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plant, etc., for executing and completing ail the works set out or referred
to ir. the specifications, naniely, Ilall the dredging of the Cornwall Canal
on section No. 8(not otherwise provided for)" on a date named; Ilthat the
several parts of this contract shall be taken together to explain each other,
and to make the whole consistent: and if it be found that anything
bas been omitted or mis-stated, which is necessary for the proper
performance and completion of any part of the work contemplated,
the contractors wilI, at their own expense, execute the same as though
it had been properly described;" and that the engineer ccould, at
any time before or during con.struction, order extra work to be done,
or changes to be rnade, either to increase or diniinish the work to l>e
done, the contractors to comply with his written requirements there-
for. BY sec. 34 it was declared that no contract on the part of the
Crown shouId be implied fromn anything contained in the signed contract,
or from the position of the parties at the time. After a portion of the work
had been done the Crown abandoned the scheme of constructing damis
contempiated by the contract, and adopted another plan, the work on
which was given to other contractors. After it 'vas completed the suppli-
ants filed a petition of Right for the profits they would have made had it
been given to them.

He/d, atirming the ' udgment of the Exchequer Court, 7 Ex. C- P. 221,

that the contract contained no express covenant hy the Crown to give ail
the work donc to the suppliants and sec. 34 prohibited any implied cove-
.iant therefor. Therefore the petition of right wvas properly dismi5edl.
Appeal dismissed with costs.

.4 ' esu'orth, K,., and Be<lcu-. K.C., for appellants. A~'ézco,Ae,
K C., l)eputv Minister of justice, 'or respondent.
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SAULT STE. MAPIE PULPî CO. 1'. MYF.RS.

Alzef~e-Injurî' to -r'orkmain-Proxiim-ate cause - Onlai-fo il-torius
Ac.

A workmian in a pulp factory whose duty it was to take the puip away
fromn a drier, had to climib up a step laddcr to get on a plank in front of
the drier. T'he step-ladder was movable anîd placcd close to a rcvolviiig
cog wheel. On rcturning froin the dricr on one occasion another work-
man accidentally or intentionally, rernoved t6e ladder as he was about to
step upon it and luefore he cotild recover his balance his leg was caught in
the cog wheel and so crushed that it had to he aînputatcd. In an action
against the factory owners the jury found that the injurcd worknian wvas
not negligent or careless; that the renioval of the ladder wotild not have
caused the accident if the wheel had licen properly guardcd, and the
ladder fastened to the iloor , and that the non- guarding and fastening wvas
negligcnce of the defendants.
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