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claimant in addition to an amount equal 1o twenty-five per cent. of the
claim, do not include counsei fees paid by the defendant’s soliciior 1o
counsel retained in the course of the proceedings, and a forticri not counse]
fees charged by the solicitor himseif when acting as counscl.

Judzment of FaLcoxurinGg, C.J.K. 1., afirmed.

Creswicke, for appellants.  Gavane, for respondents.

Street, J., Britton, |.] [April 15.
McInNEs o TowxsHIP OF EGrREMONT.

Municipal corpore tion—Negligence— Non-repaty of bridse  Aisence of
rafling — Necessity of nolice.

Action for damages sustained by plaintifi who was cressing a brdge
in the defendant’s township during a thunderstorm between ¢ and 10
o'clock at night on May 6, 1902, when a sudden flash of Fghtning caused
his horse to swerve, and the horse’s foot went into a2 gap in the logs of
which the bridge was constructed, close tothe edge of the bridge. and there
being no railing at the side of the bridge, they ail fell into the water. which
was within cightecen inches of the bottom of the bridge, and the
plaintiff sustained injury.  On May 26 the plamtff gave a notice to the
defendants of the accident as having occurred on May 7 instead of on
May 6, describing the circumstances and stating it was during s thunder-
storm, and aiso that he had rescued his horse by the aid of a cenain
neighber, whom he named.

f7eld, that the cause of the accident as a matter of law and fact was
the negligence of the defendanms in not providing the bridge with a proper
raiuing, and that the thunderstorm was one of those ordinary dangers
which ought to have been thus provided aczamst, and that the notice given
to the defendants was sufficient within sub <. 3 of s 606 of the Mumcipal
Act and the defendants were able.

Kingstor, for defendants.  MeAw for the plamuff.

Street, ], Britton, J.| [Apni 28
I'eTereoROUCGH & Goih MEebar Co.
Lioel and slander  Pricilege - Tuiddication—Stevograpies.

Heid, that the fact that the Manager of the above company had inthe
ordinary course of the correspondence of the company, handed to the
company’s stenographet, te be typewritten by hany a draft letter contain
tarning defamatory statements, but of a privileged nature did not amount
to such a publication of the letter as 1ook away the privilege,

Cooke, for mation. /. £ fones, for plaintff,




