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proposition is needed, it will 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 judgment is
right, except as to the computation of the damages. The pecuni-
ary loss to the children, on the hypothesis on which the Chan-
cellor proceeded, was not the sum of the allowance for five years,
but the present value of the five yearly payments, which,
capitalizing them at five per cent. per annum, amounts to
$1,428.73.

The judgment should, therefore, be varied by reducing the
damages to that sum, and, with that variation, should be
affirmed and the appeal be dismissed.

As success is divided, there will be no costs of the appeal to
either party.
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Appeals by the defendants from the judgment of Larcam-
FORD, J., 27 0.L.R. 594, 4 O.W.N. 577.

The appeals were heard by Merepith, C.J.0., MacLAREN,
Maaer, and Hopbains, JJ.A. -

MeGregor Young, K.C., for the defendant Gauthier, appel-
lant.

I. F. Hellmuth, K.C., for the original defendants, appellants.

E. D. Armour, K.C,, and A. R. Bartlet, for the plaintiff,

The judgment of the Court was delivered by Hopgixs, J A,
who, after setting out the facts, referred to Barthel v. Scotten,

*To be reported in the Ontario Law Reports.




