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744,25 C.C. A. 190; C, St. P, M. & O. Ry. Co. v. Rossow, 117
Fed. Rep. 491,54 C.C.A. 313; C & N. W. Ry. Co. v. Andrews,
C.C. A, 130 Fed. Rep. 65. The three cases last cited were
decided by this court, and pages of citations of cases from this
court and all the courts of the country to the same e "ect might be
added. In this case, if the path between the railroad tracks and
the river was a dangerous place, the danger was obvious, and the
risk was voluntarily and needlessly assumed by plaintiff, who went
there for an idle stroll. When, after turning in his walk, he looked
back along the nearest track, his view of it extended but a short
distance, when it was cut off by a curve and obstructions. Yet,
without looking again, or bestowing further attention to the
situation, he walked along at an ordinary gait about 50 paces, or
150 feet; and, though the path was there 11 feet wide, just
as the engine was nearly opposite him, he blundered, and came by
a side step, from a safe distance away, so close to the track that
he was immediately struck by the :nd of the pilot beam. That
he was grossly negligent, and that his negligence was a proximate
cause of his injury, is manifest.

Since the argument counsel have called our attention to the
decision by the Supreme Court of Iowa of the case of Camp v.
Chicago Great Western Ry. Co. (recently filed}, 99 N. W. Rep. 735.
An employee of the company after clearing snow from a switch in
the company’s Marshalltown vard, started along the track to a
toolhouse 182 feet distant; having looked back along the track
without seeing any engine. When within 23 feet of the toolhouse,
and walking on the ends of the ties he was struck by an engine
which came up on the track behind him faster than 6 miles an
hour, which is the limit of speed fixed by a Marshalitown ordin-
ance. Though the switchman had taken no other precaution, the
conclusion was arrived at that he would have reached the toolhouse
before being so overtaken had the engine not exceeded 6 miles an
hour. The Iowa court held that the switchman had the right to
rely confidently on the belief that no engine would be run on
that track faster than the Marshallt~wn ordinance prescribed, and
that reasonable care did not require that he should again look back,
or walk beyond the reach of passing engines.  We do not nid this
decision persuasive, or in harmony with the settied law on the
subject. Such ordinances are intended to prevent collisions and
accidents in urban communities. The limit of speed fixed is a




