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The judgment of the Court (MULOCK,CJ.AGLNJ,
CLUTE, J.), was delivered by

MULOCK, C.J. :-The defendant was the owneitr of 160ý
or 170 hives of becs, which lie placed in a srnall Yard situa*o
within abouit 20 feet of the highiway, runnilg east and Nwesi
At thisuhel end of this yard was a snmallbuilding, withi a

frnaeof about 24 fret on the higrhway, about 18S feeýt in
epli anid 1 7 fret in heiglit. Front forth to soth the -yard

(~Ui do by the hîves was about 124 fret in lenigth, Immiiedj..
atd4y opposite this yard on the south side of the road wasplatintiff's property consisting of a field of about 8 acres, whioh
w-as in otand beyond it another field in buekwh0eat. 'Lhe

igwyis about 56 feet in width. On 10Oth August., Ioâ.
lintif1 p)roceeded to the oat field with a pair of hor>eS anid aoiiidr for the purpose of cutting the oats, whien the hr.

weure attaeked by a large number of becs. The hiorses ra
away, froia plaintiff. dragging the binder with thien tý thle
sQuth end of the field, and there stopped at the fne

Plaintif! followed thcm and cndea-voured to unhbitehi ati(d
takeý( thiem away, but was unable to make thern move. ile
himiself was being ýsimilarly attacked. and mnade his escape byv
immeriýising himnself in a neighbouring pool of watür, aï.idcoverîiig the exposcd portions of his body with mud. Q»
o! tuie homses died almost at once in the field f roni the effe-et
of' the stings, and the other succumbed within 2 or 3ý dayi.1laintiiff himself suffered severely, and was unde-r Inedical
treatinenit.

The questions put to the jury and their aiiswers are as
follows:-

1. Were the plaintiff Lucas and bis horses iljutired by btes
engaged in ordinary flight or work, or by the swarmîing of a
e.olony,ý of becs? Ordinary flîght.

2. If they were injured by becs enganged iii ordinary ov
and flighit were those the de!endant'-s bes .Yesý.

3- If thie plaintif! and bis horses were inijured by' tl,
iswarrnîng of a colony of becs had the becvs swarmeod froml the.
dcf'endlant's colonyv? A. No answer.

41. Mad the defendant reasonable grounds for believùng
thait Iiis becs, were more dangerous than ordinaryv bm.s?
A- Yc.s.


