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rThe p]aintiffs then sought to appeal to the Supreme Court
Of Canada, and were heard by SIR CHARLES FITZPATRICK,
C.J., and IDINGTO-N, DursF, ANGLIN, and BRODEUR, MJ.

S. T. Medd, for the motion.
D. O'Connell, contra.

THEiR LOIIDSHIPs quashed the appeal on the ground thiat
there was no joint liability of the defendants, and noue of
them: was liable for a sum exceeding $1,000.

.Appeal qw8hed witIî cos/;b.

DECEMBER 6'rR, 19 11.

GRAND) TRUNK PACJFIC RAILWAY CO. v. BRULO'1TT

ON APPEAL FROM TUE COURT 0F APPEAL FOR ONT,',RTO.

S. C. R.

Negilgemue-Railitay (Crnnpony-Fiidings of -Iiry-Volenq-Pheaditig.

Appeal front a decision of the Court of Appcal for
Ontario, 24 0. fi. 1. 154, maintaining the. verdict at the trial
in favour of the plaintifi' <responident).

Thle plaintiff Brtulott, an eînployee, of the defendant coin-
pany, was assisting T., another enîployee, in1 repairing a car
on a track in the yard, wlîcn other cars were propelled
again.st it, whereby plaintiff was injured.

On the trial of an action against the railway companv
1111(er the Workmen's Compensation for Injuries Act, a1
verdict was found for the plaintiff and maintained by the
Court of Appeal. On appeal to the Supreme Court of
Canada, the defendants contended that the verdict could
uiot stand for two reasons. 1. That therc was no finding,
that tlic injury to plaintiff resulted f rom his conformity to
an order of a person in defendants' employ, whidh lie was
obliged to, obey. 2. That the trial Judge, aithougli requested
b>' counsel for the defendants, to do so, refused to submit
to the jury the question of whethcr or not the plaintiff vol-
uintari1y assumed the risk attendant upon working as he did
when the accident happened.


