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haa been declared invalid, but merely for the techniael. reason
that. it. was made applieable to a: claee of employée flot embraeed
in the title3 ..

-3 Vabaa)h R. Co. v. Yountg (1904) '162 mnd. 102, 09 lr.E. 1003 (1000,

C, B. LABATT.'

A recent decision as to thie law of doge ie referred to in the
English Law 7'irns. 'The writer recalls the case of Jones V.
Ou-e-n 24 L.T. Rep. 587, where the owner of two greyhounds wae
held lable for kiegligence for an accident caueed by hie permit-
ting themn to rush labout a road, coupled with a chain, but other-
wise uncontrolled. In a recent case a Couinty Court judge ini
Englind held that the owner of a blind dog was liable for au
aécident caused by the animal getting into, the wRy of a cycliet
and chusing hie fall and injury. This flnding wvhicli àeems rea-
sonable enough and might well be said to foIlow the reaeoning
in Joncs v. Oîven, w'as reva!rsed by a Divisional Court. Our oi-
teinporary after referring to the perils incident tu the use of
modern roads fromn sleepy, drunken or reckleee drivers, automo-
bile "road hogeý," etc., very properly saye: 'Arnong tiiese

i 4f dangers there je no gregter terror to the cycliet and cautioue
motorist than the irresponsibýe dog. XVe should have thought that
a (log owner, knowing that thec animal Nvas blind, and *aware of a
*dog's habit to wander irresp' nsibly lu every direction, would
have been deeined negligent not to have adopted some means of
controlling ite movemente, " Possibly the miffnbers of*the Diyi-
sional Court were not in the habit of bicycle riding; if they had
been a mure common seuse view of the situation would penhaps
have prevailed. The writer znight have added to the irreepon-
eible dog the reckiess child or worst. of ail the. indefinite and ex-
asperating female ivho stops to dance a ininuet in th dleo

14.e the road when ehe eea a bicycle, approaching.
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