
TEE ONTARIO IVEL'KLY REPORITER.

Defeildants uonstricted and are operatiug the mnicipal
lÎghtinig system n under zwthority of legisiative enaiient,
and, in the absence of negligence, are not, insurers tigaiiist
accidents.. .. ..

[Rýeferenco to Roy v. Caria.dîau Pacifie pR. W. Co., 119021
A. C. '220; National Telephone Co. v. Baker', [1893j 2 Ch.
186.]

It is equally well settled by xnany authorities thiat per-
sQfs ho operate or deal in daugerous inaterial. are obliged

to takýe thie utniost care to, prevent ijures to, the public as
well, as to thieir einployees, by adopting ail knowm deviee
to that end. but in this ceue flot only did plaintiff f ail t<>
prove dol anit, but 1 think the evidence offered by, defoudauts
8,hewed that they complied with the law.

Plaintiff souglit to bring the case within the ducision Of
Gloster v. Toronto Electrie Light Co., 38 S. C. R1. 27, but
the judgm-nent in that case turned upon the finding that the
wires in thte condition in which they were at the time and
place wbiere2 the b)oy was injured constituted a danýger to
tiiosu uising .the ligLhwýay, and were, in fact, a nuiisane-
thiat tie wvires hiad b)ecome worn and defeetive and had
eeuased to 1w insilated. In other words, the defendants
were, Mn that case, found guilty ' cf negligemee.

'l'le action imist ho- dismissed with costs, if qosts are
iiisisted upon by defendants.


