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If so,, iii what did such negligence consist? A. In not
Lg their tool-box.
1 f thle defendants did not exercise reasonable ca re, gd1id( such

;enee cauise or contribute to the accident? A. Yes
Was the infant plaintiff giiilty of any neglip'nce whichï c.auised

itributed to the accident? A. No.
Lie main issue in the case was, whetber the infant plaint ifT had
Lied the explosive fromn the defendants' tool-box, On1ll the o
vas the direct and positive affirmative statemi ent of the 1 o',
uis eider brother; against that, the strong statemient of 11.e
da.nt workmen that there was no explosive iin the box. It wýas
iarly a case for the jury, and they had seen fit Io accept thle
of the boys, as they had a perfect right to do.
!hen the jury brought in their findings, counsel for thle defend-
Lrged that uipon the answers to questions 2(a) and 2(b), thley
ejititled to judgment, on the ground that the dfnat
1 bc lhable oinly in case there was actual kno-wledge on theiir

In the opinion of the learned Justice of Appeal, the juryý
ig found that the explosive was in the defendants' box, th'e
was on the defendatns to shew that it had corne there in
way for which they were not responsible, and this t hey hadl

[y failed te do.
lie appeal should be dismissed.

IAGEE and FERGUSON, JJ.A., agreed with MAcxRE, .A.

LoUiNs, J.A., read adissenting judgrnent. He wasofop)iio(n
the verdict was an unsatisfactory one, and that the defenidanits
entitled to a xiew trial.

Appeal dismissed; HoDGiNs, J.A., diuenting.
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