
FALCONBRIDGE, t 4 x . Teplaint iff \as iii t he einploy-
mient of the defendaîîl eonîipany ili ils engine-house iin tut' village
of < hapleau. Ife w-as w bat is known as ' bostici''s helper, ' and
part of bis duty was to open and dlose eertain double doors to
permit the locomiotives to get in and out of the sai etngîie
house, whenever so i'equested by tiiose iii charge. The hostier
was a mnî nained Peter Fedorezuk, a coinipat riot (Rutheniati)
of the plaintiff's. , un froîn the saine town, being iu faci bis
secondl cousin.

The plaintiff charges that on the l4th February, 1914, he
reeeived a signal for' the opening of the doors, and that the duty
of th'e, hostier who was teniporarily in charge of the locomotive
was to await the answering signal froin the plaintiff before mov-
inig the engine. The plaintiff alleges that lie had opened one
of the doors, but ('ould not quiely open the other baif, beeause
it was loaded with iee at the bottoni thereof. le says that the
hostier brought out the engine without reeeiving the signal froui
the plaintiff, and ihat the engine struek the partly open door,
inflieing severe injuries upon the plaintiff.

The plaintiff did flot bring bis action withiîî the six mouth8
from the oceurring of the accident, and therefore wvas not wîhin
the Workmen's Comipensation for Injuries Aet.

ia claim of niegligenee ai coninlon law wvas, that the defen-
dlant cýompany did liot eînploy an efficient and eompetent nian for
the duties which the hosiler had to perforni. Something wvas
said also, as to the ice, but that point bas been ignored by the
u ry in their answers, and need not be furiher considered. The

jury answered the questions as follows:-
1. Were the injuries received by the plaint iff caused by any

negligence of the defendants? A. Ycs.
2. if so, wherein does such negligence consisi? A. In having

ain inefficient hosilet' thai day.
3. Was the hostier, Peter Fedorczuk, an efficient and eom-

petent man for the duties which he had to perform? A. We
thiink he was careless.

4. If you find that he was not an efficient and competeni man,
did the defendanis, the ('anadian Pacifie Railway C'ompany,
know, or ought they to have known, ihai he was iîot eonipetent
or efficient? A. Yes.

5. Do you flnd that the plaintif gave the signal to the hosiler
to brîing out the engine, or did. the hostier 'bring oui the engine
without reeiving anY such signal? A. Yes. The hosiler brouglit
it out withoui reeeiving the signal.
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