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Negligence—Employers' liability—Defective appliances—Warning and instruction—Injury to workman.

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of King's Bench, appeal side
, affirming the judgment of the Superior Court, sitting in review, (which had reversed the judgment of the Superior Court, District of Quebec,) and maintaining the plaintiff's action with costs.

The husband of the plaintiff sustained injuries, which resulted in his death, while employed in hoisting bags of grain by means of tackle to the upper story of the appellant's warehouse. The deceased employee had fastened two bags of grain to the rope which worked over the pulleys without using a slip-knot and the bags, while being hoisted, became loosened and fell upon him causing injuries from which he afterwards died. Shortly before the accident he had been warned to be careful in performing the work at which he was engaged, but it did not appear that he had been instructed as to the proper method of securing the bags to the hoisting rope. The action was dismissed at the trial by Sir Frs. Langelier, A.C.J., on the ground that the injuries were caused by the negligence of deceased solely, without any fault on the part
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of the defendant, his employer. This judgment was reversed by the Court of Review and, in affirming that decision, the judgment now appealed from (Sir Louis A. Jettê C.J. dissenting) held that the employer by his neglect in permitting the deceased to perform his work in an unsafe manner became responsible in damages for the injury which, as the result of want of proper instructions, was the cause of his death.

After hearing counsel on behalf of both parties the Supreme Court of Canada reserved judgment and, on a subsequent day, the appeal was dismissed with costs, His Lordship the Chief Justice dissenting.

Appeal dismissed with costs.
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