
IllN TER r. Ili IlT $IG IVORKS CO.

z o oae~ a]] thtae Midsoni Bay Flhares (income and capital) to
ons or ot hé,r oe ther naine iifhai itie--: In re White, [18931 2 Ch. 43.

The ruetrait uponl the sale of the Ilie of Wight land tili a
tune ia made btenthé Ilie and the mainland, if such should
4. made witin the lifetimre of any of the executors or twenty-
orne je.ar tliefteýr, wudappear to be an illegal provision under
ln re Rosher, 28ý Ch. D. soi. followed and approved of in Black-
bu Y. MrCailnm. 33 S. C. R. 65.

floe wero ail the points befoïre me, and counsel agreed that
ili die.pol of thes- ,vould siifici(,ntly clear the way for pro-

üdiug vitli the administration of the estate, and I answer them
as ab-ove indicated.

p.OstQ out of the estate.

NIu*oN J.NovEMfBER 17Tu, 1910.

H1UNTERZ v. HIAMILTON BRIDGE WOTRKS CO.

Negligence.-Injiury te and CosqetDeat h of Servant-Obliga-
lit Io> Rmployl -Lo-o .1f an "-Cause of Injury- Volun-
lar J.irring,, RiskIjiiry Catised Sole7l, by Negligence of
Ihcee.ud- Forgeln*-C.t-S e belween DeedaM
Claim for Ind.mernity.

Action for daniages, for theé death of one Tlnter, alleged to
have ben ùausd by the niegligence of thie defendants, the Hlamilton
firid Workp Co. and the Halimilton Steel Co., or one of them.

The action wa4 trîed nt Hamilton, hefore MIDDLECTON, J., and

W. A, lieé, for the plaintiff.

c'. Lynrh-Staunlt'on, KCfor the defendant8 the Hamilton

J. W. Nebtt, NC., and D). L. McCarthy, K.C., for the de-
fnautf the Hlamilton Bridge Works Co.

)4rlI.TN J. :--ln this act ion, after t'he best con8ideration I
grp conelude that the plaintif fal

(1) Beeauig there waa no evidenve iipou wlich the jur conld
fin an obligation on the part of the bridge eompany to> emnploy a
telok-ot niai).


