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b.ette. s for ail; but, If ü£ o them le rponsible for Onuy
a part of the total wrong done sund the ,-iabiltyi:thonlgh joint
as to a11 wt the. tinie of the coxn2encmn»,bt of.the ,aetlon, aroas at
diferext- dates, there, may unàér Bules 219 and 220 of the.
King'à Betoh. Act, R.S.M. 1902, o. 40, be a deaant-b-
.me f--tha part -aud- agaînït- -th rea t--or the total amount of
daznage committed.

O'efe v. WaL1& (1903>, 2 X.B, 681; Mayne on Damnages,
673, and Copolv4i C?atterson Co. v. Buiness 8ýî.tems Lti,
il O.R. 292, followed.

The defendant Teskee toirtioualy eut down and carried away
a large number of trees from, the. plaintiff la land with the. assist-
suce of hie co-defendants hired by hlm. The work occupied
eight days, but the déendlant K. was only engaged for two days
upon it.

Holci, that K. was not liable for anything beyond the. amount
of the damnage doile during the. two days.

The. plaintiff had failed te shew what that amoipit 'was; but,
as K. had joined with the. others in paying $91 Into court to
answer the plaintiff 's eiaini, thus admitting hie3 liability -or
that ainount, the verdiet of $1,000 against &Hl in the, trial court
was ohanged te one for $91 against K. and for the b~alance,
$909, against the otiier defendants.

Fullerion and Jacobs, for plaintif. Hoskin, K.O., for de.
fendants.

Pull Court.] [Nov. 28, 1910.
CITY OP WINNIPEG V. WIN141PE0 ELEGTRnO RY. 0o.

In~Junt~o-Fofaiure--W1ve--Etopel--M,~.ntgof iuordj
etoperation, conduct at3ra»gme

Appeal from judgnxent of Mathers, J., noted ante., vol.
46, p. 116. This judgrnent as there noted was atflrmed with
the foilowing variations.

Heid, per H-owsLL, C.J.A., and PaRDuz, J.A., (RIOSARDS, Ji
A., dissenting), that there was nothing in the. agreement refeprd
te in par. 1 of that note or ini the tiomnany la Act of incorpora.
tien to prevent the company froin using the direct electrie eur-
rent developed in the city as described in par. 3 to operatg
its street cars without the furtiier consent ef the city and erect-
ing polos snd wîres for that purpose.

Hold, aise, unanimously, th'.t the defendants had net ac.
quired the corporate powerc of the Manitoba Bloctrieansd


