
beeý(n r:ise(d more than a, few feet, an(] before the nue
posts, or spuds liati beeti raîsed, aud beoeany signal w'ai-
given.i, he ue tightened ou the capstani, theirel) *roInvn
iirnwdu strain betw en 11)oapt and fil(ekvg
anchior. Buit thie drd and t1iw kedgc Ilvor lîn
iiiiuovahile, it va, inievitaible, as anyn wîtneses -a thait if
11w sitraini L-0ntillued Soaîcthîng must giv)wv i wa (11' a
f1uestioni whiat \ euld gîve wa *v first. Theli re i xa thai
the spool was violentlY wreýnelied front it- faenaa'. li r
bioits weruie drawn from the gunwale, a portion of thedec
plarnk- was f cm out. the spooi was thrownl againsI t0w Âidi
or the ous part. deeplv indenting the dog roid-a brat- ru
iised a, ai tav--and relin(ling-- went overomard.

P);latîff' wýas standing iii the space etw ce ther zpool anti
the c-apastan, andi( was ~tIat v Ilw linue,ihcaikinu Mi-l.

As, erigillyl. fraîned, the ottaju f üaimi assuanedvi that
the dlipper anid ancehers of the1e{g were ail tmp, and that
eýverythrnig was ini readiness te mniove, but that, thirough flii
failure of thev tug to commîence hiauling ait the pvopuîi' ine
the entire strain of the whele weight of the dredgu a n.
tipon thie fine, and consequently upen the spool, lherelby
causiiig it to give way, and that the spool w-as ipoel
andl inisufflcîitly fastened, and that the person iii chiarge of
the dred,ýge wgligent in net giving the signal to the tug.

Tlhe case was tried on a former occasion, and on the
answer, of the jury judgment was entered for the plaintlT
for $650 damnages. Upon appeal by defendants te a l)ivi-
-ional Couirt the judgment was set aside and a new\ trial or-
dered. It was pointed eut by the Judges of theDiisea
Court that the evidence taken at that trial developed i hat t1e
trmust stabs.tantial question between the parties bail neti heui
trie(I. It hiad heen made te appear that the speel by raso
(,f thie tigliteing cf the uine was subjeet te a prsueor
sitraiin whichi it c-ould neyer bave been intended tei stand, and

th for ite real question wasý net whether the spool wais
insufiie-ntI1y fastenied, but iihlat was the cause and whosp
fault was; it, if any person's, cf this enormeus strain bav-ingl
beeý(n puit uipon it.

Subsieuntly the statemnt of dlaim was amende(]. but net
se as to b)ring out vcry clearly the real issue between the
parties.

At the trial before Teetzel, J., a number cf questions
wure subxnitted to, the jury. They found that plaintiff's ina-
jury was caused by the negligence cf defendants. To the
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