
mwh \vas abundiantly evidenced by bis conduct previouE
Ist May in assisting in the disruption of the congregati
and by ceasinig to worship in that church and worshipp
in alnother, ehurch along w.%ith those formerly composini
part of the c-ongregation -of St, I>eter's church.

1 thouglit dutringý thie trial, and stili think, thiat tlie
coturse f'or ilhe trustees to have pursued was to give notiù<
plaintiff of thevir intended meeting and the nature ()f
resoluition it was proposed te subutit. but, for thie reas
stated. that courseý was not obligatory. Rlad it been o
gatory, aiid liad flIe truistees beein eljin*ýled fromi proeed

frhron Il retsoltion, theyý could hiave cafllrd a1101
meetinig, giving plaintiff notice to attend; and. froni
foeingi whichi it was mnanifest during tIe trial Lad been

gend11(ered in tlic niinds of the trustee&---doiubtlkss pairticipiî
in by thie congregatîon-by reason of the conduet( of plair
al1rondyv referred to, thiere le no doubt that another resolui
ini lîke ternis. would be passed; qo that, if lie were
titled to thie injunetion asked, it would be of' nu real berj
to) inii, even la 111( e an) lionest desire to colitinue a mnen
of st. Petr'IdurcI-wliichi 1 vcry mucli dlouht.

Thle actioni mueit ho dieniissed with costs.


