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NOTýýçlfESONA~A OB of drinking intoicating liquors to excse

PU B ISI EI) INADVAN CI,, B N O RD ER F TH E LA W V notice to the defendant , a duly licensed inn1SOCIETVY keeper, forbidding hirm to supply lquroe
huband ; in consequence of which,1 it %vas alleg-COU-RT F APEAL. ed'defndant forbade his bar-keeper uriCh

BENNETT ~ ~~~~liquor to the husband ; ntihtnigih
V. GRND TUNK RILWA Co.the bar-keeper did serve plaintiff 's husband wth7'respass-C'0nýributorI nel;»lte iquor in the tavern kept by the defefidalit. g

Tre pas C.rtb >ze//gc,,e.Hei, fltwithstanding the aleg f or d'Fhi servant of the plaintiff was in charge of of the bar-keeper to furnish such liquor, the de-an omnlibus running to and fron, the station of fendant 'as liable under the statutC R.S.O' ch.
the defendants' rai1lvay, and on the cvening in 181, sect. go.
question vas attending at Georgetown station, at On the trial of the action thc CountY Court
a distance of about nine feet five inches froin judge (Norfolk) ordered judgnient to b neethe track, bult^,was unable to sec along the rail- for the defendant on t'le ground that his bar-~'ay in cither direction by reason of houses in- keeper had furnished the liquor contrar>' to the
tervening. 1Y leaving the omnibus, hoivever, defendant's orders ; the Court, on appeal , re-
and gi to the track lie could have seen an versed such finding and directed a reference

ppo Cin rai btoitn toak tiS back to the Judge of the County Court M assessPrecautioti, altllouglh aware [bat atrain wvas then theda geteug hvnadictitdue, hie started off tocosthe track, and did fot assess the samne at any sum between $20 andhaorseanything of the approacîliig train $2o0, and the Court declincd to followv the course
utlit was within about four feet of irn, whien adopted in the case of Denny v.Telie 'vas unable to avoid the train, and the bus Telegrap C'.1 p .68iid harness of the horses 'vere considerably Faiconbridge, for appellant.iarnaged. It was flot sbown that the driver of Osier, Q.C., for respondent.lhe train hiad given any vvarnin1r of the

01 It DY sounding the mvistle or bell on its nearingthat part of the track where it crossed the roadto the station. At the trial of an action broughtto recover the ainou-nt of the darmage done theomnib)us and harness, the Judçre <f ib.k

GRANT V. VAN NoRMAN.
ZflSove'l diebor-Preerntiai assigýlie

Pressure.seuetl n V.,- w ~s a practising atore ndat
seunlin terni, refused to set the sb- Clr ofte Peace and County Attorfley r ~ainaside, considering that the negligence of the default be struck off the roll of attorneys, niadeplaintiff's servant was the proxirnate cause ofthe accident. 

an asssignm-ent of his emoluments as Couflty
hreil, on appeal, [in this reversing the Courtwic ttrey toh. ad j.oree to secur thei aITIontbeîow] that the question of negligence on the wihh a enodrdt a hi let

part of the driver of the locom-otiv had b te e sm e tlig H. W. and J. that bcimproperîy withidrawn from the jury, and that a would leave it to thern to hand hirn back suc"new trial must be had in order to submit [bat par as they chose on which to live, such an as,question to thern. signment being generally executed at the be-Schojf for the appeal. ginning of each quarter, upon which they drewJ.KKerr, Q.C. cnr. the amount comning from the CountY andhne

cotr.V. back a poto olive on.. SubsequentY V.k e e e r s S uda p ortio n to dn ha f a i n td e dDAVIS v. AUSTIN. which costs were taxed in his favour at$1,#'r' Y tn lieeo w h ic h e a lso a ssig n e d to se c ire a n a c c O nr o d a -ISI-Asdo -e-s ln i dtegrs n t. i~on indorser. About a month afterwards. thefl t d S -~ -P ind~ am a d aK n ~ . . O.C #. plaintiff G ., as an execution credito r, obtailedan-A sssn aPacl ardnr 
SENKLERS.J 'JThe plaintiff whose husband was in the habit anid [tafling thde jdmeto

t


