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as IlSmith, Rae & Greer," and permitting thern to acquire thc right to be
known by that naine as its soie owners.

Ne/i, that hie could not, after this conduet and lapr-e of tir.1e. assume
the namne of IlSmith, Rae & Greer," and that the members of tI'ýfirm wl1 o
had adopted that innrue were entitled to have hlmi enjoiried frorr usilig it.
Levy v. WValker,, i Ch. D. 436, 448, folUow.ýd.

Rae hai at one tîme been a member of the old firm of Smith, Rae
& Greer, but had ceased to be so P -, some years before the dissolution.
He permitted his naine tE, be used iii the sixyle of the new firin, but was flot
a member of it, and was flot practising as a .àolicitor.

IIeld, that hie was flot a neccss.ý,ry Party to the action, ncr was there
such danger of liability bting incurred by humii by his being held out by the
defencant as a partner as entitled hirm to an injunction.

Shiep/ey,, K.C., for piaiiýiffs. Ayklsuori'z, K.C., and IV. ,. ile;',,
for defendant.

'Meredzýh, C.-J.C.P., M.\ac.ýahon, J., Teetzel, T.] [fan. ,30.
'.I.RKLE V. t)ONAîLDSON.

MAfster ,:nd .o.r,-ai-Inju ,y Io set,anz t- lfoirkmieu's Cosmpenzsado(n 4ct-
J)efect in wa;'s , or-ks, etc.- P'erson ine/rus/ci wï1/. du!;", of seeieg t/zai
condlition is pru/'er- Fe.iu i ;aî/Ac/gence.

The plaintiff was cmiployed by the defe,',daiits as a carpenter, and was
ungajed ini sitingiing a building Nvhe:i a cleat whichi he was using as 7.

inean ; of suport gave way, and he was thrown to the grouind Dnd injurur.
There was evidence that the cleat gave way Ûw-.ing to one of tbe shingles to
which it was attached not having been properly fastencd to, the rou f, and
that the mode adopted of fastening it and the other cleats on the roof w~as
an unsafe onîe. Lt did flot appear by Nvliom the cleats hiad been put on;)
they were on before the plaintiff began to shingi l, - roof ; a )Id he was nct*
one of the workmien employed on the building when they were ilit on.

He/d, that the cleat was a part of Ilthse ways, works, machinery, plant,
buildiiiýs or prernises connected with, intended for or a.sedl in the business
of the employer," within the nieaning of sub-s. i of s. ý3 of the Workinen's
Compensation for Injuries Ac', R.S.O. 1897, c. 16o; and, there being
evidence upon which a jury inight fsnd that the cleat ivas defective in that
it was ûsot securely fasteýied, that the dleféctive condition was the proxi-nate
. 'tuse of thse injury, and thut it was due to the niegligenice of the defendants'
werknicn who put on the cleats. 'l'le defendants would le answerable
for that negligence (if foii;id,% as being negligence of persons intrusted by
them with the duty of seeing tfiat the cond'.ion or arraingcmi-ýit of the
ways, etc., was proper, within the mieaning of su'3-s. i of s. 6. Différences
between sub-s. i of s. 6 and the corresponding provision of ic E nglish
Act poiiîted out.


