
the car, it was the dluty of the former tO so mna 1"8
it should not runi against hlmii. He lhad p)lty o
stop the car, and in cousidering whethier it was 1
that hie szhould have done so, the simple nature of t
tien lie was crngaged in is to be regarded, as the
very easily have been stopped and the work dela
Ùmci withlout inconvenlience- to alny one. Instead
s r or reducing the speed so as to hring the car mi
control, lie seemas to hanve let it go on, hoping,
plaintiff would move, until it was too late to avoidl
1 do not think that the trial Judge was wrongç in ho
for this; the defendants mlust answer.
znay bk said of plaintiff's iiegligence, the proxiniat
the accident was defendants? negligenice. 13e,
plaintiff was standing toee near the track. 1 do0
he was ensciously doing se. But he was net &wi
approaching car, while the person ini charge was
hixn aud igh-t have avoided the collision byv stop)
tine.

MACLENNAN and Moss, JJ.A., concuirred.

Appeal disniissed with coats.

Johin Bell, Blelleville, soliciter for appellants.
Rl. D. Gumn, Orilliia, solicitor for respondent.
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