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: for
B. Meredith, K.C, and P. . Bartlett, London,
plaintift, g

dial Robinson, St Thomas, for defendant Cook.

J. M. McEvoy, London, for defendant Burke.

Joseph Montgomery, for defendant Robinson.

FER&GUSO‘N, J— f the
and made assessments. By consent, anv part or parts ((j)lings’
case, whether of 1aw o fact, not fully covered by the finding

is-
were to be considered and determined by me. The ud

e years
Puted evidence shews that defendant Burke was some ye

he
480 appointed American Consul at, St. Thomas, and th]?:ging
invited plaintiff, his firgt cousin and fost‘el‘-siSter’. thenh'ile he
in Chicago, to come and live with him in his family, w

i
would hold the office, a period of about four years. :

1 . ittle
plal.ntlﬂ‘ accepted the invitation, anq parted with a -

. 'es
> went to St. Thomas. The autlloﬁgtéa
shew clearly that plaintifr, notwithstanding, had ot wills
right to remain in defendant Burke’s home against his may
no matter how commendable her conduct while therefen 7
have been. | | - Persona] differences arose, and de who
ant Burke consulted g lawyer, defendant - Robinson, i
requested plaintiff 4, leave Burke’s house, and S.hction,
clined, no douht thinking that owing to his invita
and her coming froy, Chicago in purusance of it, she 11121 e
right to remain, Robinson, sti1] acting for Burke, emp to'zns
defendants, Cook anq Donahue, giving them full inst'rucf;om
not to use unnecessary violence in removing plaintiff jons:
the house, and not {, act unless under Burke’s inSt.ruCtll eir
Cook and Donahye went to Burke, and told him th

instructions, and he tolq them to remove tll@'l)]ainﬂ :
and to get in accord

ance with Robingon’s instruction®
The plaintift was removed accordingly and in Bul‘te
Presence. I do not think obinson iy Jiaple. He 8C of
a8 a solicitor. Tt Wwas Burke, the master and Owna_
of the house, who ordered the men to expel plaintiff. D"i‘he
bue’s name has been stricken from the record. Cook is

one, who actually remoyeq plaintiff, The jury have foun‘
that unnecessary foree Wag used, and have pgsessed the in
ages at $200, and ‘on the authority of Ferguson v. Robl
17 OR, 167, and cageg

2 ts
there collected, T think defenda
Cook and Burke are liahl i j

also found $300 dama,

1018
: i . stion
“—The jury answered g series of qus :

i
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