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TnE LOCAL MNASTER:--With the question of whelher or
flot as a malter of law a good cause of action is shewn, 1
have, nothing- lu do. Il wiil 'ne seen finit w hat is -oiplaînedl

uf is thaýt defendants ail the deudxt rnflxand
negligently 1perinitted the w ail tu reinain in i dage ouu-

dition. It is assumed lu have been the (luty eyqualîxo ut he

own4rs and of the corporation to have reiunoved it, thougth
the dutv is rcsted ini each case 01n a differexît basis. The

(lisare said to bc liable as owners of the propertx, pre-

uabxon the princîple of Rylands v. Fletcher. The al-
leged itv of tlic corporation i- put on twogruids first,

non-repair of the highwaxv. and, seeonidl.v, a duîy1. sa;idi t
haive been assuxned b)y the( passage ot the by' Iaws referred to.

1 have careftilix exaîîuined ail uf the nuierous cases eîted
on ithe argument. Cases o fli te lass of Sadier v. Great

Weste ýrn R1. W. C'o. [18951 2 Q. B. 688, L 1896] A. C. 450,
Mefi l livray * v. Tow nship ut but hiel, 8 0. L R. -14 0 .

W.E. 19'3, llinds v. Town of Barrie, 6 0). L. l. 6;356,
2 .W. R1. 995, and tirandin v. New Ontario S. S.

C'0_ f; 0. W. Il. .553. where the parties soulit lu lie
joined were algdto hav e heen guilty of '-ujtuarate
and dsistict netsi. which conibiiicd eîthir tu binig aibout

or to augment Ille damiage, have nu) application1, Ilur

do either case-, against direclors ;iid their cuonmies

or assarising ont of eunt racî tTor ;iil*ill 11 assist-
ac.The case inost near in ('ircuwntc flu the i)reý-înt

une is ain v . ('il' v of Wuodtock, 0 0. W._ Il. t;0u I ibut I
11hink lucre is a clear distinction between flie two Therc,

asin, e ont b ' t flie Master, flie wrongfinl plac ing'_ uf lte
lunîherwj oni thc highway h' file Pntriclxs, and tlic breaeh of

thieir statututry dutx lu t reunove ît on the pIart of the eor-
portin. ývre nul unIx quite distinct ewanses of action, but

d1 i lo vn s t the sainie limie. lure !1we aet, or rather
om1jisioni, conuplained of, on the part uf flie Cluifs and of

the eýitx corporation, is identicaL. tlinuh the dntv in the
e rase dclpends on a different prineïiçde from thati in the

cother. luý Ilinds v. Townl of Barrie, 6 t). b. R. G56. ah pp.
)fi-62 M. Justice Osier. after poinling ont thait tie 1ian-

guiage 'f Ille Rille is embarrassint- anld ealculaled lu iiiisload

a litigant and to promote delav and expense;, sys Pr

nihv the phiriae 'cause of action is nul lu he strictIv read
in its former technical sense, 50( that where, peronihve


