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animal may bu liable in tvcspass for any injury which it mav cause to animals&on
S the adjoining lands, as iii the case of an injury inflicted by a horse throughi a

wire fence "--but this (citing Lee v. Riley, 18 C.13.N.S. 722 ;Ells v. Loftits Iroil
~yCo., L.R. io C.P. ro) relates flot to injuries infiicted by a %vire fenice, but by a

horse kicking throuigh it, and injuring animais on the adjoining land. Neithier
have the cases about trian-traps, spring-guns, and sirnhlar danigerous instrumeil-
talities uised for the protection of property (fuilly discussed in 17 Ir.L.T. 37c),
393, 407)m auiv very influential bearing on this particular brandci of the subject
and tog<rwîrtv. .4 intrsluun Bii.ral Roard (4 Ex. D-. 5) is often rited with
refèrence to baêel-ifuces " it wvill befoundoni uxamnination to tuiri upon grounds

r iniapplicable to) the question 'as to the rîght tu maintain such fetices. Noi- yet
Nvas Firt's case (ubj supra) a case affecting tie peculiar position occupied by
suchi a danuî'rt)us inistrtirieiitalityv but it gocs sottue 'vaxN, holding, so far as it is flot
detcriînerd b)v its seilfacts-tile deati of aul aiîxîial catised bv swallowing frag-
inients f utdiroli <lroppiug fraiuî a fence %viiich tie <lefendfants %were boud tu
maiitaii-thatwhr tpu i lito ess to fetice, the fencing nitst bcdonc in

the niatural effects of decay (anid sec JIaà'kc v. Sitearer, 56 284,. .l3. 284
of iiu .21 Ir.l-.T. .3i9).

It întst be takein, tierefore, that for arnyting like direct authorît v un the
subjet of liability for iiîiuries caiîsed by barbcd.wire fones, recaursu ilnust bu
had solely tu Couinty Court cases so far as regards England and Irelauid. Lt is
an Iinstrumiieiîîatlity- bcamninig cxîuttn.sivelv uscd of latc, frequently in a mnost indis-
criminate aui daugcrouis vay. iiid t lie daily press ini tuis city lias recently
tcemed with aîxgrx' protests agaiiist its einplhwiiîeit. One w riter lias colIucted
saine of those Couinty Côuirt cases (see ante, P. 1 2f), which, by the 'vay. were îlot
imentiouied iin .! 'Quis case, w1lîci case lie liiiîiself omnits to cite ; but, aý
regards the Cardiff case iinentiotued hy Iiirn, it duaes îlot appear tiat there is aiiy
proper report of it cxNtint ---it caîie after fleuciitt v. Plack»nore (ubi supra), auid
secîns to liave beeîi on aIl fours wvith Pird v. Frvst. Nuw, Bird v. "rost %vas the
first of tie series, anîd tic Jutice <>1 thc Pcacc, of the i 2th iiist., says it %vas a case
trîed by the NIai.c-hest(cr Countt Court iin Dueumber, 1889, by I)eputy.judgt:
Goldsthorpe, - in whicli It \vas dccided that the <lefendant, w~ho wvas the occupier
of land adjoiiiiîg at public footpath feuced froni off his land by barbed %vire, %vas
liable for (lainage donc1 tu the plaint iffls claties by comning iinto contact Nvith tie
barbs vhîilst lie wvas înakiiîg wa.v for- other passengcrs couîiiîg alonig tie path.
The olv Point distilnguisiig thus case fromi the Scotch ca';e''-E1giin Roadl Trustees
v. limes. w~hec tie feuice was otily three feet dlistaîîtt-'' w s that the barbed %vire
Nvas set back niine feet frontî the p;ati oni the deféndants land. If, hioNever, the
leartiedj udge founid that even so tic wirec constituted a danger tu persons lawfully
i simg tie path, it wvould be mdistinguishable iii point of Principle. No proper
repajirt, however, of this case is to be fund." The next case- was Beunett v,
13Jack;itoir (ii supra), after which camne IVilcox v. Cardiff Corporation, already J
alluded to. And after sikating the effect of the decision in the subsequent Irish
case of Af'Qttillaît v. C'ronwllin IrOtI 01- CO. (26 Ir.L.T. Rep. i5)--whichl lias


