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There was no0 finding that the money or the clothes e
'Were ev er taken charge of by anybody connected with tl
'lhe jury anewered the first question in the affirmat
question was: "Are you satisfied upon the evidene4
plaintiff had the money in question ini his possessioi
arrived at the hospital and was taken in charge by the au~
That was simply a finding of his being takeni charge;
110 flnding that any of bis property was taken in chai
then foupd, i answer to a question, that the mone
through'the negligence of the defendants. Supposing
had <been a systematie seareh or, verification, ail that v
been 'done would have been to determine that the
liad or had not the money-that was ail.

SIf there were any idea, that the caseeould be ni
by a new trial being directed, the Chief Justice said, hq
'willing to direct a new trial, but the evidence shewc
would not be to the intereat of the respondent.

He hoped that counsel for the appelants would see fit
to the proper authorities that soniething be done t(
respondent..

The appeal should be ailowed and the action shoi
mnissed. Coïs were not asked.

IHoDGiNs and FERo-usoN, JJ.A., agreed with the Ci,

MAGEE, J.A., said that the jury had found that t)
hiad this money when lie was taken in charge ini the hoý
the accident-eve» if they did flot mnean that the ri
taken i charge. From the evide-ne, as sfated by
would appear that, when lying there, he was asked
belongings by the registry clerk, whose duty it presiuna
keep a record of the various articles of patients and tý
of tim whxen the owners were not able to do so tos
plaintiff said that he then told the clerk that one~ of
there had bis purse or money. It was upo» the plain-
ment that hoe saw the purse which contained the m
hands of the nurse that the jury had macle thie direct fi
lie had the xnoney; and they, had, therefore, given cre4,
story. Yet, notwithstanding this statement t the reg
it did not appear that any inquiry was madle or care t
that the purse or its contents wre placed in safe cu~s


