
BARTRUMI, HIARVEY & Co. v. SCJOTT.

PeeoeWoods, the putative mother, did say that she liad
taken Suarah to brinig lier tip, etc., that it was well known ini the
fainily thiat shie was njot ome of the fainily, but an outsider, and
un the evdne alied f'or the defence lie must find that she w'as
flot i1he daugliter of I>unolope Woods, aithougi lier position %vas
made as p1easaiit for lier as povsible and lier want of kinsliîp to
lier putative rvlation.s wvas iiot unnecessarily iiaunted. M rs.
Amanda lirowii, lier daughter, elainied to bu a next of kmn of
Edwartl WVo4os; thie administrator of Edward Woods 's, estate
denlited tis. llnE.J., says: "I thouglit it proper to na.ke an
order at thle trial that the administrator should represent al

proswhio have an interest in disputing Mrs. BrownÉ' kmn-
sltip. And 1 find in favour of thec defendant. As to eosts, 1
d1o mlot eorwider tliat 1 sliould make the real next of kmn pay the
cost.s of' mne who makes the claim to be of them and fa"l: but 1
thinik unider ail the cireuinstances 1 inay direct that there shall
lie no costs exeept that the dufendant shall have his costs be-
twvven s.,o1icito)r and client out of the estate. " V. A. Sinclair, for
the plaintiff. W. Hl. Barnumn, for the defendant.

APIELB V.IJOtJGLAS-FAL%'CONBPItGUE, C.J.K.B.-Nov. 21.

LaI,<lord ad Tenant-Aleged Obstruction and Nuisance-
Costl-Acionby plaintiff, landlord of certain premises in the

City of Windsor, for an injuniction restraining defendant, the

lespe of the premises, from depositing boxes, papers and other

articles upon parts of the premises, fromn burning sanie, etc.,
aud for forfeuiure of the leas. The learned ChÎef Justice said,
tha.t perusal of the evidence confirmed the opinion whieh he
formied whien hiea-ringçl the case, that plaintiff had proved no sub.
litantial wrong or grievance calling for the interference of the

Court either by way of injuncetion, damages, or forfeiture of
lpase. The alleged obstruct;ion and nuisance had caused no visible
and substantial, or pecunaiary damage to, plaintiff's property. The
defendant had not always aeted with due consideration of the

Illaintiff's feeýlings, if not of hie riglits, and the action was accord-
ingly dinisd without coRts. J. H. llodd, for the plaintiff. J.
Sale, for the defendant.

BÂWRTPUM, JIRVr & Co. V. SCOTT-MIDDLETON, J.-Nov. 21.

Notion for Jiidgment-COsts of Action-Parties AgreO that
jsidge should Determine Q ue-stion.] -Motion for judgment upon

pleadings and affidavit. Upon the return of the motion, both
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