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Falconer went to the basement, procured the belt, il
took it to Werlich, the millwright having general "hﬂg&:
of the machinery in the mill, for the purpose of having the Kk
repaired and replaced. Werlich went to the machine a o
the cover off the box or casing which enclosed the counter'shﬁ:;
the belt could not be replaced without his so doing- He ththe
passed the belt over the counter-shaft and down throug? ted
Openings, and went to the basement to lace it. Falconer asslzgu
him in uncovering the counter-shaft and in passing hgsN

through. in
When the belt was laced, Werlich came uPStairs ag:,gfl n;
placed the belt upon the loose pulley, and went beloW the mail

order to put the belt upon the revolving pulley o2 p

shaft. Werlich states that at this time he told Faleone? - yave
clear, as it was his intention to start the pelt. The ent
found—and I agree in their finding—that 10 such diately
was made. When Werlich reached the basement, he ! i eS8 of
placed the belt upon the pulley; and there was 10 eye'W;iolenﬂy
what next happened. By some means, somethingb r::;;ng thre?

thrown, and struck Faleoner upon the breast, DT Cyim.
ibw and driving them fnto bis heart, instantly MIUEC e
The theory put forward by the defendants Was; th-ah the view
had taken a piece of wood—produced at the trial"yltwas peiz®
of holding the belt upon the free pulley while I pelt o0
placed on the moving pulley below, and that, when the o pand
menced to move, this piece of wood Was jer
and thrown against him with violence. . tely 819 fhﬁ
The piece of wood produced was found immedi impact’ a{!%'
aceidens, broken as if it had received some SEVEEL iy i
the sides of the box were broken where they ad beef!
such objeet as the stick produced.
The jury deliberately reject this theory of thet,h
adopt, instead of it, a theory propounde® -.byw”
counsel and not founded upon any evidence. It "
a band-saw was operated at no great distanc® ratin
shaft. What is suggested is, that the man °pe,-on
saw may have thrown a piece of waste W ovzn
ingbbelta, and that this may have been o
to bring about the injury. g 7600V
If this finding wer:,lryeanential to the pm?hfft;“ s
ghould be much inclined to nonsuit; but thnnded L
ants cannot complain if the theory ot 1 ﬂl’w
accepted ; and upon that there is lilb.ﬂm; t theW S
The negligence found by the jury is, t1% o




