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around the pumps causeti by the freezing of the water that dripped from thema
et wa.sspilled from pails whide being carried away One of these employees
was on the spot on the very day af the accident and did flot consider it neces-

~ sary ta do anything for the purpose of making the place more sale for foot
pas sengerm ; and other employees of the Ctwhose duty it was to report uniate
conditions, had passed the place on the saine day and mnade no repart upon it.
The action was tried without a jury. The evidence for the plaintiff slinwed
that there was a general slope ai the ice froin the east ta the wvest side af the
walk, that there were lumps or raised places in the ice at two différent points
and tht h ice was very smaaîth and slippery at the place where the plaintiff icîl,
but the judge thought the witnesses had exaggerated the hieight of the lumps
and the steepness ai the siopes. Hle came tu the conclusion also that the ice
mourxds and slope an the side%%a!k had been caused, not from the water tlat
dripped from the pump ar was spilled ini filling pails there, but by the spilling,
ai water froin the pails while being carrîedfflong the sidewaliz or in the filling
ai other vessels, and s0 were the result af negligence an the part of' other per-
sans and not ai any faulty construction ai the puinp or its approaches ; and
that the place where the accident happened was not shown ta have been nt the
time mare unsafle than inany other spots on the sidetvalks are frequently ren-
dered by local conditions where freexing and thawing follow eaclî other at short
intervals.

Held, following The Cily tif À'nesion v. I)rimnn. 27 S. C. R. 46, that
the niere allowance ai the formation and continuance of obstructions~ or dlanger.
ous spots in the highways due tottccuniulations of snow or ice niay amouint tu

-fnan-repair, for which the corporation would be liable, but it i2i in every stict
case a question af fact whethîer, taking aIl the circunistancts into consideration,
it is reasonable ta, hold that the iimunîcipalitv should have reînoved the dang~er,

2.That in the present case it would tnt be reasonable tto holil the t-
hiable, as there are over sicty such %vills in the city, uiually placed at street
crossings and in constant use,nda to keep the sidewalks near thenm conmletely
fi". from ice or roughened b> chopping or spriinklitig gand or ashies on theni
would he well nijgh impossible. Attionî Llismistwc with costs.

Mi«,îrf, Q., for pla;intif.ý Ewriart, QC,, and I. L(trzMpbell, Q.C.,. for
defendants.
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JuirUdonof Caun/v Crert ji<«s Reeyiter.
Application un behalf ni 'ie defendants to diïcwharge an archer made by a

County Court judge in the kootenay dî%trict encttuîg ;u; a Local judge af the
Suprenie Court), appainting in a Suprenie Court ar-tion a rereiv er af the Le
Roi mining p.-operty. The orcher haît the stanipý of a Court order attached,
but otherwise it did flot appe.ar whothler it %vas madle in Chambhers or in Coumt


