
LÂVERE V. SMITH$8 PALLS PUBLIC HQk!PITA L

The action was tried without a jury at Broekville.
J. A. Hutcheson, K.C., for the plaintiff.
G. HT. Watson, K.O., and J. A. Hope, for the deýfen(atitx.

BRITTON, J., reviewed the factsin a written opinlion, and
maisi that the contract was not that the defendanta woudd nu'ue,
the plaintiff, but that they would give her reationable eare and
attention, under the directions of her mnediral advisiera4 sud
momfort8 and coliveniences, including food, under the direction
of the. hospital authorities.

The hospital is a charitable institution. The. defendanta
are a corporate body*under the naine of ~The Smnith' Fs alist
Publie Hlospital," but there ino share capital. 1)efendsutsfl in
.nch a position may be held liable for damagc-s re.uiltingr from
negligenee of employees and mnay have to psy: Mesy Doc-ks
Trustees v. Gibbs (1866), L.R. 1 H.L. 93.

Reference also to Hall v. Ljees, 1 19041 2 KlB. 602: Evails v.
Mayor, etc., of L4iverpool, [ 19061 1 K.B. 160; U1illyer v.(3vr
nors of St. Bartholomnew 's Hlospital, [19091 2 L.B. 821).

Tht c-ontract in the present catie wa*-aiid tii. only duty lvut
the. plaintiff wais--that tht defendants shoul in kn>u gov h tatige
due care and skill in selecting the mnedical staff angtin u mloy.
ing and permnitting nurses in training snd other affluptuot l
work for and attend to patients iu the.houpýit4il.

Tht relationship of miaster sud servant dici not exiut 4e.
tween tht defendants and tht p)hysiieiansd nutrses and olher
aittenldatt assisting at an operatiolu-41 matter viiether the.

attndngphsiians and nurses were pali 1y tii. <1feila
or not.

The hosplital w-as wehl ang -the dh-torst- werr nt
guilty of any- negligence iu seIecting aniy of the official isaf or
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