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mnoment in the progress of the work to look after and attend to
certain instrumentalities (q).

ii. Abnormal eondltions resulting from the use of the appiances
t'urnlshed by the master, low far regarded as defeets.- Injuries
resulting from these abnormal conditions which, in ai kinds of
industrial work, are temporarily created by the user of thte ap-
pliances furnished by the master are flot considered to be caused
by ",def,ýcts " within the meaning of these statutes. " The ab-
solute obligation of an employer to see that due care is used to
provide safe appliances for his workmen is flot extended to ail the
passing risks which arise fromr short-lived causes " (a). Especially

(q) O'Connor v. ANeal (i891) 153 Mass. 281, where the court refused te hold
the master liable for the negligence of a painters' assistant, who aided his
principal ii, moving from place tor place the planks and barrels from which a
ternporary scaffold was constructed, and adjusted one 'if the barrels se carelessly
t bat the scaffold collapsed.

(a> Whittaker v. Bent (1897) 167 Mlass. .588, denying recovery for an injury
reiltn rom the tenmporary dampness of moulds used in a,, iron foundry, whicn

eau be aîcertained only at the moment when they are set up, the reason assigned
heing the moulds were simail and numerous. the danger transitory. and any further
inspection than that of employés set! ing them up impracticable. The absence of
'.tanclîioîîs on lie sides of a trolley is not a " defect- 'vlere the piacing or such
,tasichions ia the duty of the servants who prit on the load. ('&rcoran V. Ease
Su rrev , c. Co. 1QLD 888) 4S5 Timies L.R. 103, 58 L.J.Q. B. 145, The liabilîîv of

a tk of car.h which an empia; er ks engaged in levelling for the purpose of
ugîading tlie laird of a third persan, ard upoo whîich labourers are at work, ta
fail when îîndermined, if not properly shored up ;s not a - defect in the wa) s

ytcv.A/h'n (189ý3) i6o Mass. 248, ~N.so ecnlewv

if the vvay itlse!f. Obstacles lying an or near the way which dontin any
,t,'urece alter the fitness for the purpase for whichi it i- gencrally employed, and
carunot be said ta be incorparated with it are not wirhi tire purview of this
provision. ilicaiffin v. Painiers if-c. Ca. (1882) ici L.R.LQ B. D. i, denying recovery
%vîere a car cri which a workman was c6nvce ing heavy iran halls struck against
Ipiece of a substance used for lining the furnaces which had been negligently

;placec projctîng inter the roadwaY on wbich the car ran. the resuit being that
orle (if the halls fé-11 on him. The words "ways, works and machiner)," do not
rasera pileaoflumber in the yard of a lîmber dealer. Cappibclv. Dearborn<î9goo)
i7i Mfass. i8j, SS N.E. 1042. Tot the sitme effect seec the fahlowitog cases where
tle abnarmal conditions were of the nature mentioned in the memoýrandum of
tle (acta appended ta the citations. W!iWeifs v. Watt (C.A.) [i892l z Q.B. 92.
rTenîporary remaval of the caver of a catch-pit lying in the line af a path alotig
wlîiclî servants liad ta pasa in the course af their dutiesl,; Mta) v. W/ùttier Alec/i.
CO. (18Q1) 1.54 Niasç. 29, 27 N.E. 768. ýEmployê stumbled over some çmall

pireces af woad whîich had beeti piled against the hack af a planing machine,
,,'ar whiu'hî lie had ta pass, tand %vas hurt by hiq liand caming inta contact with

the nmachine] ; Kansas City A. &~ B. A'. Ca. v. Burton (1892) 97 AIa. 240, 12 Sa.
88. [Cir left standing an a railway t rack], over.rulitng an this point, Hrf'/h.
land Alvî. (te. R. Co. v. IValters, qi Ala. 435; LOwiýv'i1Ie (Y. R. Co. v. Bau/dit,
1 igq,5) i1 icMAa. t85. [Oil.box standing near the track which came into contact
witlî plaintilWs foot while he was standing an the pilot af air engine and îlîrew
him alff]; Larroi v Wficul (î8Iqý) 163~ Mass.- 221, 39 N.E. ioi6. [The resience,
(if a ledge stone on a scaffoidiiîgl. Bath ain the priniciple applied in these


