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locked, and that it allowed the belt to travel on to
ey, thereby putting the whole of the counter-shaft
high speed ; that the engine should have been slowed
‘the operation; and that Werlich was negligent in
cover off the counter-shaft while the shafting was in
p.ntting the belt on the wrong side of the drive-
ntributory negligence is negatived.

2 the theory propounded by the defendants, all
8 of negligence are relevant, and are justified by
- On the other hand, if the theory propounded by
I and accepted by the jury is correct, the only negli-

. aI’leablfs is that relating to leaving the cover
by Werlich until he had ascertained that the
0ng to operate properly. Even in that view of the

‘ dlould accept the findings of the jury, leaving
Dellate Qourt to interfere.

i ’ eonnsel pressed strenuously for a nonsuit,

an that the only fair inference from the evidence
Mnt was occasioned by Faleoner’s own conduct
g to hold the belt in place upon the free pulley
'g replaced by Werlich upon the moving pulley

the M&ple laid down in Sims v. Grand Trunk
%-21 330, and in Jones v. Toronto and York
, O-L.R 421, this case cannot be said to fall
to the general rule that the question
is one for the jury.
“Wcourtdeahngmth the matter, I may
1 made upon my mind as to what really
Aaleoner probably took the stick produced,
m the free pulley. As Werlich had passed
side of the moving pulley below, as
_the moving pulley it would immedi-
,Mpnney above. The effect of this
‘W to rotate instead of remaining
. then struck the stick, jerked it
it violently upon the box, and it
“ r. Faleoner would be stand-
-m, Wwhen jerked from his hands,




