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Illentioned in the agreement, and recognised 'and acknow-the value of the service. rendered. That being so, thereto be no g(od ground for saYing that they are flot hiablefor thein.
eag1D'cent being under the seal of the defendants theYr company, and the services having been rendered in factPlainiffs and accepted in fact bY the defendants the rail-anfPanlY, there is ample consideration to support the elaimthem for the sain mentioned in the agreement. sec Law-Billericay Rural -District Couneil, [1903] 1l K. B. 772>)wnshliP of East Gwillimibury v. Township of King, 20 0.510, where the authorities dealing, with this principle areý(d luý regard to agreements, whether under sea-as the onetion here Îs8-or otherwise.

ir appeal ehou1d, therefore, be dismissed. with costs. Itthat the plaintiffs' appeal should also be dismissed, andintiffs mnust pay to the defendants Newman and Nellesst;but, inasmucli as the appeal Was the direct result of~elOf the defendants the railway company, the, latterin addition to the costs of their own. appeal, pay to thes the cos;ts they are directed to pay to the defendants1 andNees

NovEmBER 7TR, 1910.
IOINv. MJ1CHIGAN CENTRAL R1. R. C00.

-IjlY fo Pam~enger Aligkting-Defectjv
0  

t p-el~-Jiindings of JWrY-Finding of Negligence on Gronnid*lI5ed-Absence of Evidence Io Snpport-Dim??isa7 of

I bY the defendants froin the judgMent of a* Divisional0. W. N. 5i03, digmissing the defendants' appeai froinient of MAGEE, J., at the trial, upon the flndings of aivoiir or the plaintiff for the recovery of $1,250 damagesa] injuries sustained by the plaintiff lu alighting frointrain of the defendants at Amherstburg.
ýg1 igenoe charged in the statoment of claini Was: (1)the~ train to be equipped with defective and improperilot pro'viding a platforjn sufficiently high to permittû alight in safety froxu the coaeh ; anud (8) the con-els7 n 8 II rrn)e1l, fl1Ac;nw - 1--- -


