
Thie Aierican cases cited vary somiewhat, but 1 think 11e
LesuIt of their holdinig is,ý thiat where Ille p1ISsenevr oe-s (.Il
lie platform, and ridesý there as of necessityv and lot1 of hie
e is niot %ý ithio-lt righit of action for inijuriessutane fr-,i

vecrwdngor aïs tie resuit of vrrwig lu suha
on unioin of irustnethe questGino frghii,~ or
o inegligecnc(,' s l'or- the jury. Theg caises are aIl collucted iii
un. and Eng. Eny.of aw 2iid ed(., vol, 5, pp.67-61
illIN refer sp al ocae liket thi1. o! ('Ii(ag v. 1l Fhr.

Il. ili. 614, and Mavnv. Manhai;ttani 113' ";.Y.69
We veed Dot expe)0et Io find( case o111;S kind in England,.

vliere the inethod of a cqi onstriutin for rilwaýYs diffýr-
nt. But Ilie authiorities aIliriii the doc-trine he'eaplcal.

[Rieferenice to Mietropolitan R. W. Co. v. Jac4kson, :3 A1p.
ýaS. 193; Cobb V. fGreatf Western M. W. Co.. 11831 iQ. B
ý65; Uogan v. Southi Fastern El. W. Co.. 28L ,J. N, ýs.
m7.]

There was ample cvidenee to g-o to thec jury-no objection
s iate V the charge-undf thie resuit in plaintiff's favour

ffught niot te bie dîsturbedl.
We disposed during argunit of thie objection that de-.

endanits were not thie pa;rties, hiable for. the Sai, condu't. o!
lie (,eursiolàîste. Thie contraet was nmde withi their chiie!
)fficer, and to ail filir infrtÀs, with thein, andl, in the ab)sencve
If any contradlictoryv evidenc(,ý the juryv iiightwli findi ais
hcy didl.

MrREDITIT, J., qnd MAGE, J., eexgv esn wt
ng for ther same conclusion.

~ECEMER 0rn,1904.
C.ÂA.
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1

!?aiay-n juyIo CÎiU Playig on Trark-DeaA-Negii-
gaence-Excessiý?ve Speed in Cily-U.fered Trark-Find-
ings «f Jury-Con tribudoryjNgioc of Child-Inferenr.
from Fades-lule 81Î.

A\1peal b'y defendlants fromi jud(ginint o!fcNauz
17J.. uipon the answers of a jury to questions, Mi fav\ourt o!

)LIinitiff for. thereovr of K300 aags
W. 11. CuIre, Ottawa,. for peans

0. E. Cu1lbert. Ottawa, for' plaintiff.


