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that they believe plaiintiff's evidence, and 1 think this anm
inay be rejetted."...

White the a.nswer to, the hypothetical 4th question ina
regarded as unnecessary and 8uperfluous, it is at least do
fui whether it should, as a findîng of fact, be entirely iguei
as thore was certainly evidence quite sufficient to warran
'l lie jury. in effect say that f rom the first moment whien pi
tif's dange4r should have been apparent to the motormni,

rOI lision was inevitable. That is, in substance, a finding
: romn that momlent there was no0 causative negligence on
part. Yet, in answer to question 2, causative negligence
boen round agaînst defendants, and in answer to questi(
iite jury say that that; negligence consisted in the motor
*fuot paying attention to, his dutieýs," etc. It foUlow8.

there must bie ascribed to, the jury the intention to fin.d,
h1eir answer to question 3 must be construed as in fa

f*iilîdng, that before plaintiff's danger should have been
ap)parent to, the motorman, tlue latter was, inattentive te
dutfy in that lie failed to use the appliances at hand to
hýis car for the purpose of bringing its speed down tc> a
iate, and of giving hinm that control of its momentumn w
the surrounding circumnstances of danger required. ,J
understo>d, this answer is quite consistent with the 8XIsw,

t.h( ith question....
Appeal dismiss>ed with costs.
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Venue - Change - Ca~nvenience - WIVîteses - xe
Fair Triial--Jurýy-Underlaking-Costs,.

Appeaul býy defendants f£rom order of Master in Cliat
(ante 161) refusing ta change the venue f rom Stratfor
Cornwall.

Gray-on Sruith, for defendants.
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1MEIZEDITII, C.J., dismissed the appeal, with costs tc, p
tiff in atiy event.


