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*MCKÇAY v. 1)AVEY.

f~~~i tJosI )(Mna t io ms- ia Vrra i1y-Brc ach -8 ira rns

Bs-Pui lroo<l A (I-I nSpec (itf- lh(S ise of
-tiold-Daliagc s.

pval b1Y te defendant froin the judg-iueîtt of the jùidge

Counit «vCourt of the ('ounty of (iroy iii favour of hIe
if in ani action for dainages for breaàl of ait alleged war-

uipon thu sale of becs or for contravention of the Fouil
A et.

2 appeal \%as huard by MUî.OCi, ('.J.EX., CLUTE and

1). Armnour, K.C., foi, the defendatît.
B. Lucas, K.C., for the plaintiff.

LJTEJ :l February, 1911, the plaintiff boughit froin
fendant abolit twenty swarins of bees, upon the represeîî-

as hie say* s. that they bail been Înspected and ''were

a3ld al]rgt' Twelve of tiiese hives, the rest lîaviing

uriiîg the wiinter, were brouglit to lthe -plaintiff's pretuises

tble Ist May, mlaking, with the nine hlives the plaintiff then
wenity-onef 'Iives in al].
the Tht Ituint sonie of the becs lîad died off, leaving ouly

In hiveS al1togethler, vîz., nine of the piaintifl's and four of

b)oug!it from 'the defendant. These were inspected on the
lune, 1911, when it was found thiat ail four of tiiose putr-

[ fromn the dIefenntl1 \vre diseased wî"ii 'foul brood,"

ne Iives of the pla:intifl. stilI reinainilg clean.
e plaintiff attemnpted la treat tlîcrn, but found thein s0

ilal puirchasvd froua the defendant hall to bie destroyed.

wa airgued at bar that thcsc becs iîght have been în-

rromn the hioney supp]ied by te plaintiff feeding the bees

Sthe wvinter; buit, upon a perusîti of lthe evidence, 1 think
vholly improbable.
ie plaintiff had sold out ail lie hall ini the spring of 1910,
t one hiv&, atI bis father.in-iaw's, threc miles away. VThe
0 sold by l1it plintiff were clainted to be diseased, -and lie

a, seutlement with te( purchaser. Hle started ancw with

hbive, which wevre ispected ini 1910, and reported dlean.

three at the limie of te p)lrchase hall încreascd 10 nulle.

'a 1w relported i L Ontario Lauw Reports.


