Io the tariff of heupm Court of Ontairio.

CORR~ECTION.

111 PETERSONi V. BITZE1t, ante '231, on p). '232, 2ohline froinl
.after 'wi nsert "inot.*"


