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proposition is nreeded, it wi]1 be found in Rowley v. London
and North Western R.W. Co. (1873), L.R. 8 Ex. 221, 226.

For these reasons, we are of opinion that the judginent is
riglit, exeept as to the computation of the damages. The peuni-
ary loas to the chidren, on the hypothesis on whieh thu chan-
cellor proceeded, was not the sum of the allowance for five yea rs,
but the present value of the five yearly payments, whivih.
capitalizing them at five per cent. per aiinum, amounit.s to
$1,428.73.

The judgment should, therefore, he varied by reduc-ingý the
damnages to that suin, and, with that variation, shoul be
affirnied and the appeal be disrnissed.

As suceeas la divided, there %vill be rio costs of the appeal to
cither party.
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