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was oo ev.ideace oni tli, part of plaintiff to silnnit to lt,
jin'.. In othier wards, that his con<lnct by his own admis-
sion is sucli as to shew that he was the caus.-e of his own,
inijiiry. 1le %wa, Iîroper1y upan the street. The fmet thai
lie was plavîing iii the street would tnot necessarily prtevel)f
his reeovcring if lie were injured lîy ilefeiidants' negl igence.I
llicketts Y. Village of Markdale, 31, 0. R1. 180, 610. It î>
maid in Farrel v. Grand Trunk Rl. W. C'o., 2 Can. RN. Cas.
2,50, 2 0i. W,. IL 8.5, thiat the lîîickctts case was cited ançd
don bted by some of the members of the Court of Appeal;
but it lias not, so far as 1 know, been overruled...

lteference- w~as made to by-law No. 366 of the tmwn of
Orngcvi IJle, intitolcd a 1)v-law to prevent elhuldren riding
Ibehîil wagnete......Thle by-law is in part as foi-
low;S: No person sliall coast on a handsieigli or siciIgli, or
tal)aggait, or othcr dc'.iec, oit arn,\ street or sidewalk %vithjni
thc mua ieipalitv of Oraugeville ;it shall be the duty- of
the chief conistal)le ta notify anv ehiild or person doing su
of tlic, eoisequdesý of violating tlis 1)' -law, and aifter a
secondl olfence ta suin ju anid to hiring sudel chuld or porsor
before th li lugi strate."

Mu\ttrray ýdel!iies -'coasting " ta îîwan, the winter's sport
of sliding on a sied down blli, and hence the action of -Iioot -
ing dowvu hlii on a bicycle o r tricyele. I lere the bv..law se
the words " other device," an(l, huaving regard to the p)opu-
lar îueaning of "coaýsi ig -and the expression. of the 1by-law, 1 amn of opinion) thiat he hv-law is sutIi4,i(cntlv hroaij
to applv ta the present case. TïIere was. , Wvr fno 0\j-
dence tîtai 1 laintiff. had l)een warncd, ani coasting iii the
street does flot al>pear to be an offenee piunishable undur the
by-la.' unitil the aeiised is warincd, aithougli it is sOmnr-
thig which the town counceil desired to prohihit îii the
nuanner indieatedl. But 1 do not tlîink defendants are en-
titled to avail thenîsel. s of the h)'v-law as an answeIr to
plaîntiff's clain. Lt was probably admissible as evidleuce
for whiat il was worth, as shiewing, the action of the imunici-
pality in regard ta the riglits; of ehidren playing uipon the
stroot; but it xvas înaniI'Psty passed ta prevent sport or
that kind froin interferiniig wîth the ordinary u:se of the
street, and 1 do not thinik a by-law passed for that puirpose
eau be iiîvoked liv the railway conupany for another pur-
pose....
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