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in the following circuxn8tances, The plaintiff waa travelling
along a highWay on a bicycle, the deferïdantla ohickens had, as
the oustcm of chickena in in rural parts, escaped frorn hi. prem-
ises and were quietly pursuing their way alongU the. ro, when as

deuly darted out and frightened the ehiokens, and i the con-
fusion one oi the ehiokens fiew into the wheel etf the plaintif'.l~ bicycle, and upset the plaintiff and damaged hie wheel for which
lie clainièd to recover compensation f rom the defendant; but the
I)ivisional Court (Phillimore and Bray, JJ.> agreed with -thejudge of the Oounty Court that the da ago's were toc remoto,
following Coz v. Burbidge, 13 C.B. (N.S.) 430, and they held
that the damnage occasioned was flot what could be rea.sonably
apprehended f rom suffering chickens to go upon the highway-

e as the chickens would have doue no hari but for the wirongfu1
aet o.f the dog.

UIAC-TitADE DISTRIC-NOISY NEIGHBOURc0D-PRINTINGI ' ~MAOHINEY-INCREÂ 0B F NOISE-REBIDplNCE-INJ Ul"CTI0N.4 In Polsite v. Rushiner (1907> A.C. 121 the Houise cf Lords
(Lord Loreburn, L.C., and Lords Maenaghten, James, Robert-
son, and Atkinson) have afflrmed the judgment cf the Court cfà Appeal (1906) 1 Ch. 234 (noted ante, vol. 42, p. 335), The
appeal was brought on the ground, as the appe]lants contended,
that the Court below lied failed te take inte account the fact
that the neighbcurhood was a noisy oue due tn the presence cfCther manufacturing establishments besides the defendants, and
that the plaintiff was not entitled te insist on the sanie ameunt
cf comfort and freedom £rom. noise as iit a quiet neilghbeuirhood.
Their Lordships, howevpr, thouglit that on the faets the injuno-

... tien wus rightly granted and dîernissed the appeal.


