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largý" in sec. 294 refers to) anirmais elseMihere thian uponi the
ltd of their wner This, 1 tinik, is; apparent [ roui a reading

of the sttute and authoriy is Mo wvanting....
Refrene o MicLeod v. Calnadiani NreRn kW Co.

(190$, ii in. Uy. Caýs. :1!, 12OWR 1279. 1283:; ligis v.
Canladian >cii RW Co. (1 P) Can. Ry. Cats. 34, 1$

O.L.I 12.]
Thet caýseS pretviolis lo theset are eited( by the Chanceellor. in tile

MeLed cseand it i.s uxnesa to refer furitheri to thieni.
Theleare Distr-ict Court Jludlge has fouund aigainast netgli.

gencve on thet part of tile plailntiff, and rightlly so un fieacs
evnif lueglîguie hy the plaintifl emuld avail in anl acýtioll basedi

uipont neglect hy the railway coiayof a Statutory dunty; as,
toi whiih Dc avis V. calnadian Pacifie Kf'W. Co. < 1886);, 12
A.R. 7214.

'J'il appeali shld ho allowed Thec trial Jud1g.e did inot find
tt, value, as het miglit have doiie, and. nu dou1lt, wvould have(
donc, had thw evîd"1eneen icOntlic1ilg. The onlly vvidulwe of
vailue is thlat utf 11e plaintiif anud lus witnevss Isiac Karil, wh1o

bth place the valuet at$0.
Sudgme t oldl, inl xy View\ý, bk- ulntered for- ilt plaintifi for

$30, with cuoiss hivre alil bilow; but, as- mly tlaruied1 bruithreni
think thie auniountt should hei $2-75, 1 do not dissent.

;lppoal aillowid.
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Appoial by the p>ïlintifT f rmi tile judgilnent of the( .1liugte of
Uic Voiunîy Court of the( Counyty oif Kenlt dlisilissing t1w action,
whih is brought tu rcover $45% the amnount of a but of ex-
chlange. or giheque draw 1 hv defenidant, mnd interoeil, and
dirvcting tilt returu l fi <lý efendgalit of the instrument in ques-
tioni and lwo othurs.

Thlt appeaq.il waas heard by MULocut,CJ.xR»uS'î-
LÂlN*P, itnd Lirci, JJ,1

J1. G. Kerr, for t1ie plaintiff.
f.). L. LeiK.C., ani S. B3. Arnold, for the defenditnt.


