
Rn>o0RTS ANtI »MT or CAS5. 61

Passengr, the owners adduced~ no evidence to explain the origin
of the fire.

H,01d, affirming the judginent appealed from. (19 Man. R.
480), that the onlY inference to b. drawn was that the owners
we-9 growly negligent.

iii buch an actiort the ownerit of the ahip cannot invoke the
limitation provided Iby a, 921 of the Canada Shipping Act, R.S.C.
1906, c. 113. The Orwell, 13 P.D. 80, and Roche v. London and
Soth 'Wetern R1j. Co. (1889) 2 Q.B. 602, referred to.

Appeal dimniissed with onts.
A4ffleck, for appellants. Blackwood, for repordent.

Alta.] [Nov. 2, 1910.
GRa&ND Tauxx: PAcipit Ry. Co. v. WUMs,.

Con~struction of statiite-Public Worlcs Health Act-Rogtions
-Breah, of statniorb. diuty.

Sec. 3 of the Publie Works I-ealth Act, R.S.C. 1906~. ý. 153,
provides that "for the preservation of health a.nd the m' *iL•ation
of dimease amougst persons employed ini the construction of pub-
lie works, the Governor.General iii Counieil rnay froni tume tatume make regulations . . , (d) for the provision of hospitals
on the works and as ta the number, location and character of
such hospitals;..

Held, that the above works "'for the preservation of health
and mnitigation of disease" goveru the construction of the whole
section and a company directed to provide a hospita' for such
purpose is not obliged to fqrnish it with applications for treat-
ing employces personally injured on its works, Appeal allowed
with costs.

('krisler, K.O., for the appellants. kuwart, K.C., for the
respondents.

Que.] [Nov. 21, 1910.
Sii ÀwiNioAN H-yDRpo-ELECTRIC CO. V. SHAWINIGAN WATER &

POWpar Go.
.Ippei-Jtdictitn-Matter in& con troversy-Stare decisis-

Muvicipal by- w-En juw on-Conract--Coý'uteral effect
of jtudgment-Gom.2ruction of statt-Supreme Cou~rt Act,

I?&.1906, c. 139, ss. 36, 39(e), 46.
The action ivas broughit by the respondents and other rate-

payers of the town of Shawinigan, against the town and Hydro-


