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tration is to be fyled with the court, -
"and an appeal will lie to the Divisional 1 l "’

Wbon. on the pér-
E’m-“ﬂm employer or UpOR =l o

owning the machinery. b |
greatest difficulties in connection wit ' Court, whose decision shall be final.
the trials in workmen’s actions for 'The costs will be small, and it will
compensation heretofore has been that render useful to a much larger extent
the proof that the machinery wa.shnoj the workmen's compensation act. In
g:tecl:.ed lfel':c,l?;il% 3-13t l;n?ihggzd woﬂl“ addition t;) lesaenlgg the Ietxpelnul; blt
n a CuilL, o " u A m e
man has often been compelled at great :;:‘legxm tfhg r:cheolerglngllsh act was
“expense to call experts in machinery to not accepted, and his reply was be-
establish his first proposition, to show cause the public mind is not ripe for it
that the machinery was out of order of in this country. " It was, therefore, bet-
did not comply with the rqull;eﬂgfl—:ﬁf:  ter to awalt a longer experience of its
gie:theerlgrlﬁou:‘ hi:o e:npue?r?e soathat it ’ w‘:ﬁ{mm in order that eomg 0f| ltﬁlfgm"
« . s ~culties may be removed and simpiined.
ra.r:moat ::t\;agg hamzengi:the;tﬁ; hgx‘;g;:e He had, therefore, adopted some of its
h:snbgenasg gmi . ‘t;rat by the time he best clauses which are aPpIIca.ble to the
has pald his costs there is very lit- conditions existing in Canada.
tle left for him, it having (I:;eenltfrlt- , Mr. Whitney Approves,
. ges and witness
}i:fl aﬂa:pgagdpe& him. therefore, . Mr. Whitney, while not desiring to-
that the onus of proof might well be discuss the subject at this stage, ¢x-
thrown upon the owner of the machin- ' pressed a preference for the bill lnEm-
ery to show he kept his machinery in duced by the hon. megber for West
proper condition” and that dangerous Toronto (Mr. Crawford), which, speak-
places - were covered or protected ing broadly, appeared to him more
wherever it was required to be by the desirable In some respects than that of
act. It does mot follow, he pointed . the Attorney-General. He was glad to
out. that in all cases a verdict would - observe that in_both bills there is a

tendency to make the greatest possib'e
effort to simplify the method and man-
ner by which rights under this act can
be proved and recovered in a court of
law, He saw no reason why the same
 methods should not be successfully
adopted to simplify all legal procadure,

of contributory negligence ; cecondly, and he hoped the time is not far dis-
‘hat it was not owing to the defect in tant when some person occupyinz the

go against the employer, even if thv\
the machinery usaed which gave rise Lo | position of his hon. friend (Hon. Mr. !

proof that the requirements had not
been observed was forthcoming, as
there are three or four propositions to
be established before the plaintiff could
get a verdict., It might, for instance,
be shown that the workman was gullty

the action.  In view of these facts it Hardy) would adopt the same prineiple
was proposed to throw the onus of to the entire legal procedure of the
proof upon the owner. The court will Province.

determine in each case what the effect

of that onus is. The bill also pro-

vides for a simplification of the litiga-
tion and will perhaps lessen the expenss
of litigation. Other clauses of the bill
give the option to the plaintiff, and in
that sense to the defendants also, of
hawving the case disposed of gy at'bislrﬂ-
tion before ithe County Judge. ‘he of the Province who r v.
practice under the English act abso- | refused admiasion ilt:to i;ii;ent;\tehrp 2:;2
lutely requires that all these cases shall lums, while the admission of p#'l.."itpn"q.

Questions by Members.

In reply to Mr. Whitney, Hon. Mr. |
. Harcourt said : There are no pationts
in any of the asylums who have been
~admitted from other Provinces of the
Dominion or from the 1Tnited Rtates.
There are no patients in any of the jails

be disposed’ of by arbitration before from other Prov & i
the County Judge. The Canadian law States has been f:lill:)i\':d OrTg;emnggrid
is somewhat different. What Is now of the admission of natle.nts not beio 'n
proposed is that the plaintiff shall, if Ing . t6. the. Pootries Tt gm*ernnd‘ n‘t;:
he desires to have an arbitration dis- " cavn. 317, sec. 36, R.8.0.. which ﬂl*-ctl:);
' posed of before the County Judge,with- provides for their return to the nlace
in three or four months, a reasonable of nativity or residence if their insani-
lperlod. give notlice that he proposes ty appears within thirty days after
to arbitrate, and the defendant has ten coming to Ontario. The practice in
days in which to declde whether he will L.ondon, England, is not to dephrt 'any
 accept arbitration or apply to a Judge foreigner or non-resident or traveller
| of the High Court in Chambers for an who may be overtaken with insanity in
. order showing that the matter involves that city, as it is understood that'the
difficult questions of law, that compli- due observance of International comity
cated questions of fact arise, In which would prohibit the deportation in such
. case the Judge may order the matter cases when selzed with insanity in the
' to proceed by action in the ordinary city.
way. - It is left to the plaintiff to de- In reply to a question by Mr. Whit-
cide whether he will proceed to arbi- ney, Hr. Hardy state® that Mz. Thos
| tratlon or by Judge and jury. The Dawson has been appointed Sheriff of
costs are to be as in the County Court; Frontenae, but that a telegram receiy-
$10 will be the ultmﬁst fee that will be ed by Hon. Mr. Harty from a Myr.
charged for arbitration, and the fees ' LLawWSso . - |
of the court will be the ordinary County | Lgr?oﬁ?::mgraxtd. s e, ..

| Court fees. The award of the arbl-
The Meagher Abduction.

Mr. Powell (Ottawa) moved for all
correspondence in connection with the
| abduction of an Ontario man named
Meagher by a customs otficer of the
| United States of America. He declared




