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on ifs journey, unfil it was sfopped by collision with the
stationary car in. front of if. Hie said that hie could have
brouglit fthe car to a stop by the application of brakes, hiad
lie seen the other car, and the evidence adnîits of no doubt
that at the rate hie was going and within fthc distance at
which that car was froint fle circuit-breaker, hie could easily
have doue so.

lJnder thesze cireutristances, it appears to nie that there
is f0 escape froin the conclusion that plaint iff-was tlie author
of bis own injurv, and thaf there wa.s nothing Vo jtrstify the
linding of the jury, in answer fo ftic 4th question, that his
negligence and brec~h of duty dîd not cause or so contribuite
fo the accident, that but for sucli neglecf or breacli of duty,
if wouild not have happened. Theb rude was nmade to provide
for thc exac(t situation, and for flie obvious purpose of pre..
venting aci entither to fthe propcrfy of the defendants
or th(, personis of flîr servants, front a car continuing- in
mnotion he: li powc-r left fle lune. If was a plain anid
sure guide for flic plainitiff. His dufy was to bring the car
to a stop, not Vo rcas<ni aibout poss;ibuity of flic power sooxn
returning to the line àr flilglits son eginning to butrn.
RIad lie afted, in crpacewifli flic strict requireillents
of the rule, there would have bec) no0 collision, and, that
bein-gso, the appeal must Iex llwe and thec action dis-.
rnii-ed with costs, if flie defendatnts s4k for thein.

MEREDITH, J.A., gave reasons in writing for flie saini
conclusion.

Moss, C.J.O., GARROW and( MACLAREN, .1J.A., concurredl.


