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(2) Because thero was no evidenne thiat the failure te employ II
"look-out muan» - aused the accident.

(3) Recauspe. upon the unIdi-puted filets, the only proper in-
ference was that, knowing the dangerolus nature of the emnpliy-
ment, the deceaFed vonluntari1y mndertook the io

(4) Recaus'e, upon thv lindliqputed facts, ihc a(, ident Iwaý
COlel canud Il rglgenrc of thec aedlliif Thmn
waa fin al pos)itioni of saIfuty 'o lonig as hie dIid Int lace( htist-f

in the wa y of the. momig crane--b nw his poril, andii il Vasl

his dutv flot te ferget thle passing cranesc, and s;o place hîsef
A position whiere diath -,%a,; alos rtain, FogtigMai'ne

be, ritgligenvo fin somwtcmsac but Iher aiii man 1lunaril %
places hiilseif Ili a1 position callinig for Ilhe exerciso of getr, ve
Ilare iii solme particlhir respect. hu muitst 11(t forget -or ht iý hIl-

"%%Ieline that cause,ý the ac-cident.
The acution %%il] he i.nis as to) the sýtccl uomlpanvy Ilp,>] The

answers of the jury, ami as to the bridge mpanv f->r th reasons
aber.e given -in the cicmsacc ithouit ot.

Th isu btwenthe, deedatinwbem c a inlatter et,
cetsely. 1 dismnisq tilhe daim for. iidelmnity withi cost- 111 lw,

cause, thlere being no liiibility to 0we plainitiff, there -am he. ne dlaim
ever ; ( 2) liecausei the. agreemnt !et 10e tuteednt e fot
givp a righit ef indemýnnity when th bridgerumnpatiy iý itself ugi
gent, and Oie diml et the plainitiff (if ally) mualit be aedon

Ti.coste new aw%%arded de net cover any ct ineurrd in r.-
stint- plaintiff's dimi atgainsý-t the Steel cornipanly
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flaul ay ijury te and ('neprLIuhof Pcrson ro.i
Tra c 4- Iffigjhway-croxxinfl Nef r, Le1 aiv SLLory

inaW-4r aiise of InuyFnigof Juy 4onecia .
lei'ro.r Noçflecti in Rii lf Pro per In fer, wn-e 1Er i, encfe,

Actioni fer dainages fer thie death u-f G rifflith. while ntuin~
ilig froui his work te bis hoire oin the 2flth Dreembr, 1909, byv

lwig n îo1> y ai train of the. defendantiiis et al bighway eceing.


