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the eleetrie company for a period of about 16 years, during
which ail appeared to, be right and proper, and the jury ex-
pressly exonerated. the foreman Hillis, whu was ini charge
of the work at whieh the deceasedl was engagcd when he
met bis deatli, front any negligence which caused the death.

This absolves the company from any charge of knowledge
of the insulation having become defective.

The case, thierefrere, appears to resolve itself into onie in
whieh, thore was, notbing more in the firat instance on the
part of the difendlants the railway company than the giving
permission to string- properly insulated highi voltage vires
on their poles.

T'lire is an absence of any further flnding againgt thefse
dIefendaznts, bringing home to, them, negligence wiehI led
ta the dIeath.

On the ground that actionable negligence hals not been
mracle nut againist thevse defendants, their appeal should be
allowed.

This coniclusion. rendlers nness any vdiscusision of
the eaiimi for indeminnity, but 1(do tiot, ais ait peetavs
clissent freont ihe view taken by mi'Y brother Glarrow on this
braneh of tho vase. Th'le ease in thlis respect appears te be
dlifferent fri that of Sutton v. Towni of Dundas, in %%Iicüh

jugnet as givenl to,-day (anite 126.)
'l'le resimît is that the aippeal of the d(efendaniits the rail-

%%ay- coîniplav js alloved(, and the action dis>nissel ais aga,ýinQt
thvin, %vithi thc est.. properly taxaible against the plailitilit;
and thiat the iappeal of the dfnnth te eleetrir companyllll
is diillissed %%ith costs. Theri, wiii be ne cc*ts of the third

parv pocedinsor of thr appeail in respect throta or
ansit ativ of the parties.

MFREITHJ.A., gave relasons1 in writing for the sanie

Ost-Fu and MÇ.&EJJ.A., aise concuirredl.

('AKzRoW,- J.A., vasq of opinion, for resens stated in writ-
ing, Ilmat the plaintiff was entitled te retaiin ber judfgirient
agaitist bath dIefenclants, buit that the railvsy coimpany were
etiitled te a rewiedy over against their c-eedns


