
C4MPFAL v. MAHAPFEY,

ýi, even on Deacon's owii hewwin1g, could not be wae al lutor-
mig the înaking of the contracts ini the naines of thiese mp es
iat was not the true effeet of the evidlence. WVhat w-as intenidedl
the us>e of the fonns was, that the cciitrt-! sh)ouldi be made in

e nainies of these conîpanims

CAMPEAU V. MMfIFFEY- KJIux, J-Â.17.

Ncgigene-Clliionof Bicycle w-i*h Molor Vehide on1 Fier
Ljury to Bi'cycis-FauUt of Bicijclist-RIdue of RoadI-Highun- g-
r otor Vehidle8 Act, sec. 2S-Evideiwe---Onusý--Findings of Trial
xdge.-Action for daniages for injury to the plaintiff and destruc-
Di of bis biicycle ini a colli8ion wiýtl the defendant's mnotor vehirle,
tused, as the plaintiff alleged, by the reck less and negligent d rivinig
the defendant's vehicle. The action w&i tried without a jujry
Welland.. KEUX-, J., În a writteil judgmnent, said that the1

ision occurred on the concrete pavemnent of a pier leadling to)
i elevator. The plaintif, who was a workmran i this elevator,
s ridig northerly on his bicycle on the westerly side of this
wüqete pavemnent-the sie on which lie would repasonly]
ýpect to meet any Southbound traffie. 11le said that the mlost
exterly portion of the pavemnent waes used by pedlestrians and
cyclists. Th)e defendant w-as prjceedlinig soioitherly i in h is vehiele,
i the westerly p-art of the paLvemient-folowing tic eonse
d5e of the road. If the plaintiff and others, pedlestrians and
leyclists, uised the westerly portion of the pavemnt whenr travel-
rig northward, there was nothig to indicate that the dlefendant
iew that thiere was sucli a practice or that lie had mny reason tg)
qpect to nicet, on thiat side, north-bound traffic. Travelling
Drtberly was a motor truck carrying several meni. The plaintif'

afollowing the truck. 'l'le truck was travelling li a direction
hich necessitated the defeiidanitjceeping well civet on the wcuterly'
de ofl the pavement. The plaintiff said that lie saw the defeidat
NVAing when lie was about 100 yards distant froin hlmi. Thev
efendant, thus pressed by the position of tie truck, rssdcl
>fronted with thc plaîntiff's approacli; lic primptly soe
owia, and had coame to a standstill irben the plaintiff's bicycle
,ruck Uic car. The plaintiff took his chances and m-as atone
%ponsible foir what liappened. The defendant made the mot
,r th difficuit situation whicli suddenly confrcinted him wile

D ires prceceding on the proper side of the pavement. It mas
,-ud that Uic pavement was on a highway irithlu thc meaning
ý the Motor Vehicles Act. -There iras no evidence of this; but,


