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APPELLATE DIVISION.

FIRST! I>IVISIONAL C'ORT. JANUARV 24T11. 19161.

Ol)IBE v. AL4(>OMA STHEL C'ORP1ORATION LIMIT1I).

Negfliy ?Uc 1 ath of Persot ()perutiiig lhrrck-.N'e ý'lp mi o
Owiter of Derrick-Negligence of ffirer-Fiidngs of Jury
-Eviden.ce - Coiitribiitory Negligence Mastcr ai Sr-
vant-Effect of Hinng ('reir of 11h riîck fro»ni )u'mr
Workmcin 's Compeisation for Injitries Act.

Appeal by the defendaiit the Algomîa Stuu1 Co rixrat joli

Limnited frini the judgnîcnt Of BîRITON, J., 8 O.W.N. 513~, uIpoD

the flndings oif a jury, in favour of the plaintiff as against that
defendant; and cross-appeal by the plaîntiif fri-i thec saine
judgînent in so far' as it disnîssed the action against the defeîi-
dant the Lake Sunperior Paipeî' Company Linîitedl.

The appt'als were heard byý -MuEîRT, (".J.O., (IARI(I\\, MAC-
LARFN, MAoEE,, and HODGINS, JJ.A.

A. W. Anglin, K.C.. foir the appellanit the Algoiiîa Stucl Coni-

poration Limited.
T. P. Gait, K.C., and E. V. .\ýMîMllaiî, foi' thc pliîiif.
W. M. Douglas, K.('., for the respondent the Lake Suiperîi

Paper Company Limited.

IODoINS, J.A., read a judgnîeîît i whieh li' said thiat the
erane and îts attendants wüec hired by the steel oipn.The
jury had found against the paper company on thie ground thiat
they had supplied a iaîehine lacking the îpt'r quipei
But that equipment was necessary ouly in vase8s wvhcre the
crane was used in lifting with a long ai-i or Mhere the weight
was very heavy.

-Ilîi', (;,,(- an d îi1I t)tti, -4) reî t b i, repstý'tt4i ini tiiv ~te 0[ trin
Law Reporbi.

41-9 o.w.N.


