
over the. marné with any accrned intereet to the. pruvince, and
thereafter b. free £rom liability in respect thereo2.

Heid, alâo, that until the principal sum was paid over the
Dominion was lia4le for interet thereon at the rate of five per

1rving, K.C., Bitchie, K.O., and S/êeplel, KOC., for appellant.
Newcombe, K.C., and Flogg, K.C., for respondent.

Ont.] VAL.IQUICTrE V. FEASER. [May 13.

NeglUgince-Gonsti'uciion. of builditg-Contrat for construe-
tion-Jolap8e of waU-Builditig %not compkted-Vis
major.

Held, per DAvIizs aild MÀcLENNAN, JJ., that the. owner of a
building in course of construction owes to those whorn he in-
vites into it or upon it the duty of using reasonable cars and
skili in order to have the property and appliances upon it in-
tended for use in the work fit for the purposes they are to be
put to. Such duty in flot discharged by the ernployment of
a conipetent arehiteet to prepare plana for the building and a
competent contractor to attend te the work of construction.

Peor IDINOoN, J. :-The fact that the building is in an un-
finished state xnay render the obligation of the owner tnwards a
workrnan emiployed upon it less onerous in law than it would
be ini the case of a cornpleted structure.

Per DupF, J. :-Does the mile governing the duty of eu-
piers respecting the safe condition of the. premnises apply with-
out qualification where the structure is incomplete, and the in-
vitee is engaged in conipleting it or fitting it for its intended
usef

Per DÂ&viEs and MAcLiNxA, JJ. -- In the present case the
failure to guard againat the effect of a sudden storm of no vio-
lent and extraordînary a character that it could net bave been
expected, was not *negligence for which the owner was hiable.

Judgxnent of the Court of Appeal, 12 OULR. 4, and of the
Divisional Court, 9 O.L.R. 57, affirmed. Appeal dismissed with
cens.

Lorne McDougall, 'Jr, for appellant. Shopley, KOC., and
John Ckriffie, for regpondent.


