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that two distinc"t causes tif action %%vre joineld, tropaff t
Iandj and4 asmault, andj with the former the daughitur-plaintiff had
no cotncerii. The action should lie viontined( tcliter to) an action
for the trespas-s hy the inother alone, or to an action foir the
asauit by both plaintiffs; iii the latter e'verit, if any vlaim wa
being Tmide for the expenses c-aused liy the daughter's ilIue,*
details should lie given, as this wa.s a maiýtter of speciâl dauge
The plaintifs,, to elert aecordingly. Referenve to Bankc of 1amil-
ton v. Anderson, 7 O.L.R. 613. S O.L.R. 153; Agar v, Eueo>tt,
O.LR. 177. A. J. Russell Snow, K.', for the denat.A.
T. Hlunter, for the plaintifs.,
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Mfasler ami 1(v)tIjui Sorrail -Nel'gttcaé-Pi

isg of Jiiry--E-vidne-Ngl- elCCd of Felwsrvênt moi à.b
8t~priMndcce,-APOalby the defendants fromn the jug-

ment ofMwic X.E.. upon the1w dn~ of al juryv, in

favour of the plJaintiff, i»n acl 1tionl by aL liema rl y
the idofendants ou their tower repaýir-ýwaggiOfl, for damange for

injuries sustained,. as the plaintiff allteg-dl, Il*y roason of the
broaking of al guy wire whilv he wais repadiirinig al broken çon

Ilecdtioln ini the trolley line, whereby het was thrownvi to the gron&l
The plaintif a damages wert aaese t $97.5, arii iudgutltn

given for that agnounrt, liith cotThv nyngiec foua4ll
by tho jury wlii thait of the eenat'foitarcîa, ùlval
lot secving that, the ics of 11w guy wirvs wvith thev woodbitii
wvrd, mafe. It was a efc iri the înakiing of une it thesew t1d

by MvEacheru (thev p)laintif'*s flu woka)whivih r4o

the accident. EaAh guy mire was tempo)(rarily tttaeed t> the

%wiod-straitu by belig passled thruughi an opentinig imud then
twis4ted( arotund itmcîf. If propcrly twisted, the wire vould

pull out, The wire whic-h didl pull out coutll not have lre
edurely t.wincdi over itaelf, sud the nogligence fouind waa that

Sullivani did not observe thakt the tie %vas insc(umrly made, Th'a
judtizgiet of the Court (Boy»ý, C., liA&ýrurosu) iiidim~

4.1.1 waa1. delivqeredq hy LÂTCETFORD, -J., Who said. uftr btirý
statîug til tc. that the plaintiff had sufferedl fot fron an

nelieneof the forvrmn, who did not secv, and, if hot satw. cok
nu hvenoicdthe de(f(eet in the tici, but froîn thwe nlire«,

of his fellow.workmuaf, Mcabr.Appeal ailowed sudt artio
disnised.No cos4ta. 1). Id. MCryK.C., for the detfndnt

. .A. Du re, KC.. for the- plintiff.


