
firovince of 'Aova %cotia.

SUPREME COURT.

Full court.] [March 8.
Do.miNiio-i IRON AND STEEL CO. V. McDoNALD.

S.71us-Errer in' printing,-Eect of ame'ndeng Act-Absence of word
gizJiizgr.etrospedi-'e effea.-

The Assessment Act, R.S. (1900), C. 73, S. 4, sub-s. (p.), rendered
liai-e to assessment property of the plaintiff company, which had previously
been exempted. It was admitted th.t the words imposing the hiabihity
were flot contained in the manuscript revision of the statutes but was
inserted by error in printed copy deposited in the office of the Provincial
Secretary, which it was declared should be held to be the original. Ey an
Act of the following year, Acts of 1902, C. 25, the error was corrected by
striking out of sub-s. (p.', of R S. C. 73, the word -exempted."

IIdd, i. Bv this amendment the Court was precluded front coming to
the conclusion that the insertion oi the word exempted ini the chapter of
the Revised Statutes amended %was a mistake, and iserted and printc..
accidentally it Ihe.ni assumed in the aniending Act that the section
amended %vas ia full force and effect from the time it came into operation,
and the amendment I-eing one th.it would he out if place if the legislature
had intended from the first that the word should flot be there.

2. In the absence oï words giving the amendmcnt a retrospective
effect, it couid flot be so read, and the Act, as amended, woLld ùnly apply
to future issessnierns.

3. The liability of the plaintiff comoany having been fixed by R.S.
C. 73, and there having been no appeal, the amendinent would not have
the effect of preventing the collection of the rate complained of.

H. A. Lôveil, for plaintiff. J. A. Chisho/m, for defendant.

Full Court.] HAWLEYV . IVRI;HT. [March S.
Eletdric e/ezaor--NVe.-/i.ence of empl/o,'e-Adii. by Parnt-Commron law

,w/e- Con h-ibuior), ne.w/égence-Improper rejection iJ .iipe

Pllaintitr's son, who was employeci as a watchmian l>y the Government
of Canada, and boarded at home with bis father, was killed as the resuit of
an accident while attkmpting to ]cave a passenger elevator iii defendant's
buildiiw. The deceased had entered the elevator fa'. the purpose of seeing
a tenant whose offce was situated on one of the upper floors of the build-
ing, anti nct find:-ig the person iii whom he desired to see had continued
to ride up and down iii the elevator. lie fifially attempted to leave the
elevator as aîîo'ffer passenger entered, and just as the boy iii charge starzed
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