
rmed. But in using the roller thiey were bond -equa __
thi the city to take notice that it walikely to cause ange
thie publie. And their failure, to take rpe reatin
prevent the danger oùeeas14ine thef aeeidt hu ý inui i 1

e plaintiff's :injuries.
The appua1 nnrud be djîisiýsed with uosts.

OS1.1R, J.A., gave reasous in wi-ting for the sanieý con-_
~ision.

MACENNNGARROW, and CLRN J.A cn
rred.

WXEEKLY COURT.

PJIJNG v.DWSN

£d~jenI(7omproiseof Irfînn-Eriforeimf 1ji rd o
- Forum - Jurididion of Maair iiihabea

Fract-11«r3fotion? t or.

Appeal bY plaintiffs frorn rde of tr in Cabr
smnissing application for ordler aIo igplaintîff.ý to inier
dgmnn again.tdenat for $160, the amnontih th"Lrties had agreed Fhouild be paid by detentint in settleix.[t
the action, together with the co;!ý of the, motion. Plain-

frs also maide a substantive mnotion for the ordor whieh thé
ater had refrqedl.

The appeýal and montion were heaird b\ MIERFDITH,. CA_,
Chamibers, on 2,t Nve1 br 1904.

A. R. Ointe, for appellants.
LF. Hevd, KCfor deofendant.

oe the. Judicature Aet the Court bai; jurisdlirtion toefov
Sthe action, a copoieof if to whirh ther partie- h~
,reed: Dn (Iells ChaýneerY ?ractiee, 7th d, p4. 16 Stin"

i Jugmets, . 284;Snow's Annual Praetice,. 1901, vol,p. 34,adcases cited, esperially Alliance Pnr- Whilt
pad ydiaeLimîited v. M lvrs atn Limited,
unes L Il. . 9.


