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Under sub-s. 1 of s. ¢ of the Ontario Act the employer is answerable,
so far as the condition or arrangement of the ways, etc., is concerned, for
the negligence of any person, whether in hi~ service or not, to whom he
intrusts the duty 1nentioned in the sub-section, in the performance of that
duty, in the same way and to the same extert as h» wouid have been
answerabic at the Common Law had- he taken apon himself perscnally
the performance of the duty; and wher~ an appliance necessarv for the
safety of the workman is required in the course sf the work, and the
emplover directs any orc to provide it ready for the use of the workman,
that person is one intrisied with the duty of seeing th.t the applianze
isoroper.  Giles v, Thames [ron Works S/u'péui/dz’ng Co., 1 Tirmes L.R.
46y, and Ferguson . Galt Public School Hoard, 27 A.R. 4R0, followned.

’n this case it made no diderence that it was not shewn that any one
had been employed to put cu the cieats as a seprsate piece of work ; the
defendants knew that the cleats were requived and wouid be put on by
th~ workmen whom they sent to do the work of shingling.  If the plaintiff
had been the workman intrusted with the duty, or even onc i 2 number
of workinen sent to do the work of shingliug, different consicerations
would apply.

Lynch-Staunton, K.C., for plaintiff.  Ridilels, K.C., for defendants.
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Aspeal—Cowunty Courts— Ordey dismissing appeal from faxation of osts—
Firal or interivcutory,

An orier made by the Judge of a County Court in a County Court
action dismissing an appeal from a ruling as to the sale of costs upon
faxation of the plaintiffs’ costs of the action awarded by the judgment,
is in its nature interlocutory ard not final, within the meaning of 5. 52
of the County Courts Act, R.S.0. 1897, ¢. 55,and no appeal lies therefrom
toa Divisional Court to the High Court. )

Hlakey v. Latham, 43 O Do 23, followed.  Zadeock v. Stan:ish, 19
P.R 193, distinguished. /n Kreutziger v, Brox, 32 0. R 418, th~ ques-
tion of the right to appeal was iiot raised or considered,

M. C Cameron, for defendant. I, /7. Blake, K. (., for plaintiffs,
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Wi//.—Con:frur/iw/---Z)‘a/uest of personaltv—< Reversion "—Gift orer—
Life interest— Aisolute inierest,

The testator by his will gave, devised and hequerthed to his father
“one-half of my ready money, securities ‘or moncy

.+ and one
half of all other my real and personal estate. whatsoever and wheresoever,




