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kndings of Juryt-Damage&-Co8ts.

bion by the owner of an automobile for damages for personal
s to himseif and injuries to his car as the resuit of ne"gligenice
part of the driver of a street car of the defendants, which rau
ie rear end of the plaintiff 's car, which wus travelling ahead
ad in the sanie direction, on the raiiway track.

L, action w,%as tried wîth a jury'at Sandwich, and questions
ut ta thein and auswered. They fouud (1) that the defend-
'ere guilty of negigeuce which caused the injuries to the
&f and his car; (2) that the negligence was that the motor-
id not have his car under proper contrai for the rate of
ie was going iu comning to a dangerous crossing; (3) that the
ff was guiltY of negligence which caused or contributed ta
uries; (4) that this negligence was that the piaintiT did
rze proper precaution in iooking ta sec whether or not lie
,0 upon the track in safety; and they asse the ditmages

UIercer Morton, for the plaintiff.
K. Cowan, K.C., and A. R. Bartiet, for the defendants,

HERLAND, J., in a written judgment, saidJ that, i was
to determine what the jury meant as to liability by their

4, and ta k-now how they came ta fax the damages at only
.Vte light of the evidence. The plaintiff and lis chauffeur,

oee the occupants of the maotar car at the time of the, acci-
oth testified that they lad looked when approaching the
ntersection in question and ss.wthe track apparently clear
t cars for a reasonable distance ta enable them safeiy to turn
rier aud go out upon tIe track. The. evideuce was that the.
Uar hit tIc motor car saine littie distance from the easterly
'tion of VIe twa streets.
lhe liglt of tIc evidence given at the tial, the learned
v'as indlined ta thiuk Vbat the. effeet of the. anawers was,


