
TR1E'IIIkIVRI v. TRETEW1EY.

Otto E. Klein, Walkerton, for plaîntiff.

G. Lynch-Staunton, K.Cand E. H. Arnbrose, Hlamiltonî,
for defendants.

TIEETZEL, J.: At the close of pla.intiff's case and of die
trial the defendants rnoved for a nonsuit.

The only queýstion of negligence uipon which there was,
in rny opinion.ii any evidence to be suiîhiiitted to the jury

vere: (1) wheultcr, in the circuînbstanees, the defendant&s
foreni shiouil have warned the plaintift of danger f roui
the djéen elce(triü power lino; and (2) whether the fore-
mn told thie plaintiff tliat the power currenti wa.s not in
fac-t on thie line. 1 instructed the jury that these- were the
01n 'y inatiors of negligence which were open for their cn
sidleration, aind the charge was not objected to.

1n ainsiiwer to flie first question submîitted, the, jury found
neglige iiuam in answer to the second quieition>i,reiig

thein te "state fully in what such negliguince cuitd"re
stato thiat " the foreman should iin>ist that th 1 'ao
Biioold wcsr gioves in -iih dangerous places."

Iiy giving,ý this spe iti nwer 1 think it îîîust hi- 1wMld tat
tu\n refuýq-4d to lirdifiin faýveur of the plaintiff, aml i dxd find
in faerof the def'endids, in respect of the othier two

heneg-ligenre fonnd by the jury was it set u1p in the
etatceent of dlaini or particulars, and there ri(,n evilleniCe
direete(d to any such issue.

1 mnust, therefore, give effect te defendantsý' mnotion for a

nocnsuit, and direct the action te be diisnise with) 4-ots.
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