
THER ON\T.4RJO NRKYZOTES.

Reference to Reid v. Crigihtoni (1895), 24 S-C.R. 69, Hughes
v. Little (1886), 17 Q.B.D. 204. 18 Q.B.D. 32; Ex p). Stanford

(86,17 Q.B.D. 259; Kitehing v. Hieks 18) 6 O.R., 7,39.
Thec appeal should be dismissed.

LNoJ., agreed iii the resuit for reasonis inaedl

M VS'rN, J.. agr'(ed in the esi and in the relisons Of MýIF-iu

RrnMDELL, J., agreed in the resit, wÎth somle doubt.

Appeai diçmi-ssedl iitli costs.

SECONP DIVISIONAT, COUîRT. FEi3au.,%uy 4TIH, 1916.

*0GRAY'v. WABASHýI R.R. CO»

Rii7aila-Iiijiry bit Pas~sinfi Train lu Porsoms (Jrosse'i Tracek-
,Neg!llfigene-Foiiliire Io inig Bell and BMwWhote-on
lri bulorp, Negligleinc of Pensins Iiijured ii Allempi Io Cro.s
wvithûut Lookiing-Fikndings of JuyEpaainbi Fore-
man -Effed4 of - Judpmen0 of Trial JdeDsisn

Actioni -srpn Fanctions of Juriy -Reviersi ofJd-
menti -Rf usai to Direct Newv Triail-Ei'ntry? of Jdmn
for Panis

Appeval by thle plailitiffs frornth udrnn of MnurN .
anitt, 102, iftvir triai of the action withl a juyit Sa1ndwich, dis-
liiisslllng if. wýith »oa;ts if demlande.d.

heappeal w.- heard by (EKITI A ..C.P., Rlmoiuai.,

A. Il. Roddl. for. theapelans
H1. FE. Ro>sc, KVfor it difendaLnts, the( Wabasah Railroad

MEawTu <'J.(P.,deiveingjudnietsaid thlat thev juryý.
hndL4 founld thant ihe plailitiffs, iinjurel(S Were'i Causod h)y the nli.
gerwe-t of tho respondents, and that tlic plaintiffs we i ot guiilt v
Of vontributlory vneglgence. Theù finding of negiligenie wais, -"thii
theu Witbash Rilrua-d Company were llegkligeilit in sc far as tRie


