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LLFAIB COM-T :OBI PUBLIC iioTs.-U

alleged libel pui'ported to be.founde4 on ifra

tion given tic the defendant by ,a resident 'Of

this city. yesterda-y" (Meaning tise da-y before

the publication). One of the pless sougbt to be

pleaded, aleged tha-t the gravemitu Of tUe charge

Was malter cf "6publie notoriety a-nd discussion"

and Ileat tUe vords used were a fa-ir comment,

&o., and ma-king other sta-temnerit wbàicb, it was

a-leged, would enabl deffldant~ te introduce

evidence cf irrelevaTt inittSrS

Hld. that a generAl Ples' tbat the Publica-tion

wa-s a fair bona fid cometetnt, &0-, migbt bhe

pletded, but ths Ple" as now fra-med, 'vas incen-

sistent witU tUe words used in tUe alleged libel,

a-nd could net b. allowed.-Dt'lif v. MAoy1lan,

3 U»C. L. J.N. S. 3 1 7 .

SvIUtsTT AS MAXBR OF JOINT PROMI55ORT NOTE.

-To au action on a joint promissory noe of

threo .persons payable one mouth a-fier dena-nd,

one of the makers pleaded on equita-ble grounds

thal lie made the note as suret y for another of

tise makers wilhout cousideratiOn, cf which tise

holdere brad notice, a-nd tisat the beldere did net

malté a-ny demaud from a-ny of tUe joint niaiera-

of the note within a reasenable timo, but dola-yed

for an unreasonable lime, te wil, tc.n years.

IIeld, a bad plea- -Relfa8t Banking C , . v.

,Stanley, 15 W. R. 989.

lçuISAzcFouLiNe or A BTURRUMPIE5OEIP-

TIVE RIGHT -Tbe defendant occupied pa-per mille

on the batiks cf a sîreaim, mbt wbich lie disdba-rged

tise refuse of bits matnufacture. A prescriptive

rigît te foui the stream bad been acquirod by

tise defetid«nt'a preilecessors in tle occupation

cf tbe meille. Those predecessors used rags ini

tle 1 1 aoiuflicture 'of papier. $cou a-fter tUe de-

fentiut catue jute occupa-tien, of the mille ho

iutî.oducC<î int, a-ad employed in tise manufac-

ture tnew ra-w material ca-lIed esparto grass.

Iperi a suit by a neighbonring eccupier te re-

sJreit tfic defeudait froin fouling the ztream te

the piuLiiff' in jjury, it wa. contended tUa-t,

indeçeenilerity of any iuacressed foulicg cf the

strea1n, tUe pli-ntîff Uad a rigbht te a-n injunictýon

by reasoii cf the nuiscuce ca-uied by tUe use cf

.esparie grass being a new kind cf nuisance in

re-poct cf which ne prescriptive rigbt bcd been

a-cquired by the defetidalit.

JJeld, tha-t it wa-s net sufficient for the plaintiff

te show that tbe dofenda-ut usod ln bis ma-tufac-

ture a Dew raw matenda, but tUa-t hoe Muet Show

further a greater aemut cf pollution and injury

cri-i g frotu its use, and tUa-t the onus cf bewiGg

this loy ou the plaiutýýff. The pli-ltiff net ha-vifg

Ebowit titis, hie bill was distiised with Cost-

BIxetidli v. McJ).lurray, lu W. R. 329.

UlYPER: GAIÂDA RE1PORTS-

QUEEÉN'S IIENCII.

Sale for tc-sR'e2lO fpart-?., L . , ehi. 55, A«,
113,

Aueutire 1pt bAY.i.i Pgen soId>_one C. paid the redemptiofi
money on th eas- ha;itaiogP ii l>w51!f but

4t was afterwards reprçeented ,t<, tJke council that P.'s

paymnft had been enade bY inlàtik4 àdb t m eauèr
=en rd M4 to refilnd, qfP'@d; ý ,oey byÇ 1 4> s au-

tht tanother lot.
HeJd, that under Consolida-ted Stat U. C. ch. 55, sec. 113,

thes owner of part of a whole lot .<ýd for taes, mjtr-

deem guch part 6n Payifl the prcotort- atae*zW

chargeable against it:- a.d It the clause did flot mereiy

allow such payenent befere sale. The oaat ha-ifwas-there-
,fore held have base prepemiy redeemed, but - e-;

Qw.ro', Uf.redçeuptioulof the whole hAd been necessary,s te
the effeet of P. 1s payenent by mistâke.

Trespasà for bï'esking and enterlng thé plahia

tiff's la-nd. beig the sa-st ha-If of lotNo,.18i *a>,

WMter street, in the! town of Cbsmhaw dsplreyiiq

plaintiff's cropo, sowing soed, diggig holes

planting blocks of Wood, ere'cting 'à woode&'

building. èind with weapons and a- vicibns doÎlsd

aesaulting the plaintiff. and dvkg bisa and hàugi

servants off the la-nd-per quod, &. o

Second cont, for breaking a-nd enteringplcia?,,>
tiff's land, hoing tbe east ha-If of lot 18 on Wa-îsr,

street, in the town of Chathamtf, tbroWing open-~

gales. a-nd ploughing up tUle plaintiff'S pelate 01

and the plaintiff cla-imed a writ of ijuoetien.

PZea.-l. Not guilty. 2nd. To theflrstcounl,,!

la-nd net tise plaintiffls. Srd, To the firêt çount,,,

that a-t the dîne of the alleged trespaas the 1aj4,

belonged to John iltoper, one of the defenitant,
a-nd the defendants Watson, Hales, ând Lduguý'

well entered a-e bis servante hy. bis comiflW. teiL«z

Similar plea- lethesecind coutil. jïIg
The trial took place in October,, 1,866, a-tCba-

ha-m. before H4garty. J.
There wa-s proof of th e allégea treâpitliS a-ga-ltit

four of the live deftnfdat, but flonS againse

GEodyear. The plaintiff to prove bis tiQe. çiu; 1

in thres deede. the execution of which wasad

mitted. 
î ý:l

1. A desil from John MNeree>, Eq, Sb8hlefl

thé <Jounty of, Kent, da-ted the 26th of Augul,

1861, wisees8ing tha-t ia consideratiofl of $20i 57

pa-id by Charles Greeaweed a-t puiblic auctien, on,

tUe 17th of D-cember. 1858, under tUe AHss-

ment Act, 16 Vie , for arrenirs of taxes, under à-,

writ to him, directed. ho sold and conveyed to

Charles Greenwood, his boire a-nd &-esigns,ý tUe -»ot

No. 13. on the isotith Pide of Wa-îer street,1 iu î1,ý
town of Cha-tham, conta-bing one acre ;habind*'À
ini fée. 

-

2. A doed from Charles Greenweaâ te Jobia

Miller, considéra tion $200, for the ea-st ba-If -

tbe saume lot, containing ha-lt a-n a-cre; habçndum~

in fee.
3 A doed frore John* Millieý te the' plàaintiff,

consideration $2,50, for tia- eaat ha-f of thse isamS

lot; hal>endum ini fée.l
TUe Trensurer proveil tist this lot Was sold lai

1Qeober, 1858. rthe amount of taxes inl a-rredi~

was $16 87. Thé taxes ha-I net been paid for

thse yea-rs, 1851 a-nd 1857 ; fat the isitermied.iatb

years tbey had been, patid. TheI sale actua-lly


