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CURRY v. SANDWICIH WINDSOR AND) A3iIEPRSTBURG
R.W. Co.

Negligeiice--CollUsion betweeni Street Car and Automob)Iile,-De-
railement of Car-Res ipsa Loquitur - Attcmpt to Prove
Cause of Derailment-Eviden.ce-Findngs of Jurij-Nciw
Trial.

Aýppeal hy the plaifhjiff fromi the judgment of MIDDiLEToN, J.,
ante 140, dismîssîing the action.

The appeal was heard by MEREDIH, (,'.J.O., (JARROW, MAC-
iLAREN, MAGEE, aiid IIODOINS, JJ.A.

J. Il. Rodd, for the appellant.
M. K.ý Cowan, K.C., and A. R. Bartiet, for the defend(at

coenpaiNy, respondent.

Tiu: COURT ordered a new trial; cons~ of the foinier tial anid
of the appeal to be costs to the party ultimnately suceeeding.

IIIGII COURT DIVISION.

LizýxNO-x, J. FERAYIST, 1915.

ROLPH- & CLARK LIMITEI) v. GOL)MAIN.

Contract-Goods jujplicd Io Company-P'ersoiial Lia-bilit.i of
Presideent-Ud(erlakinj (o Pay -Sisiue Jnrd
Evjdlence-Sffitaf te of FausGirnte-laig

Action for the price of goods nianufactured by the plainitiff
eoînpany and supplied to, the Diamond ClcaniserMauctrn
Companiy Liinited. The defendant waa the pr-eiident of that
company' , and the plaintif! company alleged thit li eroal
umdertook to, pay for the goods.

E. Gý. Long, for the plaintiff company.
A. W. Hlolmnegted, for the defendant.

LENNOX, J., in, a written opinion of considerable length, first
outlined the faets, and then stated that the questionis to he de-


