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th;it the trustees or.directors were bound only ta exercise slight car., sucli as in-
attentive persons wvould give to their own business, in the management of the
large anid important interests coiimdued t(, their hands. Whent otie deposits
11101(1V i n a savings bank, or tý,qkes stock in a corporation, thiis divesting himself

ofthe inmediate control of his property , he expeets, and has the right to expeot,
that the trustees or directors who are chosen to take his place in« the manage-
init a1nd control of his property will exercise ordinarvy care and prudence in the
trulsts COmntlittedl to them--the saine degree of care and prudence that men,
promnpted by sell-iiiterest, generally exercile in their own affairs. \Vhen one

exiari ute tîldhe position of trilstee or director of a corporation, good faith,
jusic, -ndpublic policy unite in requiring of him stich a degree of care

inul prudence, and it is a igross breach of duty-crassa iiegligettia-iiot to bcstow
ilii. It is impossible tu give the measiire o>f culpable negligence for ;1il casus,
a, the degucee of care required depends tupon the subjects to which it is t> lie

îppie." Sec also hýrinkerlijff v. f.sic,88 N .Y., 52.-NT. Y. IAwJUrnl

kii~ri<< Ri1w~Y vii~us I~iiW}-Nii--<.assîivolvingï a conflict o)f in-
t 'rusts l>et wei telephone and electric rail vaN- companies are becoining more
iitiwitrous. The Supreie Court of New~ York, iii Hudsoit Rive;, Tel. C'o. v.
M'rlU''it Turnpikc andi Railroadl Co., 1,5 N.Y. SUPP. 752, considered the question
aiul seeiîîs to have held iii opposition to the later current of authorities. The
tducision ini that case Nvas that a grant by, the legislature and inicipal Itlllori-
ties to a street railway company, to uise electricity as a motive power, thoigh it
du)Ls flot designate the particular systeni by which the poNver is to be supplied,
dlus tiot give the cornpauy a right to use a systeni by the use of whichl the elec-
tieity Nwill pass froin the street and interfère with the current of a telephone
cuiipjafly, which has previously lawfully erected its poles and xvires on private

prpetv yhere there are other ýysterns which rnight be iised by the railway
('rlavat a greater expense, but at less additional expense than wvould bc re-

îînlired for the telephoné company to change its systemn. \Vhen a street .-ailway
isnan about to use electricitv as a motive power, to be supplied i>y a sys-

teni which %vill allow the current to escape to the wires of a telephone company,
ereetteçl on private propertv, and to continuouslv interfère with and injure the
buisiness of the telephone company, an injuniction -\vill lie, there being 1no ade-
qîîate ren.edv ut law. Froni the lengthy opinion of the court Nve quote the fol-
lovving: 1''t Nvill be observed in thi s case that the language iii the' legislntive
amId municipal grant of authority to'the derfendant relates onlvy to the power to
ile tised by it and specifies no particular mode of its application. If the single
trolley' systeni \vas the only înethod of applying electricity«as a motive poNver to>
cars, then the authority te use electricity niight be said to contain an authorit\'
for the use of that systein, notwithstanding its; injurions effects ilpont others, pro-
Vided the legislature bas the constitutional 'powýer to grant a right te a corpora-
tion to invade private rights or destroy the pioperty of other corporations or ini-
dividuals ; but as the case discloses that the single trolley systeni is ixot the only


