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The action is brouglit against Wallberg under the W'ork-
inen's Compensation for Injuries Act, and as the answei
to the third question is that the decleasedý was not at the
place aud doing the work assigned, to hM when the acci-
dent happened, the plainiff cannot recover against the de-
fendant Wallberg.

Thiere was nQt in my opinion any evidence of neglign
on1 the part of Lowes. There was no duty owed by him, to
any person unless upon the premises as of righit etther as
owner or tenant or licensee, or in some other way. Thye
wais no invitation on the part of Lowes, either expressed or
imiplied to anyone, apart from his eontract with Wallkcrg,
to go near this wall se as to be in danger of its fallîng. Thia
iS not tLe case of a trap or of aîiy danger to hiha parsonj
tiot aw.are of it miglit bo lured or attracted. Lowes in godc
faitti, g7ave the work to an independent contractoir, Wall-
b&rg, a comlpetent muan skilled in that kind of wreelcing

Thecre was no0 evidence that could properly be submitted
tce the jury of auj interference byý Lowes with the work of
the contractor. Nothing was done by him that wou]d ser
t10 1hev liability on, his part in the circumstances of this

case. It i ted that Lowes was on the prexuiszes, day by
dlay, Ibut he was not on the promises withini Sighf of Uie dan-

peros wlTite wafll ould not be seen by'lowe-s frein bis
own ]omoor ini the ordinary course' of coming and goîng.

If the deceasedl was not in the place wher c e oghit te have
beeni under bis arrangement wîth his employer Wallberg,
thait isz a defence for Lowes as well air for Wallberg. There
was no duty on the part of Lowes to the deceased, where the
deceasedl was at the timeê the laccident happened.

Action dismissed wvith costiv if demanded. Twenty day,9
stay.


