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At con'mon law and under sec. 1 of the bill of
.endants were hiable, as and while carriers, for dma
tatoes, uxiiess the damnage can be attrÎbute4-to the "
an "i»herent vice ini the goods," mentioned li s
'endant4s could rnot be inade hiable on eîther of these i

Reference to Ham v. MePherson (1842), 6 U.
1, 365.
The plaintiff bad failed to prove-and the onus wý
ye-that the dlamage took place while the potatoeE
!control of the defendants. The probabilities ail f
iclusion that the freezing ooecirred after the car lau

The ation whoily failed, and shouki bc dismissed m~

,NAD& STARCIN Co. LuuITiE v. TORON TO IIAMILTON Ai
R.W. CO.-KELLY, J.-Nov. 19.

Fire-Ne ggce-De-struction of Prpertyp-Erùfenm
rdici-Damages.}--Actio.n for damages for destrui
Iintiffs' buildings by fire alleged to have sprea
fendants.' prem~ises, whiere a fire was set out te b,
Le action was tried with a jury at Brantford. KuE
itten judgment, said that at the close of the pli
amsel for the defendants moved for judgment di
Lion. The motion was refused, and the câise wai
te the jury, who fou3id in faveur of the plaintiffs.
dge then believed and still believed that there w&E
te the. jury frein which it might reasonably bc cor

ttter of fpct and n.ot as mere conjecture, that the
açts of nelgneof the defendauits The vei

e-mn if Ik1hifltv mhild lnott~eoe he intp


