
le township of York, near the city of Toronto, the plaintiffs
Ieging that the defendants were guilty of negligence.

The action was tried with a jury at Toronto.
Il. J. Macdonald, for the plaintifs.
E. P. B. Johnston, K.C., and W. B. Milliken, for the defen.

tilts.

L NXJ., said that the questions Ieft 10b the jury w Nere flot
iievted to, and wcre answered in favour of the plaintifsN. The
firmative answer 10 the question, "Were the defendants guiilty
nlegligence causing the injuries complained of?" prima facis

.eluded the contention of the defendants that the Corporation
the Township of York were, at the time of theaciet

intly, if flot primarily, responsible for the injuries ssand
ie township corporation, as well as the dlefenidanits, miighit have
ýell liable; but the plaintiffs did not give the c-orporation thie
itiee required by the Municipal Acùt; and the corporation were
it sued.

The defendants coutended that they and the town-Ship cor-
iration were joint tort-feasors, and thlat 11we lainitiffs, having

lachles released the one from liability' , eould not mnaintain an
tion against the other; for, amongst other reasons, the- plainl-
rs byý their condiiet prevenited the defendants front raising any
iestion of contriblution. As 10 this the learned Juidge said that
commnoni law there was no0 riglit of contribution bet%%een joint

rIt-feasor-s; and the defendants had no statuitory remevdY over
ainst the municipal corporation. Reference waa madle to
-n. & Eng. Encyc. of Law, 2nd ed., vol. '24, pl). 306, 3107, cited
>counsel for the defendants; and it waeï pointed otit thalt thec
aintiffs had obtaincd no satisfaction, they had flot hweien -
nsated, they had not executed a release, they had not deait
th eith er of the wrong-dIocris-therec was at inost a -iltinir y
r of the right of action against one of them. The plaintiffs
,ild flot be said to be estopped.
Further, the lcarned Judge did not thiùk that the defen-

nits and the township corporation were joint torI-feamorw:
IdiNon on Torts, 6th cd., p. 94. The liabilîty of the detfeiýnats
Ls for misfeasance by original improper constnrtion andt mis-
isance and nonfeasance by improperl *y repairing and negleet-

lut repair after notice; while the liability (if the municipal
rporation was for nonfeasance only.
Judgment for the plaintiff William Kingz for $300 and for the

iintiff Lucinda King for $700. with coata.
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