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Trials of Actions-McMahon, J.] [June 29.

POLSON v. TOWN 0F OWEN SOUND.

Municipval corporations-By-laws-.-Exemfiption /rom taxationi-Manufac.
turing establishment.

Held, that R.S.O., c. 184, s. 366, giving municipal councils power to,exempt manufacturing establishments from taxation, could flot authorizesuch exemption when such establishments cease under liquidation to carryonbusiness, and a by-law authorizing exemption under the statute would
thereupon cease to be operative.

Moss, for plaintiff. Haton, for defendants.

Meredith, C.J., Rose, J.] [julY 7.
ANNiE BENNER v. EDMONDS.

Libel-Privilege-Protection of interesis-Excessive language-Evidence-
Admissibility-.Pubîication-Receipt of letter-.Fur'her publication-
Non- direction-Damages.
The defendant received a letter from the solicitor'of the plaintiff's

mother, complaining of staternents circulate 'd by the defendant which badcaused the mnother and her family, and particularly her daughter (theplaintiff), annoyance, and threatening to begin an action for siander unless
a retraction were signed and costs paid. This letter was flot answered bythe defendant, but the threatened action baving been brought, the defend-ant wrote a letter, flot to the solicitors but to their client, with the avowed
purpose of preventing ber from proceeding with ber action. In tbat letterhe referred to the plaintifi and s'aid he saw ber drive ber father out oftbe house and peit him with sticks of wood, and asked tbe motber if sbethought it would add to her daughter's character to bave this and much
more publisbed in Court and in newspapers.

Held in an action for libel based upon this letter, that it did not come
within the rule, as to " statements necessary to protect the defendant'sinterests " 50 as to make the occasion privileged; and even if it did, the
privilege was destroyed by the excess of the language.

Evidence was given by a woman who said that sbe saw tbe defendant's
letter in tbe bands of the plaintiff's moter within twenty minutes after itsreceipt, and that she read it aloud in the presence of the plaintiff and bermother and several other persons. There was also evidence to show tbat
tbe letter had been posted and given out by the postmaster to the plaintiff's
mother.

Held, that had the evidence of the woman been offered in order to fixthe defendant with liability for what was done as a further publication ofthe letter, it would not have been admissible, but it was admissible in order
to prove publication by the defendant, which was denied, as it showed that
the letter was in the possession of the person to whom it was addressed
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