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leir daim, Damely, tlue assertion that the dami had been,
d; and they have flot proved their damages as set out before
riaL While, therefore, they are entitled to the general cosis
ie action other than those relating to- the taking of Lobb 's
ýnce aud the application therefor, I think that there must bc
cted from these costs one-half of the counsel fees taxed
ist the defendants for the trial.

>LMYN, J. MAY 15TH, 1913.
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respais--Cu Iting Tirnbcr-Damiagcs-Injunction---Costs.

ketion for an injunction and damages in respect of trespass
cutting timber on the plaintiff's lands.

'lie action was tried before 3IIDDLETON, J., without a jury,
ýracebrîdge, on the 8th 'May, 1913.
t. C. Leveseonte, for the plaintiff.

E. Joncs, for the defendant.

[UDDLETON, J. :-The plaintiff owns lot 15 in the l2th con-
on of the township of M.%eLean, intersected by a hay of Lake
ominee (oftcn called Rat Lake). The lands are wooded,
were purchased for use as a summer residence. The patent
-ves "an allowance of one ehain in perpendicular width
% road on the shore. " Warne, the patentee, purehased the
er on the road allowance f rom the Townships of M.%eLean
Ridout;- but, when he sold the land, lie did not seli the tituber
lie road allowance. On the 12th July, 1909, Warne, for
sold to Richards the timber on this allowance, with the
igo that ail timber not rernoved by the l9th April, 1911,
id revert to him. Richards also acquired titie to the adjoin-
lands.
n the winter of 1909-1910, Richards and bis co-defendant
nermnan, acting for hini, eut timber and trespassed on the
itiff's lands. It Îs adrnitted that 21 trees were eut on the
ion of thue lot north of the bay, and it is shown thiat 2.1
i were cnt on the lands south of the lake.
L dischargcd employee of one of the defendants gave an
gerated account of the trespass, and a motion for an in-
tion was the result. The plaintiff was also ignorant of the


