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L for the wheel flange. As to the actual width of the
¥ may very well have discounted the evidence of the
an, practically the only witness, as to its measure-
1€y may well have preferred the plaintiff’s statement
b 215 inches wide, had gone into it, as the best
Width, since the planks had been taken up and a
W1 in the interval. The defendants’ own wit-
g the two physicians, say that the plaintiff was

of the jury, as ultimately brought in by them,
1t company negligent in not having the crossing
T, "or the accident would not have happened, be-

Space enough for the plaintiff’s foot to get
®0 the rail and the plank, and that the plaintiff
the exercise of reasonable care, have avoided the

e a’re not inconsistent with answers previously
® JUTOrs’ statements in Court. They were fully in-
‘ﬂormt think the Jjudgment for the plaintift upon

1d be disturbed.
Md Hobgrxs, JJ .A., concurred.

Appeal dismissed.
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Nthis zas b for commission from
- Tespects judgment below affirmed.



