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peal by the defendant from the judgment of the Judge
County Court of the County of G‘rey in favour of the
T in an action for damages for breach of an alleged war-

et.

appeal was heard by MuLock, C.J.Ex.,, Cuure and
; D, JJ. '

£

D. Armour, K.C., for the defendant.

3. Lucas, K.C., for the plaintiff.

18, J.:—In February, 1911, the plaintiff bought from
endant about twenty swarms of bees, upon the represen-
he says, that they had been inspected and “‘were
« ~all right.”” Twelve of these hives, the rest having
ng the winter, were brought to the plaintiff’s premises
1st May, making, with the nine hives the plaintiff then
‘Wsme. 'hives in all.
he 1st June some of the bees had died off, leaving only
n hives altogether, viz., nine of the plaintiff’s and four of
sught from the defendant. These were inspected on the
911, when it was found that all four of those pur-
the defendant were diseased with *‘foul brood,”’
e hives of the plaintiff still remaining clean.

plaintiff attempted to treat them, but found them so

all purchased from the defendant had to be destroyed.
s argued at bar that these bees might have been in-
ym the honey supplied by the plaintiff feeding the bees
ter; but, upon a perusal of the evidence, I think
mprobable. . e (
iff had sold out all he had in the spring of 1910,
ve at his father-in-law’s, three miles away. The
sold by the plaintiff were claimed to be diseased, and he
ent with the purchaser. He started anew with
hiech were inspected in 1910, and reported clean.
at the time of the purchase had increased to nine.

ported in the Ontario Law Reports. Tty




