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6. il you answer "Yes" to the last question, ini what did bis
meghigence conisist? In not seeing that the acehin-e was properly
guarded.

7. Or was the casualty whieh resulted in the plaint if 's in-
juries a mere accident for which no one is responsible? No.

8. At what sum do you assess the amount of compensation
to be awardied to the plaintiff in case he should be heid entitled(
to recover? The sura of $85.

Their answer to the sixth question amounts to, a finding that
there was at hanil a "aplitter" or "dîvider" which the plain-
tiff could have used as a kind of gutard for the saw, if he had
been so inclined. There was abundant evidente to support such
hiding.

It i. evident f ront the amnount of damages which they have
awarded, $85, being about haif of the damage actually proved,
that there was an effort on the part of the jury, unconseiously,
to carry out the Quebec mie and make the plaintiff bear part
of his own dlainage, so that I should have been glad if I could
have seen myy wa-y to carry out their apparent wishies in enter-
ing the verdict, but their answer to the question regarding thu,
plaintiff's niegiîgenice iucxorably prevents any recovery by the
pI'aintiff, under our iaw.

In uiy event, it vould have been a hollow victory for the
plaintiff, as I could not bave certifîed to, prevent a set-off of
e0sts

1, therefore, dismiss the action wîth caste. if exacteid.

~I~ui,~rox, 4.J XNU\ 2 3 RD, 1914.
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