0
less and easily mposed upon. The conduct and aﬁffn a8
Henry Hurl Humphrieg Jun., and statements made by SHE
to Robert’s ownership, are inconsistent with the case p 1852
tiff sets up. Robert haq the use ang enjoyment fromHum_
until hig death, and the account kept by Henry Hurld i
phries jun., after Henry Hur] Humphries sen. hande o
the deed of 1852, ag welj as the fact that permanent lm%e ot
ments were made ang their cost deducted from Ro bert
rents, are strong circumstanceg in the conclusion that Ro no
was the real owner. Henry Huy] Humphries jun. does 0
abpear to have made any claim o the land. The handing

veyance of it from Robert, and is not a trustee for anyon®:
Action dismissed, but without costs. :

E. B. Edwards, Peterboro‘ugh, solicitor for plaintiff.

S Colville, Campbellford, solicitor for defendant.

JaNUARY 13TH, 1902
DIVISIONAL COURT,
’BROTHERSON v. CORRY.

5 S of
Master and Servant— Negligence of Master—Suficient Bvidence
for Submission to Jury—Res Ipsa Loquitur.

Walsh v. Whitely, 21 . B, 1, o4 p. 378; Moffatt v. Bate-
man, L. B. 3 P. C. 115, approved.

Per Briron, J,, Cripps v. Judge, 13 Q. B. D. 583, should
be followed.

Motion by plaintiff to get aside nonsuit entered by LOU;;B
J., in an action for negligence, tried at Peterborough,. e
for a new trial. ~Action by Andrew Brotherson, a labou ]
of the township of Otonabee, against James A. Corry, a .
B. & Laverdure, contractors for the construction of a se

defendants in such construction. A derrick_used in the Woglf
fell upon plaintiff, owing to the alleged negligence of defen

ants in not sufficiently supporting the derrick, and by reason
of a defect therein,




