
direcýtion, shying, and overturning the plaintiff and the buggy
into a diteh on the east side of the road.

The appeal was heard 1w IMEREDITH, ('.,J.O,, GARUOW, MIAC-
LAREN, MAGEE, and HODGINS, .JJ.A.

RZ. S. Robetson, for the appellant.
F. W. Gladman, for the defendants, respondents.

The judgment of the Court wvas delivcred hliv MiEîtEnrr,
tXJO., who said that it was itot suiggested that thet %%ien as
caused or eontributed to by any negligene, on hie patof theu
appellant or ber son, or that the motor vehilws 11ot llNfllyN
upon thle road. The ('ounty Court Judgeý, was (if' opiýnioi th[at
the road was rcasonably sale for the pur-poses of pUiblii rae
by the menus ini use before Ilhe iad,,ent iif motorvhils d
thait thie respoiidents, hav-ing prio\lidcd( iioli ai rond, weuru underg,
i obligation to improve it s0 as Io imake it rcasomnhl 'y s;afec

againist Ilhe added, danger whic ;vs or iiiight beocaioc by
lis beimng used bv inotor vice-pl ilutha thw r-ondws
not reas'lýonaýbly sale for publie trvlunder cexisiing (cioditions.

Thie queýstion was, was the r-oad reasmoiabl 'y sale forpuli
rveIn eonsidering that question ac-ounit muitst be takenl

of thie faet thiat horses do shy; and a rond, in ilt opinion oif
the Court, is flot rcasonably safe for publie trvelwc ener
is close to thie trnvclled way a diteh 4 feet 7 luoches decp wvithi
but litile siope to its sides, into wieh, in theae of a hiorse
uhiNiig, therie would lie danger of a, boirse and veiv elliig over-
turned], and a like danger to personis uising. the r.ad( at1 nighit
if they shiould happen to drive into or too close to lte ditch.
If Sncb a ditch was necessary, it should haeleeni guarded
b)y a railway. An open ditch, howeqverý, wns umiecessai-y- thc

wtrmight have been carried awav liy ain unideriground tule
drai, wichel would not have been a siourle Of dageIo Ira;-

in the opinion of the Court, the staitutory- dutiy inposcid
uponi thé respondents required themi to mak lte rod eaon
abl *y wafe, for the purposes of travel, and so saife f rm nnly addi-
tional dainger incident to the use of it by motor veiceles-
whieh have been in use for several years and are a mno
means of transportation.

Reference Wo Colheck v. Townsbip of Brantford ( 186 1), '21
1".C.R. 276, 278, 279; Tomis v. Townisbip of Wbiitby (84,35
UILc.R. 195, 223; Castor v. Township of Ijxbridge (1876;), 39
IJ.C.R. 113, 122; Foley v. Townisbip of East Flamboioigh
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