
tion. It should have been, * Did tihe defendant take reagionable
eare to see that the plaee whieh wvas provided for the plIaîintif to
work ini -was a safe plac ini whieli to wor-k ?' And to that ques-
tion the evidence 'varti;st no answer but one in the affirmnativec.

lTpon the whole case, and drawing the proper- iinferenee-S
f romn the evi(lence, 1 i i i of opinion that the caue of the resp5nd-
ent failed, and that lier aetion sliould have beeni disrni8sed; alla
1 would, therefore, allow the appeal with conts, and substituite
for the judgmeiit whîch lias hcciî cntcred a judgmnent dismiffling
t he aetioni with eosts.

A pp~'elow

1)ECEMBER lOt, 1914.

RF NELSONý.

Will-Conistrictîotî- I)evi.çc 4and B~?Io Il Vidoic--initalîou
to '"Natural Lf-tplctinof, Io I)vis.« -LIife Rsa
in Lan~d Devised.

Appeal by the executors of the widow of William Nelson,
deeeased, from the judgmcnt of LATCIÎWOR, J1., ante 250.

The appeal was heard by IIERFDiTH, C..O., GARROW, MAc-
LAREN, MAGEE, and HoîxuNs-, JJ..A.

G. H. Kilmer, K.C., for tlie appellants.
P. A. Malcolmson, for the executors of WVilliamîNlsn re-,

spondents.

'l'ille ('URrT diminisscd the appeal williot~

RE NE1,SONý


