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whichi was theên iii motion, wbereby the other end swung

around violently and struck the plaint i1ï, ilictinig thc in-

'juries complained of.
The plaintiff's contention is that the bounice board sheuld

not ]lave been so higb as to bave periÎtted the log to pass

ljider Ît, andl that its being sù, was a dcfect in the condtion

or arrangement of the ways, works, etc.

In answer to the second question: " Wbat was tlie cause

of the accident, and was there any defeet in construction in

the nacinery that caused the same ?" the iury's answer is

"stop log too highi froin chain."

In view of the evidence the, ineaniflg of titis answer is, I

think, that the accident wils caused by the hounce board

being too high frein the chain, and that its Ibcing'too higli

was, a defect in the arrangement of the w-aYs, works, etc.

The jury flud that tlie plaintiff was in ot guilty of con-

tributory -negligence. There is evidencc u-Lpon whichi tliey

nmiglit properly find as tbey did, and 1 ýsec no reason for

dlisturbing the judgmint.

The» appeal should be disnîissed mwith costs.

lION. MIL JUSTICE SUTIEtLAN:-Tlie plaintiff was et

the time of the accident, as a resuit of which b claims dam-

ages, frein the defendants, in their employ, and engagcd in

their saw-mill in rolling off legs f rom an inc lîned plane up

ivhieh they were carried frein the water by an endless chain.

lie -usedl a cant hiock for the purpose, Beyond the point

whiere hie workedl was what îs called -a stop board suspended,

ahoe li -1inied plano in suchi a way that when the log

Nvas carried forward end pressed against it thle inachinery

driving thie Chain wvas " thrown out of geoar" Ilud the Chain

siepped.
The plaintiff says that a slippery log cemlingup bis book

failed te grip it and it <passed on, but ewing, to the stop

board not being low enoiigh, went under it, and becamne

wedged before the chain ceuld be stopped.

Thei plaintiff undertook to free it, and while doing se

gays it swung î'ielently around against ]lis left leu, breaking

it. 1eý dlaims that the injury was caused by tlue stop board

being tee higli f rom the'plane, and tbat titis was a defeet in

thie condîtion et the defendants' ways, works, machinery, etc.

The case waq, tried before the Judgye of the District Court

of Sudbury aud a jury on the 5th June, 1912. The jury, in

answer te the question, " Wlat 'was the cause of flic accident,


