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""VtilOf this action directed by'order of a Divisional
20 71, 1 O.W.N. 267, affiirmed by the Court ofbea],' 21 21, 1 O.W.N. 906, took place before RIDDELL,
i aToronto.

uetiu put to the jury and their answers were as

t r jy negligence on the part of the defendaxits
Orheped 'to cause the collision? A. Yes.

ty'htwas the negligencel Answer fully. A. We
xý' eevidece given the car should have been stopped

ditne.
teeariy negligence on the part of the plaintiff

p hled te cause the collision? A. Yes.
Wa as the negligence? Answer fully. A. H1e

6, thav ercseda littie more care.
41 Ôt 'th ag the negligence (if any) of the plaintiff,le~~ ~ }6elat y the exorcise of reasonable care have

coli A. Yes.
ve,- .wha 8oud~ they hàve done which they diid flot dol,

hav "cloe hich they did? Miswei, fully. A. Hea
ný,Y.seenthe an sooner and sounded his gong con-

theeurt hud, upon your answers, think the plaintiff
&taewat~ siun do you assess as damages? A.

e'A' f 0r or he plaintiff.

dnttb1ink that there is any evidence upon
of Prope)y find as they have donceas against
i-,I tg bu> asuringthat the findings can be sup-

taparnt 1 hiktliat aWlthe acts of egligence
wereof sch a character as that the jïur.y1 0 the, asp$mary ziegligenee. 'Theu the con-

Ee o e ound-tok place at the same time as the
ta-twas net !o7lowed by any act

: 0 art f te defendauts, cither in point of
'Ill ilglieeof the plaintiff was a continu-

deJaý.. intantof he accident, and consequently
Ycocurrent <negligence of both

is~~> coeedb eynolds v. 'Tilg, 19e(lby hOourt of Âppeal, 20 Times


