
Ntt WAItKIIOI’SKS, YARDS AND WORKSHOPS.

V0LEN8.
See employees. Pleading and Practice.

WAREHOUSES, YARDS AND WORKSHOPS.
Municipal lioniiH on coiidition of iioiirvinovul of workshops, see Railway 

Subsidy.
Liability of company as warehouseman, svv Luggage.

Railway yard—Injury to visitor—Liuknhkr—Damagkh.
TIiv plaint ill's son was given leave liy a yarclmastvr of the defendant*» 

t«* learn in the railway yard the duties of ear vhvekvr. with the expectation 
llial if lie la-eanie eonipetent he would lie taken into the employment of the 
defendant» in that rapacity, and he was free to devote as much or as little 
time to acquiring the necessary knowledge as he saw lit. While he was in 
the railway yard a few day» after this permission had liven given he was 
killed liy an engine of the defendants which was running through the rail­
way yard without the hell living rung though the rules of the defendants 
required this to lie done:—Held, that the deceased was a licensee and not 
a trespasser; that the defendants were Isiimd to exercise reasonable care 
for his protection; ami that the omission to give the warning was negli­
gence which made them liable in damage* for his death. The Court living 
of opinion, however, that damages of $.*1,000 allowed liy the jury were 
excessive, ordered that there should lie a new trial unless the plaintiff 
should consent, to accept $1,‘>00.

Collier v. Michigan Central Rv. Co., ‘27 A.R. (Ont.) (RIO.
| Referred to in Rcnwick v. Call Street Rv. Co., 11 O.L.R. lf»8, 1*2 O.L.R.

35]
Statutory ohi.igation—Kxforcfmkxt iiy mu.nich'ai.ity—VHoiiinmnx

AGAINST RKMOVAI. OF “WORKSHOPS.”

Upon a motion made by the plaintiff», pursuant to leave given in the 
judgment reportetl in 1 O.L.R. 4H0, for leave to amend by claiming a rem­
edy against the defendants by virtue of the prohibition contained in s. 117 
of 4;*> Viet. v. 117 (Out.), providing that “the workshops now existing at 
the town of Whitby, on the Whitby section, shall not lie removed by the 
consolidated company (the Midland Ry. Co. of Canada) without the con­
sent of the council of the corporation of the said town":—Held, that this 
section imposed an obligation upon the Midland Ry. Co. for the benefit of 
the plaintiffs, who were entitled to maintain an action thereon in their 
own name; and by virtue of AG Viet. c. 47 (I).), amalgamating the Mid­
land Co. with the defendants, and clause 21 of the agreement in the scIiihI- 
ulc to that Act, the plaintiffs could maintain an action against the de­
fendants for damages for any breach of the obligation committed by the 
Midland Ry. Co. before, or by the defendants since, the amalgamation; and 
the plaintiffs should lie allowed to amend and to have judgment for such 
damages as they were entitled to. Held, also, that “the workshops now 
existing" meant the buildings used as workshops; ami damages could not 
be assessed on the basis of the prohibition living against the shutting down 
of or reducing the extent of the work carried on in the workshops.

Whitby v. tlrand Trunk Ry. Co., 1 Can. Ry. Cas. 27G, II O.L.R. 5210.

Duty ah to haff/iy and dark.
The obligation resting upon a railway company a» the owner or omipier 

of a building to which the public is invited to commit themselves or their 
property 1» to have the structure in a reasonably safe condition so far a*


