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REPORTS AND NOTES 0F CASES.

Virovînce of o~ntario.

4 COURT 0F APPEAL.

From Street, J.] M-\ooRF v. THE J. 1). MOORE CO. [April i i.

JVorkmen's Conspensation for Injuries Act-Master and servant-Injury 'a
servant-Nýegh-Igence-Dangerous machiner- Want of guard-Fac-
tories Acf, R. S. 0. J1897, C. 206, S. 20-Liabiity.I. The plaintiff, a boy be-tween fourteen and fifteen years of age, was

employed by the defendants in cleaning up around a machine-called a dove-
tailing machine consisting of rapidly revoilving knives-carrying pieces of
board therefor, and an one occasion he had cleaned it. He had carried
saine boards and laid them down by the machine and was going for another
load when he was directed by the aperatar to straighten thein out. On his
proceeding ta do so, and, flot observing that the machine was in motion, he
put out his hand ta reniove some dust on it when his arm was caught in'the
maschine and cut off. The machine was af a very dangerous character,

and the knives, when revolving, had the appearance of a salid stationary
cylinder. There was noa guard or protection arourid it, and na ane at the
tinie had actual charge of it, the operatar having left it and was standing
sanie fifteen feet away laaking out af a window. The jury faund that the
cause af the accident was the negligence af the defendants in not having
the inachinery praperly guarded, and the inattention of the operatar, and
they negatived contributory neglige'ice on the part of the plaintiff.

d'eld, that the defendants were liable. Tudgînent af STREETr, J., at the
trial reversed.

Jditg/on, K. C., andl. Rob~ertson,, for plaintiff. Jfabee, K. C., and
Hazrding, for defendants.

From Boyd, C.] [April i i.
Fowî.E[,' V. OCEAN AcîrnFNr A GUARANTEE CORPORATION,

Itisttrance- A-ceident--Froofs (? loss-'uiicien-y of-IYaizer-Death h),
accident~ 1-itiing of jury- V'agurness of.

l'roofs af loss were furnished within the time limited by an accident
policy without aix), objection being then taken ta their sufficicncy, or further
vroofs isked for,.the refusai ta pay being based on the contention that the
circuinstainces surrounding the dcath af the insured brought it within a
clause oi thý- policy providing against liahility where the death was by


