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A large numver of
breaches of the Licensingz
dealt with fines of 1s and ccsts beine
infiicted.

A cagse against lu. D, Dofaer and
Co., in which the delendants wero
charped with having deseribed whisky
uz gpirits was dismissed.  br Iiniay
appeared for the defence,

A number of farmerz were proceeded
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against for having exposec ‘-'r'-i'L-u‘:-n--]
']’]E'QI_: for sals. rines aof Vs and costs
were inflieted In c¢aclh instance, Mr

Huddleston prosecutaed on behalf of
I
the department.
3
il "‘l'iut faor supplying a native
with liquor was fined 20s and costs,

ALLEGED ASSAULT..

Williamm James was charged with
assaulting George Wells on May 5th.
My Hine appeared for defendant.

Complainant stated that on May 5th
he was inspecting a new houso he was
having built alongaide one occupied by
defendant. The defendant was with
him and complainant made reference
to the loss of firewood. Consequent
on the suggestion that defendant’s
wife had taken the wood an alterca-
tion took place, and the assault was
committed.

In reply to Mr Hine complainant
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Defendunt in evidence stated Wells

was the aggressor and deferdant

retaliated by striking one blow,

Defendant’s evidence was corrobo-
rated by Mrs Dowd, who saw the oc-
currence from defendant’s kitehen.

His Worship said he had to give
weight to the corroboration of defen-
dant’s evidence. Still he thought the
retaliation had been too severd us
compleginant had only one hand. Le
would dismiss the ease without.costs.

Judgment in the following cases
went by default:— Matthew v. Roun-
tree £4 and costs 388s 6d; Puna v.
'Tukuhou, £5 7s 6d, and costs 18s;
Smith v. Hoban, £5 and costs b5s;
Holloway v Coburn, £15 56s 7d and
costs £2 18s 6d; Clapham and v.
Taitoka, £3 29 3d and costs £2 14s
6d: Irvine v. Raraka, £3 4= 7d and
coste 28s 6d; Morgan v. Paul, £6
13s and costs 26s.

Judgment Summonses,.—Green and
Colebrook v. Motu Heta, £8 9s 4d;
order made for immediate payment or
in default eight days’ imprisonment,
Dooley and Co. v. Carnell, £3 16s;
order made for immediate payment or
in default three days' imprisonment,
order to be suspended =2s long as de-
fendant pay 10s a munth.

Robertson v. Hine —Claim for loss
of time in attending court to file a
defence in an action which had been
discontinued. Mr Snarples on behalf
of Mr Hine explained that an action
had been commenced against plaintiff
by defendant for the recovery of an
account. Subsequently it was dis-
covered the account had been’paid and
the action was discontinued. It was
a mistake and notice ¢f discontinu-
arnce had been served directly the
error was discovered, Ie pointed out
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his elaim.

Dlaintiff wished to know if he had
pulled defendant’s nose would it have
heen sufficient to say it had been a
mistakse. He had attended at the
courthouse on two occagions to give
notice of defence and thought he should
have a remedy.

His Worship quoted the law on the
subject to show there was no power to
grant expenses in such cases. Judg-
ment was given for defendant.

BPAIRY FACTORY CASES.

In the case Pio FPio Dairy Com-
pany v. Gleadow, Mr Finlay appeared
for the plaintiff company and Mr
Sharples for the defence. The claim
was for £18 13s for short supply of
milk to the factory.

Defendant, who was a guarantor
to the factory, admitted the short
supply, but disputed the amount.

After hearing argument his Wor-
ship gave judmgent for the plaintiff
company for £18 13s and costs,

Pie Pio Dairy Company v. Tarrant
—Claim £25 for failing to supply to
ihe factory. Mr Iinlay appeared for
the company and Mr Hine for the de-
fence.

After hearing legal argument, his
Worship gave judgment for the com-
pany for £25 and costs.

DISPUTED HORSE DEAL,

Koneke v. Kearns—Claim £20. Mr
Finlay “:p‘]f::.r‘c; for plaintifl and Mr
FFitzherbert for the defendant,

The plaintitt’s story, as told througeh
an interpreter (Hr IX. Newton), was
to the eflect that he agreed to buy two
horses (rom deferdant, [fie puid &0
on account, and took the horses te his
place. Some time afterwards defen-
dant came and said the deal wags ofi



and he iad Ec' t,'::h1 h:]rz;rzf; o u.E‘[J*I! er
Maori named Niwha for £25. Delen-
dant then took tE hc

Crosz-cxamined hy br IFitzherbert

1
plaintiff said hn bad nover worked
with defendant. ‘Ihe money which
he had paid to defcndant as a {’.t‘[‘_(“-:_:i'i.
had been received by nLLT ing for Alr
Iu:]r]lh, and Mr Blisck. vhen deien-

dant came to get the “n ses plaintiil

offered him the halanee or the 11n'u‘r e
monay but defendant drove off the
horaes.

Naintiff's testimiony was supnorted
by the evidence of two witnesses,

TI]E‘ defendant denjed baving re-
ceived, the £5 deoposzit and put a difier-
ent -::-:jn".pm:ﬂ::-:n on plaimniifi’s storv,

His Worship esid he had to give
weight to tiie coiroborat i '
plaintiff.  Judgment would
plaintiff for £10 and costs,



