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eýd the Pro-, lutiou o)f the work, and dismlissed the
'l1ý' Ufehllg dilng is that no damage

dt 1[tiff f'roiî the mnai1 dani, whlich wasý sanctioned
uli ht.c. 6-4, sec. 2); that the damage

zL1tyýj anoflier and tilmprary daio, whiel w n'sfot a
th~~ rk, a not auithorized by the statute, w"~

'nee OfV~?11~1C~of tine cntracto:', for pur-
andl( trnsportation (o lis to pro\ ide Miore

Carag fr the matetnil used ia the main dam,
Vo)ver d1OM l the- riter. That M hich is Chall:1enged
~ng thlat defen-ldant, have s>o niaintailned this temi-

o 1) e 1iable for the damage it, ausecl ini 1902.
t~11ail, 11hat they did iiet direct or approve of

'2 fthts tenîiporary dam, they did niot take ià over
th orl or dîid they mnaintaiu, it iny sen

PO~3if O 2lth March, 1902, defendants, gave
I~1IngPatiarhethe contractor, and thereuponWkPollessionl of the power works.

rs "nilaiînt mjade (in eiee)was, in May orýI;%~Mr Doolittie, a witniss, aske Dlorh
to go mîthl iin to the woimeïl to sec if that

~take ' ' y the tcmiporary dani. he precise date
'~,~fl I akeit thlat as to details the îaenory 0f
~ I>O1i~~Îs more aceurate than that of his

Stii '"Psh0(t df the interview was, that the ment-
ilhaI standI Whidh defendants have always main-

'Sthat the tempilor.ary dam was flot part of the
aluilorized for sntoe yhetown;

e1 l for ïI (11111ma1e it occasioned, and was alone
Vo' do wi They enîphatically declared that
9 t d wih.it, and refused to take it down

gOrtes Vo tiie applicant.
fi 12 )M o illi ano by the Judge in this inter-

~ ang of men and pull it out'
P6il' 1f went down and pulled out the

'Olt eaused any damage to the main dami,

wa. 1 a tno hn present; it is not shewn that
e«,,nIIj r!prýet-n hini or that what occurred

IY l11Cfite" Vo hira; and it is not proved that this
iljtv.l a(l11 Of the colincil which would bind, the

litt a85-nIing ail1 these things as made ont,


