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aoident. h guard migit flot haie prevented plaintit!
tr-m being taken off his feet as lie was, but with a, guard lie

could not hav e fallen into te gearing or got his arm uitangled
in and sqlueezed by it in the way shewn.

There appears no fair escape from the .. . conclusion
that the blamne f'or the accident rests upon i1w defendantsg

eet to coinply ' - îth the provisions of the Factories Act.

And nipon thie athorities it follows tInt plainifl is entitled
t. claimn compensation from. iiefendants for the injury whiel
b. snstained by ra-Son of such negligence on thic r part:

Sault Nte. Mar-ie Puip and 1>aper Co. v. Myers, 33 S. C. R.
23 ; 31oore v. M(ooe, 4 0. L. R. 1 (; , 10O. W. R1. 290; MeIntosh
v. Fir.,tbrook Box Co., 8~ 0. L. R. 419, 3 0. W. B. 924, 10 0.

L.R. 526, 6; 0. W. R. 237.

'l'lie dunLagesi awarded are not exesvhaving regard

te the niatuire of the injuries and their effect upon tIe pecr-
manenAt usflesof the arma. The mediical gentlemen who
t4stifiedl at ici trial as 10 ils condition were unable to hoUd
out hopes of ît.s ever beeotning as strong or as iiseful as before.

Appeal dismissed with costis.

OsLE.-R and MEREDITIH, JJ.A., gave reasons in wrîtiflg

for the saine conclusion.

GARWand MACLAI{EN, JJ.A., also eoncurred.
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McLEOT) v. LAW SO-N.

Damag.s-Inerlcutfory IjninDisîtn-mefor
A4pplijing for Reference-EidAenwe-N\ewl Agreemen-
CosL-Sa!, of Proceedngs-A.ppeal.

Motioni bY deofendant Lawso(n tn vary judgmcnt of 2!)th
June, 1906 (ante 213), by direting a reference as to da.mages
Ogcsioned by interlocutory injiinctions, and by reserving


