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{n that case 414 not expound any rule of law nor pass on
any settled question. This case was sent back to make 2
dottmimtion or facts and make appropriate findings
accardd The doctriny of the law of the case has no
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support it. The record clearly shows such supportisg
evidence was never found. ~If we may presuss S Tell this
vourt vhat it said, and if there is here a Law of the
Case, it is as follows: That the veurt's finding that
the Plaintiff traveling 30 rods on the left side is erron~
ecus and mot § ¢ty 4o avidence.and is the absence
of nev wi&m, that iu atill this Court's decisiocn.
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v Appellamt swbmits that it is ahsulutaiy wmim for
the Respondent o the lower Ceurt Yo support the lower
Ceurt's decision and finding under amy or all of the evi-
dence in this case, and respectfully demands that this
Homerable vourt order the lower Court to m aww@x-um
findings in favor of tha Defendant and Appellant.
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