
Nov. 16 Curren Englùsk Casee.67

VRRbIC?--'ONFL2Cr JF EVIDENC&-NBW TX1A.t,

In Brisbane v. Martin, (1894) A.C. 249, the Judicial Commit-
tee (Lords Hcbhouse, Ashbourne, Macnaghten, and Sir R. Crouch)
reversed an order of the Suprexie Court of Queensland. The
action wvas brought to recover daniages fur the alleged negligent
construction of a drain. The evidence at the tiiai was corfflict
ing, and the Privy Council being of opinion that, viewing the

4. whole of the evidence, the verdict was one which the jury could
reasonably find. their verdict couId nlot be disturbcd.

A ustralian Nowstaper Com/>any v. Bcleldt, (1894) A. C. 284;
6 R. Sept. 36, is ta the sanie effect. This xvas an action of libel.
A verdict by a tTajority of four was found for the defendants.
The Suprerne Court of New South Waies set aside the verdict,
and ordered a newv trial, but the Judicial Committce (the Lord
Chancellor, and Lords Watson, Hobhouse, Macnaghten, and
Moris) reversed the order, on the same grounds as in the pre-
ceding case. It is intere&tirig also to learn that in their lord-
ships' opinion the use of the word " Ananias " as a sobriquet for
a newspaper does flot necessarily impute wilful and deliberate
falsehood to the editor ; whether it was so used, or merely exi raya-
gantly is a question for the jury.
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Sydney Siiburbasi Building Association v. Lyvus, (1894) A.C. ..,6o;
6 R. Sept. 41, is a decision of the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Council (Lords Watson, Macnaghten, Morris, and Sir K. Crouch)
upon the effect of the Registry Acts of New~ South Wales. These
Acts provide that prier registration shail confer priority over
prier unregistered deeds. and do not, apparently, contain any
exception wvhere there is acfxual notice of the prior unregistered
deeds, as does the Ontario Act. In this case the appellants made
a loan on the security of the mortgage of an estate, having, at the
tirne, notice that sone parts of it bac] 1,een sold, but they made

rý no inquiry, and do not appear to have had any actual and specific
knowledge of wvhat parts had been previously sold, and the deeds
for sucF .)qrts were not registered. The Judicial Committee, in
thîs state of facts, determnined that the appeli:-.nts had taken the
mortgage on the whole estate valent quantun--subject te what it
turned out to be, and could flot be considered as bnna fide pur-~
chasers as against the prier unregistered deeds, and were, there-
fore, flot entitled to priority over theni.


