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ALLEGED TRESPASS BY A LOCAL BOARD.

Mr. Diesy SeEymMoUR, Q.C., and Mr. YARBURGH
ANDERSON were for the P.aintitY ; Mr, Locgwoon and Mz,
KrrsHaw ware for the Defendants. The plaintfi, Mary
Ruskforth, widow, crockery and provision dealer, corner
of Eastthorpe-lnne and Bulifield-lane, Mirfield, sought to
ra¢oover damayes from the Mirfield Looal Boara for trese
pass avd aa wjunction to restrain tne defendaunts from
repeating the trespass. The plawutiff ereoted o rail
fence upon ground adjoining her house, and she was
snmmoned by the Looal Boatd before the magistrates
for trespass, and was fined bs. and costs. Tne Looal
Board then pulled down the railings, on the ground that
they had been erzcted on a part of the public highway.
In conneotion with this proceedinz the action was
brought. The defendants paid £5 into court, without
admitting labhility.—Mr, L,ookwooD pleaded the deciston
of the magirtrates as a bar to the.present praceedings,
In his opiniou, Justices might decide whether certaln
laud was publio or private. e promised his Lordship to
produce a case to that effeet to-morrow (Wednesday).—
The case was not concluded when the Court adjourned.
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