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Ogawa v. Fujiwara

[1938] S.C.R. 170
Supreme Court of Canada
1937: February 17.

Present: Duff C.J. and Rinfret, Crocket, Kerwin and Hudson
JJ.

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEAL FOR BRITISH COLUMBIA

Alfred Bull K.C., for the appellant.
C.H. Locke K.C., for the respondent.

On the appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada, after hearing the argument of counsel for the
appellant, the Court, without calling in counsel for the respondent, delivered judgment orally dis-
missing the appeal with costs, the Chief Justice, for the Court, stating that there was no reason to
disagree with the finding of the trial judge.

Appeal dismissed with costs.
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APPEAL by the defendant from the judgment'oi the
Court of Appeal for British Columbia (1), reversing the
judgment of the trial judge, D. A. MecDonald J., and
maintaining the respondents’ action for damages caused
by an automobile accident. |
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