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blocks was due to the negligence of the respondent or the per-
son who was entrusted with the duty of seeing that these safe-
guards were properly provided.

I am not of opinion that if it did not appear from which of
the three causes I have mentioned the aceident happened, but it
did appear that it must have happened from one or more of
them, even assuming the law to be as stated by Mr. Beven, the
appellant fails to make out his case. In other words, I am of op-
inion that, if the conclusion is warranted that the accident hap-
pened from one or more of these three causes or from the com-
bined effect of all three of them, the appellant made a ease en-
titling him to recover,

Upon the whole, I am of opinion that the appeal should be
allowed with costs, and that there should be substituted for the
Judgment which has been directed to be entered a judgment for
the appellant for $450 with costs.

The damages were not assessed by the learned J udge, but

the evidence amply warrants their being assessed at at least the
sum I have named.

Appeal allowed.
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Master and Servant—Injury to Servant—Falling of Beam—De.-
fective Hook—Negligence—E vidence—Findings of Jury—
Cause of Injury—Negativing Cause not Found.

Appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of Kerny, J.,
at the trial of the action at Hamilton with a jury, dismissing
it with costs.

The appeal was heard by MerepiTH, CJ.0.,, MacLAReN,
Maceg, and Hopbgins, JJ.A.

T. N. Phelan, for the appellant.

S. F. Washington, K.C., for the defendant company, the re-
spondent.

The judgment of the Court was delivered by Merevrrs,
(.J.0.:—The action is brought to recover damages for personal



