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fendant 's'motor-car. The plaintiff by the statement of clai~alleged negligence on the part of <the defendant; and the defeldant inoved, before pleading, for particulars of the alleged ùegigence. The Master said that the plaintiff need only set ont ihis statement of claim the materiaL facts on which he relies, anwhich, if flot disapproved or otherwise sufficiently, answereÈwould entitie hum to, judgxnent. The provisions of 6 Edw. VI]eh. 46, sec. 18 (0.), throws upon the defendant, in sucli a casas the present, the onus of disproving negligence on his pariSee Verrai v. Dominion Automobile -Co., ante "108, 24 O.1L.1i551. The plaintiff can, therefore, rely on the doctrine of rejipsa loquitur, and is flot bound in any way to, account for tlifatal injury to his son. See Smith v. Reid, 17 O.L.R. 265. It wawprobably un'necessary to allege negligence;,and, thougeh this waedonc, particulars need flot be given. See Con. Rule 279. Motion~disniissed;, costs in the cause. J. A. Macintosh, for 'the defen.dant. E. F. Raney, for the plainif.

WAFEDV. BUrjG-FALCONBXDGE, C.J.K.B.--JÀ. 10.
Con tract-Interest in& Company-shares-EvÎ,fl

0c - Onu.s.j-The plaintiff, an engineer,'èiaimed an interest'in 100,000 sharoeof the capital stock of the People 's Railway -Company, underan alleged agreement between him and thec defendant Bugg. The.learned Chie£ Justice said that the plaintiff had failed te dis.charge the burthen of proof ; and, this flnding was made wlthou treference te deineanour of witnesses, as to whieh there wasnothing te choose. The agreement set up by the plaintiff wasone of manifest impropriety, of ,doubtfuI legality, and, in theopinion of the Chief Justice, quite unenforceable. Action dia..mnissed. R. S. Robertson, for the plaintiff. J. A. Scellen, for the.defendants.

WARFIELD V. P1EOPLE'S R.W. CO.-FLCONBRIDGE, C.J.K.B...
JAN. 10.

Coutract -Remunerat ion for Services - CompanysareReoeived-lCouniterclaim.]Action to recover $3,099.80 and in-terest for services as engincer of the defendants. The learnedChief Justice said that the decision ln the previous case prac-tically diisposed of this one, even if the plaintiff should aucceedi eatablishing that these defendants ever hired hlm or othpi-w;..


