
TORONTO) SUB.URJ3AN J?.. CO. v. BE.1A>1IOk

As to failure to give xvaning of the approachuý of ite c ir iii.
trial J udlgo t hought t here wvas no dut v t o gi x twrnim ig 1 >H1 1 hat

was a question of fact, and, în the cirocuiii-1ane ofin ene ine
for the jury.

As- to failure to avoid ru-nning into thehose t1w iii Jiige
saidl that there xvas no ex deceit thliu trif tbe o-mr hado
ine oir space in whÎc hidi stop thie car bufore, ih l,,, ox Btý1
sulch a conc1lusion coiild 1)o reaýucd -11y v i%-dig lie evi-

deunvc oif eact(h of the threwinsss adtaxa a thling iiuite
beon 1w Judge'spovne
Theo quetstion of eotiuîr eliec ia iews n for

te jury. 1If ithey. be1lieve thef story% of th dw, rixe r oif ho, 4,igl)
hie wais 11lot gilt v of anyv l1egligen1ce. Whe lirli soildll bu h-

liuved (or flot wvas a qusinfor the jury andiee il the v lia(i
flot Ieleve ihû andi hiad founld imi gihi ofnglg4e,îe
mlighît ' et have verY well fouini, uipon thi viec owh hý -
stander, thkat. notw\Ilihstingiii, tuedrve' iioLggeiiuv. tleo de(-
feýndants utiglit, hy- t1e exereiseu -f odîr ae ae ie
theinur done.

heappeal should Lý1wal-o-ed withl cots,> ad jugiet-l1ould,
be, enteredl for theplaintifï for i100, the sunt u[t wlîich bi iîîage
were assussed by the jury, w'ith eoss oif atct io.

The oither mnenîbers of the Courlit agee n theo ire-,lt; written
reaonswer gien y RUnELJ., nld ailsoL oE J.'

SEODivisioNAL COURT. JuI -rn 1917.

TORONTO SUBUIRBAN I1.W. CO. v. BAI)OE

Conrac-Elfiy Iaolwy Ayrc<ù uii iv J3uhid luhý 1f1,o Yw-iI <

woeg Cwi-Ntrudo iio1il4l (,jc.o-aidt f Ag«m î
Aihtloroity of Maain irector 0of CompanyEvdc «'or-

r&braton-vin A Aci, Re.8.O. 191,; ch. 70;, soc. 12.

Appeal by the dcfendIantsý from the judgmnit of BaroJ.,
ante 214.


