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nright have il, the goods to the defendants by way of estoppel;
and as I have said ail the Davids are, upon the facts of the
case and the levidence in it, precluded front ever asserting,'
any titie to the goods against the defendants.

1, therefore, quite agree withi the trial Judge in his find-
ing that there iras not sufficient levidence to, satisfy the onus
of proof that the goods in question were not Albert's but
were AbraJîam's; and, in addition to that, there cari, 1 think,
be no0 reasonable flnding that, even if the goods had been
Abrahiam's, the titie and possession of them had not passied
front hlm to the company before the seizure wo.s mnade.

I would allow the appeal, and restore the judgment at
the trial, which pughit not in amy cas to have been lightly
disturbed.
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NegUeac'-ftret Ralwa - .i ýPeîe p'd-Coion-Lack o/
toryjN'lgno-- .,ko Juq 't" t~IiNte gligjcnce-

;\ctiÀn f for fos1sna nu i,' nt:iiwA hy reason ofth ilege " elgut~ -,vd -1-11,î~'~arat> iloertn a streetcar uponlr theStret of Thrui.'Pi julry foilugline on thepairt of <ifudaîiut fîîuuid p]linltT vuldha avoilId the acci-
1111 af cer.i exvt'hiteuo ~if resnai are, andfurhe, ihat tLea a tof eacuahi eae o-M-1 te in hii "Iack ofjudgnu'n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~11 t. 1înal te s re a iooran, a fier hai'ing

hertai a iaî'eof h pi I f pa ii Fs.eold. hy taking rellsonabie

LATIIio~IJ., '111,01, iudgmnt11 for îîlaintiffs uipon the flndings

Co(iIOA (olin, lu'ld. , th fiîndlinga of contributory negli-gel ee1lagi to -~ndrsod and shouid uaL 1-gese at,Aud thero. wa n sutli(ilnt e-ividenue on a'hicb ta, base thle jury'sfiifiiilug uof ii ia )te l ieîe
JudgmenI(.It ail triai set aide anld nea' trial dkrected.
('OU)t 0Fr ( PP) dismi-Isddenans appeal from judginentof DivisianaiI C'ourt, ýi(Iit as

owai.Toronto Rir. (o., 2 .C, R1, 718. referred to.

Apelby the defetîdants front the judgment of a Divi-
sionial Court reversing the judgnient at the trial, before
LATciipoiD, J., and a jury, in favour of thte plaintiff, a.nd
directing a new trial.

The action was broughit to recover dainages said to have
been caused to the plaintiffs upon a lîighway lu thec city of
Toronto by tlue negligent operation of a street car by the
servants of the defendants.


