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of Blackburn, J., in JkÂrâl v. Wîlliamson, 13 C. B. (n. a.)
317, that "the true rule of law is, that the person who, for
bis own purposes, brings on hie land and collecte and keeps
there anything likely to do misehief, if it escapes, mnuet keep
ît in at hie peril; if lie doe not do so is prima facie answerable
for ail the damage which is the natural consequence of its
escape. Hie can excuse hinseif by shewing that the escape
was owing to the plaintiff's defauit; or, perhaps, that the
escape was the consequence of vis major, or the act of God;
but as nothing of, this sort existe here, it is unnecessary to
enquire what excuse would be sufficieni. The general rule,
as above stated, seeius on principle, just." And "iît seems
but reasonable and just that the neighbour wlio lias brought
somnathing on bie own property (which was not naturally
'there), harmless to others se long as it is confined Io bie own
property, but which lie, knows wiI be mischievous if it gets
on.-his neighbour's, shiould be obliged to make good the dam-
aige which, ensues if he does not succeed in confining iA to hie
own property. But for hîs act in bringing it there no
miachief could have accrued, and it senis but just that lie
ahould ai his peril keep it there, so that no miachief may
accrue, or answer for the natural and anticipated consequence.
And upon authority, this, we think, is established to be the
la1w, wheilier the thing se brouglit lie beasts, or watet, or
fdth, or istenches."

Lord Cranworth, in Rylands v. Fletcher, supra, 8ays:
"'The defendants, in order to effeet an object of their own,
brouglit on to their lands' . . . a large accumulated mass
of water, and, stored it up in a reservoir. The consequence of
this was damage Io the plaintiff, and for that damage, how-
ever skilfully and caref-ally the accumiiulatio-n was made, the
defendants, according to the principles and authorities to
which 1 have adverted, were certainly respon6ible."

The saine conclusion was reached in 'Whlley v. Lancash-
ire & Yorkcshire Rw. Co., 13 Q. B. D. 131; where the de-
fendants, to proteet their embankinent froni damnage froni an
accurmulation of water, owing to an unprecedented rainfali,
eut trenches in it through which the water flowed and
reaehed and injured the lands of the plaintif!.

The cîrcumastances of the present case are much the
sanie as thiose in Rylattds v. Fletcher, with the added fact
that defendants net only brought upon their premises this
large quantity of water and discharged it therefroni, to the

1913]


