
ras occ::cil or ths ciikf of bul l i__ y__ p *?soii» g/

IJ ' J D W W * . •;. C.J. TO,*/OS J
.G/.7AH DUFFY ■! STARKE ,TJJ

Fc i-ro of c::ir.ion that there was evidence fit to be left to

the jury c:i the question ".-hether JjEr.\,.v.an iv .f, ivitv the notice cont”,in-f

' ' - w
rd in the letter cf the 2^th ?uly 1926 was acting within the eco.ie cfpJ

' . ■ ; r

bi» loynxsr.t and on the question whether Bewman was. actuated ^7 ?
Si

i¥xi.aiioe, v« ire further.of crinion that if lTewu&r. in writing the 

letter above^entioned was acting within ths scope of M s  eapioyn.ent- 5? 

and was actuated by B.alice the appellant Council is responsible to
ythe-res&or.dent. ws express no opinion on the other questions rai$^

Iin the Supreme Court cr on this apysal* . f

The appeal is dismissed with costs. ^



THS COUNCIL OffHB SHIRB 0FB8LLI V DAWSOH.

m m m m i higoins., j.

% concur with my learned brothers in the opinion that

this ease ought to have gone to the j$iry»j and ought new to £° to

ea Juryw! there was seme evidence fit to be 3eft to the jury,,
• . ■ 

an# the Full Court of N. S*. If. was justified in ordering a 

new trial;! But I desire net to commit myself to the proposi-

-ties contained in the second sentence of the statement

just handed down by the Chief Justice,, in its present absolute 

formj The less 1 say on the matter the better,, as my remarks 

may prejudice one party or the other An the new trial.?




