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l1 was heard by ýFALcoNBRiDGE, ýC.J.K.B., BiaTON
Ji.
wster, K.C., for the plaintiff.
~nuth, K.ýC., for the defendants.

I arn wholly ini accord with the judg-
nk it cannot be set aside. Even were the conclu-
learned trial Judge erroneous in respect of the
te word "impairing" in the statute-and I arn of
they are not-the clause ini the contract is not,
Llch as that it destroys the "liability in respect of
f any traffle." "Traffie" means the traffle of pas-
i, and rolling stock without discrimination: Raîl.
,2(31). Both the plaintif! and his horse were
1carried under the one contract. The provision

iany shonld flot be liable for injury to him is flot
of ail liability under the contract of carrnage, but
o the goods carried. This, I think, cornes within

the Act.
"impairing" is a generie term, including "des-

1 there is nothing which lindicates that "impair-
n a less narrow sense.
o in the reasoning of the learned trial Judge.

DcE 4.J., for reasons stated lin writing,, agreed
* sorne liability left under the original contraet,
royed only as to the carrnage of the passenger."I
.h to be understood as in other respects not agree-
.-easoning of the trial Judge. As ta the meaning
Lrpair, " he referred to Blair v. Williamns, 4 Littell

r., agreed in the result.

Appeal dîsmissed wifth costs.
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by the plaintiffs from the judgment of the Third
t ini the County of ?eël disrnissing an action ta


