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eeto the argumient that tlus provnisionl is retroactive, par-

mIlsrly as the Legisiature lias declared that the Act shiah corne
i> force on the lit July, 1913.
It rea , therefore, to sc whether, on the findingal, this

io is for nonfeasance, or miafeasanice. It appears to me
in that the cause of action was a piece of wrong-doing, " is-
Iaiee; " the aet of plaeing and keeping this long chain within

r fret of the ground was a source of danger-a mienace to

Public f romi the time of iLs installation. Nothing was ont of

air; there was nothing to be repaired; what was nleeded was

tructura1 change by which the danger would be altogether

,x away out of reacli and toueli of those who use the, streets.

Deides tus conclusion, which îs decisive of the case, f arn

ýressed with the plaintiff's argument that tliis electric light

geris nafot a matter within the purview of the Municipal
Ututions Act, in the clauseï relating to the liabilitY to repair

Is and bridges.
Iudgment should be entered, with coits of action', for the

D payable to Uic aduit, and $1,500 to lbe paid into Court .for

benefit of the infant, payable out to hirn on attainlixig ii'o-

or otherwise if otherwise ordercd.

WÂIRT V. BATrEaTy LiaHiiT FLOJI»»,~J,.,1

ý'tidpnce-motIîO for Foreign Cornissi0onKzGmnatîo?

>lantiffs Âbroad-Nature of ,Ajtoa-Rflsal of lofto%±1

>eal by the plaintiffs f romi tho- order o!f Senior

istrar, in Chamibers, anite 195, i so far as it dIisfliisýseda

ion for an order for the> exanuniiation a31 forelgil coIiliSiOIi0

orne of the plaintiffs. Tite leariied Chlie! JuRtice iuii 111a11
r mucli consideration and with sema (1111t, hle m'as of the
lion thait, under ail the ,iemtne Of tilV. case, thle g

ir's order ought to be afflrmied. Aýppe4al dsnse;csa

eal to the defendants in any avent. Graysoli SmlitI, for. the"

ntiffs. W. G. Thurston, K.(,., for th eedns


