
Tio'<NT4RIOWRKYNT.

Onl t.Le main question, the. appeal failed becawuse neither z
trial ner ini the notice of appesi wvere &fly of the grounds
whieh the appeal was argued set forth. The ca.se ceri
presented xnany elemetnt.s of doubt and confusion.

lieference te Wilson v. Uitded Countie., Bank Liiited,
A.C. 102, Io;-.

No objection %vas taken at the trial to the charge, ai
such objection was set out in the. notice of appeal, as requir
Rule 493.

Reference Lo tiie Wilson case, at pp. 106., 139, 141; Lbu
Robins (1919), 45 0.1-M 84.

The daigsappeared te b. excessive-, but, s there WM-a

evidence te support the. finding of the jury,. the. Court shoul
interfere.

MuILOC, C.J. EX.. anld SUTHERnLAND. J., agreed

RXne)ELL, J., reached the saie icesult. Ile read a jude
in which. altoer diesigthe evidence and the. Judge's el
h. aaid tLât Le Lad coane to the conclusion that it couldur
said that thoer. was no evidence upon wýhich tiie jury c>uld u
ably id damnages of 85C0, and that the %erdict could n
diBtWrb.d. The damae6 w-ere large, but not so large as t
the. oooecieioe of the. Court.
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