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takk» °:?r 0f Vervient tenement 
™to8 wat«r under such circiim

uJ^ofT °f tty™-Damage*- «ompanies, or municipal councils ™t 
7h’s °f Business.]—The defendant aIso to aJl toll roads purchased fm! 
the ,Te,r °fcertain water lots upon «“ >«‘« Province of Canada so tha^

t,W ™UaI lia™' °f SUch roar'is ntr- ' 
reaervatmn m favour of the Crown feted by another of them, a person
Watem thPaS8age °/er “U navigable travelling „„ the latter road sha™ 
Stiff roT’ ? d toalJ°w>he net be charged for the distant tia- 
|>mintin to haul ice cut,from the .eI,ed from such intersect,nn 
thp6^6!!/*0*1 ^ots’.w^en frozen, to 6lt^er °* fche termini of the inter- 

harf from which the plaintiff aected r°ad, any higher rate of toll
^rd„ft0^iPhthé iCef0r rthe rato pnr mile Zgfdt"
Plaintiff, hl*^8m,eSS’ unIess ‘he the company for travelling along thi 
rtp t0l'lWhich he r«fnsed à-tire length of its road from Zh 

=° T, intersection, but subject to the pro
t lat the water over the de- °f “ tlcket' which he isPen-

fendants Ipt was a highway, and the tiM to receive from the last toll 
plaintiff had the right without pay- §a*® on *1Î°. intersecting road, as evi- 
ment to cross the lot, whether the f™ °f,h.la h»™g travelled only 
water upon it was fluid or frozen • 8uch mtersection. 
and, having a cause of complaint' .Mandam us granted to compel the 

a n8ht of action for his personal °f 8“ch tickets:]—5mit/v. The

Court foTa8declaration ^ «7 °Z * ^ * "*•

rJtt120’ y A' 0/ CmnPm'i“-Neglige,m

Zz&:-Ior,ch’24 °- r 22s>
uJPi also> that the defendant was milted™*» Fa<*Omn-
liable for such reasonable damages as wt ?' C L 159> 8ec- *46-1
flowed directly from the wrong^one col™ ^ defend»nts, a roj 
*•?his refusal; but, as he had acted Genera7p ^P°'ated lmder the 
without malice and under a bond fide 0 di .M- C““P“nies’ Act R. S. 
mistake as to his rights and „= vnf Iv ™’ ¥9> sec- 99 of which recuire» 
plaintiff might have paid the toll ke”J to‘ keeP their road in repair 
nnder protest, the deLZt was lot .“ï? a.f1'«* «cross itTS 
liable for the plaintiff’s loss of busi- thZf“n ,,?h gUard “ ‘he mouth 
nfs consequent on his failure to thar il rh f ‘mProl»r manner 
rfnjitheme. CullerUm v. Miller, 36. Lriaro atrikT the P1"0*'8’» 
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