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lle1d> that there was cvidenee of negligence on the part of
the defendants, toi go te the jury, and that the fact that the yard--
mauter did flot look for approaching carmi before goixig behid
the standing car was flot sufficient te shew that he was guilty
of such négligence as ipso facto te deprive himn of the right te
recover.

JUdgMent Of MrRDITE, J., reVerSed.
Gibbons> K.C., and C. A. Moss, for plaintiffs, appellants.

W. Nosbitt, K.C., and D. L. McCarthy,, for defendants.

Full Court.]J [April 23.

HAMILTON DisTiLLERY Co. V. CL"? eP HAMILTON.
HÀAiLToN B3RzwiNG AssecIATION V. CITY OP HAMILTON.

Municiptù corporatioss-Water rtztes-Power tu discrimînate.

A water rate imposed by a municipal authority muet be an
equal rate te ail consumer@, unless express legisiative authority
hais been given te discriminate.

Attornej-General of 04%ada v. City~ of Torojnio (1892), 23
S.C.R. 514, fellewed.

Judgrnent ef Street, J., 10 O.L.R. 280, alfflrtned.
Shepley, K.C., Crerar, R.C., Gaîisby, for plaintifse, respondents.

Riddell, K.C., and H. B. Rose, for defendanta, appellants.

Pull Court.]~ [April 23,
WRIOHT V. GRAND) TRUNE R.W. CO.

Ttailay-Nogligence-Injurij to person crossing track-Failure
to look for train-Contributory megligene-Case for jýur!i.

The plaintiff waa injured. by being run ever at a highway
crossing by a train moving reversely, and brought this action te
recover damages for hie injuries. The jury found that the
plaintifi's injury was caused by the defendants' negligence in
net u.ing mufficient signais te, attract hia attention, that the
conduetor was not on the rear end ef the car and that the plain.
tiff could flot by the exeroise ef ordinary care have aveided the
injury. The train was coming f rom the euat, and the plaintiff
on approachlng the track looked te the esut and did net- see it,
hie -dew being obstructed, and did net again look te the eust


