
6'OODWIN v. TA YLOR.

*There was no hardship in calling upon the defendanit to
out the agreement executed by both parties under seal.

'he appeal failed; but, in view of the faet that the plintifî wasý
4 the jurisdiction and that the land was in Mantitoba,, the jud(Ig-
in appeal should, if the defendant desired it, be aniended by-

ting therein provisions which would secure toi thie defenldant,
ayment of the purchase-ruonev, a good fitle to t lie laild: s4ee

npso v.Gateeil(1918), 13 O.W"N. 44-9.

Appeal dim&sdWit coSf&S

r PIVISIONAL. COURT. MAY- 17TII, 1918.

*GOODWIN v. TAYLOR.

ùr a id &ervant-Injury Io Servan WArig on Fr-eetv
'ondition, of Appliances, in ?-Alo for. Damage.ýfm. In-

-Employment f Competern Wlorkrnen le) Bi(dilo- dg'

ppesiýl by the defendant from thle judgientl ofMUOK
'X., upon the findings of à Jury, iiifaou of the plaintiff, for
çýc0very of 84,000 and coSýS, im anl action for damnages for iii-
su'stailied by thle plaîintif, wh1ile empl1)oye as a labourer on
Iefendant's farmn, by failing from the top of tlle dfnat
I)y reason of the giving way of t he supporfing lanýik, whiich
tion was caused by thle negligence of the defendanit, a.' the
round.

lie appeal was heard by MAcLApri-, MAnIP, 11ODMINS, and
USoýN, JJ.A.
ugh Guthirie, K.C., S.-G. Can., for the appellant.
[. A. Secord, K.C., for the plaintiff, respondent.

ERGusoN, J.A., in a written judgnmt, saiùd that thle quest ions
>the jury and their answers were as follows:-
>Was the defendant guilty of any negligence which caused

~cident? A. Yes.
) If yes, then wbat did sucli negligence consist of? A. Of
gaing the plank properly seeuired.


