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KNIGHT V. EOA

DivisionCorsPohbto-Jrdc'on

TUe judgment af tUe Q. B.D. xi O.R. i38, <o.
fusing ta ardor prohibition ta a Division Court,
was afflrmed on appeal on the ground that the
titîe ta land was flot brought in question; but

H$14, Per PATTEIIJION and OsLER, H. A. (dis-
agroeing with the court beîow, and affirming
dead v. Creary, 8 P. R. 374 32 C. P. 1), that the
notice under 48 Vict. c. 14, s. i, amending 43
Vict. c. 8, s. z4, disputing tUe jurisdiction, is

1.

Semble, Per H AGA RTY, C.J. O.--hat the pîci ini.
tiff's covenant ta keep up fonces applied ta
ail theu'oiiisting fonces used for the protection
.if the farm, and would be properly applicable
ta the fonce on D). M.'s land sa long as it
remained as it then was; but

Per BURTON and PATTERsoN, JJ.A.-The
plaintiff's covenant would only eytetnd ta
fences an the leinised premises.

1. . Div.]

SCOTT V. CRERAR.

Libel-Evidence.

On the trial of an action for a libel cun-
tained in an anonymous letter circtIlated
amnong members of the legal profession in the
city of H-., charging tUe plaintiff.with unpro.
fessional conduct, no direct evidence was
given ta shew that the defondant was tUe
author of the letter, but the plaintiff relied
upon several circumstances poinitiflg ta that
conclusion. The judge at the trial refused ta
admit saine of the evidence iendered.

1144, reversing the judgment ocf the Com-
mon PIons Division, 11 0. R. 541, that evi-
dence of the defeîidant being ini the habit ai
using certain tinustial expressions which also
occurred in the letter, was improperly rejected;
but

Semble, a %vitness could fiat be asked his
opinion as to tUe authorship of the letter; and

Per BtpRToN, J.A.-Evidence of Iiterary style
on whîch ta found a comparison, if admissible
at a'., is icot so othcrwise than as expert
evidence.


