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ground that the verdict was perverse. The plaintiff, being,
under cross-examination before a special coinmnitteo of the
Sonate, was asked whether one John Rochoster, his uncle and
the father of John E. Rochester, had not, in an action tried
at Cobourg several years proviously, brought by plaintifr
against one Trayes, sworn that ho would not believe tie~ plaini-
tiff on oatb. ilaintiff answered that John E. Rochester hiad
so sworn, and he thon proceoded to account for Rochester's
having se s§worn by si;ating that there bad been a faniily feud
between the Roehester branch of the family and plaintiff's
branch, arising ouit of a law suit, tried at Ottawa, in wiceh
plainfiff's father was plaintifW and John E. Rochester hiad
some interest on the othor sidle, and in which plaiutiff's
fathier had beon successful; that 15 years later plaintiff lmi-
self hiad an action againbt one Trayes, 'which was triedl at
Cobourg before Gait, C.J., and în which John E. Rochiester
hadl sworn thiat hie would flot believo plaintiff on oathi; Llhat
Gait, C.J., imiiseif took Rochiester iii hand and after ex-
amining lm for a few minutes told hlmi that if ho did neot
leave the court bouse in one minute hie would instruet the
Oounty Crowni Attorney to prosecuto hlm for porjury ; and
that whien Johni E. Rochiester was on his death-bed lie sent
plaintiff a message askîing forgiveness. Tht letter publishied
by defondants of whichi plaintiff complained was written by
Jfohn Rochester in reply te these statements. ln it hie re-
ferred to the evidence given by plaintiff befere the Senate
comtnittee, wiceh had been published a day or two before ini
the niewspapers, and asked te ho allowed to give a littie evi-
dence in regard te plaintif. Hoe said thiat. plaintiti"s father
hiad lest and neot gained die Ottawa law suit, and inisinuated
th.at plaintiff hadiniade a wilful inisstatemient in regard to
that matter. He furthier referred to'thie f aot that plaintiff's
fathier hiad been collecter of the city of Ottawa and hand imi-
properly used funds or thie city, and thiat thie law suit in ques-
tion had soimo connoction with thiat. He dlenied thiat Gait,
C.J., liad tlireatenied Joiit E. Rdchiesteýr with prosocution for
perjuiry, suiggested that plaintiftîs statemient te that effect
was wilfully uintrue, and said thiat if the Judge made sueh a
staternent, wich was denied, it would most likely hiave been
addressed te plainitifl'or plaintiff's fo.Lher. Hoe characterized
thie staternent thiat John E. Rochiester on lis deathi-bed had

aked plaintifl"s fergiveies as ai) unqualifled falsohiood ; said
that thie statemnent wouldl appear ridiculous te ail whe knew
that thie deceased invariably reforred te plaintiff as «ia
polished scoundýrel" and "an infamnous rogue ;" and hoe
wounad up by asking defendlants te publish his denlial of the


