
IReasons for judgment were afterwards given hyý

Ost.i•ic, 3. A. : 'l he plîI iàtiff; \\ 11-i il \\rvd il-, at uliq
place,( provided for the men to szleep anid cook their
food. The questions upon which the appeal was takeni
wer1e whether the effeet of a conitract hetweeni de-
fendants and Chambers and Bell %vis te mai2k the
latter suib-contractors for the formier, andi whehe te
Iiability of defendants te the plaintifr was thevreb1y cx-
cludeud. There is not mucli rooii for dfoifbt that thw eontiraut
in quiestion was iii terms a qtub-conitracýt for the performianice
of that for which defendants had eontracted, anid thiatthr
fore, if at the time of thie accident the wvork was reaily bulnig
carried on under this contraet, the deednswould be 1 hable,
i f a t ail1, only under the provi1si1ons of sec. 4 nt theWrk n'
Comipensation for Injuries Act. The evdnewould ne:t
warranit a recovery under that setoalthoughi the sleevping;
place at which plaintiff was hurt was provided 1)y thedfe-
anlts, if the defendants were not thiemacîves carryving on tlic
work, since the sleeping place miiglit, as circuma11tanwvs re-
quired it, have heen mnoved according to the hest judi-mnt
of those actually engaged in conitrol. The miore serieus ques-
tion %vas as te who was in fact carrying on the work, and as
te the evidence tending te shew that , whatever %vas the effect
of the suib-eontract, the defendants were tnieesin actuil
control. The defendants were enititled te a clear and distinict
ruiling, of the trial Judge as to whether the documeiint te
relied upon was, as they contended, a sub-contract. This te
did not obtain, and if thec documnent hiad been eonistrued1 a's
would have been proper, namnely, as a siib-contract, the dis-
tinct issue miglit then have been presented to the jury,
iwhether it had been abandoned, and whether tlic work was in1
fact being done by defendants or by Chamibers and Bell ini-
dependently. The trial was net satisfactorY in this regard.
sund thec persons who could have cleared up) muchel of the con-
fusion were not cailed.

New trial ordered, before which' plaintiff mayv d(teýrint
on what clause of tlic Workiinen's, Comipensation for Injuries
Act he will rest his case.
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Motion by plaintiffs for leave te adduce further eiecon tbeir appeal to the Court of Appeal f rom the decision of a


