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bond s SeCUrity for the payn3ent of the damnages Mention
the preceding paragraph, namnely, that portion of the 1damages reinaining af ter the application of the 1906 drawbac
interest.

(8) Again8t both defendants for the plaintiffs' costs o
action.

HONOR V. BANGLE-MIDDLETON, J. D .2.

Negligen-Cllision of Moter Vehidles upon Hightoay--
Driter Guilly of Negiigence- Concurrent Negligenc-Each 1genoe a Proximale Cause of Collision-Claim and Counterdla
Disma -Cotg}ý-Tie plaintiff owned a milk-wvaggon, a on
Ford car; the defendant owned a Hudson super-sx, %vhich,a collision with the plaintiff's car occurred, was carrying a
quantity of liquor, admittedly illegaily. At the Street isection the plaintiff had thle right of way, being on the ri]fthc other car, but the defendant's car passed in front of the iwagon, and so nearly escaped contact that it was bit upoi
rear wheél. Both cars turned over, and neither driver
injured, but both niilk and whisky were a complote loss
plaintiff sought to recover for the damage to bis car and foi
lost miilk. The defendant counterclaiined and asked for
amnount of damage donc to hie car, admitting that the valtthe loit liquor could not lbe recovered, and that the arnount
as a fine was ton reinote. The action was tried without a jur8Sandç%ich. MIDDLroN, J., in a written judginent, said thatdriver of the milk-waggon had no license for the current year,had piLsod al eesr exaniinations and had held a licenseprevious year. The iliegality of the conduet of both parties
not fthe cause of the accident, and nothing turned on the rigb

iway. Each driver was guiity of nelgec; and the elgn
ech was a proximnate cause of the accident. Had either uaed
care or caution, the accident would nof have taioen place.was a case of concurirent ngiece. Eoth dlaim and courdlaim falled, and both should be dsie without costs. WRoacli, for the plaintiff. F. W. Wilson, fr the defendant.


