
NEGLIGENCE.

action brOught against a river companyfor their alleged negligence calusing thEdeath Of one George Hudson by drowning
in a flood of water caused by the break-
Îng Of one of defendant's dams, holding
that no negligence on the part of defend-
ants had been established, and that in
anY Case the primary cause of the acci-
dent was the contributory negligence of
deceased in persisting after warning in
endeavoring to cross the swollen stream.Hudson v. iVaPanee River lIaprovement
CO. (1913), 25 O. W. R. 400, 5 O. W.
N. 467.

Death et employee-Caught in e--volring alsaft-Neglgence of guperinte-
dent - Pereon to wkose orders deceased
bound ta conform-Workmen's Com pensa-
tion Act-Common law liabilitY-4lleged
def ective sy8tem-Work and place where
being carried on unu8ual-Appca1-.Re.
duciion of damage.l-Latchford, J. (24
0. W. R. 556), held, that wbere a work-
man was killed by being caught in a re-
volving shaft wben moving witb other
men a heavy fly-wheel through a doorwithin a foot or so of the shaft in ques-
tion, defendants were lhable at common
law for malntaining a dangerous and de-fective systemn, and also under the Work-
men's Compensation for Injuries Act,
inasmuch as the accident was attribut-
able to the negligent orders of a super-
intendant to wbose orders the deceased
wuas bound to conform. - Judgrnent for
plin tiiff for $4,000 and coste; if only un-
der the Workrnen's Compensation Act,
for $2,000 andi costs.-Sup. Ct. Ont. (lat
.411. Div.), varled aboya Judgment by
reducing the damages te $2,000. holding
that the defendants were not liable at
coznmon law as the work belng donc andi
0h- place where li was being done were

unnsal.Ainliev. MeDougall, 42 8. C.
Rt. 420. and Brooks v. Fakkema, 44 9. C.R., 41?, dlstinziuished,-No costs of ap-

peail liik Sp<îui'se Fulls Electri<'
Powver CJo. (1913), 25 O. W. R. 29;5

%.V. no 3(1.

Datls of wos.klait - Rrcackh of

-Flndig f?9 r-vdac imsa
ef' tlr 1prto ., heM, that con-tributory n"iien~ defence to anaction for neghigeuca'(, even where the acci-dient was occsine b the neglect of the

nîlyrtu Pe,1rform a îtatutorv duty.
Lazkv. &aainNrhcuGarcD Ck(o. l>l 25 0. W. RL. 584,

5 O. W. N. W.42

Electric railway - Opening in foot-
board on open cor - Pasnger faillui
throuq>iiurh-nlitotion te eIqî-- 9aae

-Quantum, of -middletOn, J.held,

that where the runuing-board of an open
electrie car was down and the sida of the
car was open andi unbarred iL was au in-
vitation to alight, and where a passenger
su alighting was injureti by stepping into
a hole in such running-board she was en-
titieti to recover damages by reason Of
sucb injury fixed at $2.000. Jones v.
Hamilton Radial Electric Riw. Go.(1913), 25 O. W. R. 267; 5 0O. W. N.
282.

Kighway-Unsafe condition - i•noec-
drifts-Ilorse killed-Notice to municipal
COU-ncil.]-Sup. Ct. Ont. (2nd App. Div.)
disuiissed appeal from jutigment awarding
plaintiff $125 damages for death of horse
killeti by reason of negleet o! municipal
council to maka highway passable. Coun-
cil had six montbs' previous notice to re-
Pair. Kinçi v. Limerick Township (1913>,
25 0. W. R. 87.

Independent contractor--Muncipal
Corporatioun(Yement mixeer on higleway-
F'righteniag- of horseý-Dangerouas oh> eet-Kowedge ot corporation - Liability
o!.] -Sup. Ct. Ont. (Ist App. Div.) held,that " an employer cannet divest himself
of liability in an action for negligence
by reason of having employati au inde-pendent contracter, where thec 'ývork con-tracted to be done îs necessarilY danger-
oui, or hs, ftrom its nature, likely to.causedanger to others. unlass precautions are
taken to prevent such danger," and con-
sequently a munichPatlity waa liable fordamages caused by the frightaning o! ahorse by the oparation o! a cerment mixer
heing operated by an independent con-
tracoer.-Haliday v. National Telephoee
CO., [1892) Q. H. D. 392, referreti te.
.ludgmnent of Jun. J. Co. Simcoe, reversed.
Mlc!atosh v. Geunty of Risacoe <1913),

25 0. W. I. 682, 5 0. W. N. 793,

IzsJury te Person Wwking onhlgehw&Y - Negligence of drivcr of
vehiale awned ly deicndat-Eidnc
Finding of trial Jud9e-Appeal

1 41 p,('t. Ont. (19t App. Div.) hefd. that thaovidenc'e justifled the flinding o! the trial
Jugel favour o! thé plaintif i an nc-tien for damages for the neghligence Of de-

fendant's servant ia causing a steel girder
te faîl upon the plaintiff. Keftla v.Dempstcr (1913), 25 O. W. R. 1.15;5 O. W. N. 149.

InJux-Y te Workmen 'Air-dr-i fant-
laçi On him1ilcged nc(gliçience of fcllow-

workucaFiadu q ofjUry - Cont n bu.
torY ncgU7lgeice Dîiisai o! aetion.1-
Falconbritige, (''KB.disMiseti an ac-
tion hrougbt hy a workman for injuries
su'staqiriedin deféndaats' employ causeti
by an air-drill falling on hlm, holding


