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f, but

that the defendant kept the monkey, which caused the injury complained o 410
e

g‘d not allege that he was the owner of it, and it is possible they are intendec
© conﬁnfzd to the case of injuries committed by the animal upon the Premlses
upon VYh'Ch it is kept or harbored. If, for instance, in the case under cot
:Lde;atlon’ a person visiting at the female defendant’s house had been injured by
toeth:areizere'“fomd appear to be_ some reason in holding her immediately li%bie
the owlr)ler Or‘tl> injured for sugh an injury, leaving her to her remedy over ag‘%lii_‘
olo. S ; but e\;e.n thlS.V.leW may seem somewhat hard to support on prll‘;og
D bppt(;lse a friend visits the house of a neighbor accompanied by % °
his prem? e n(;elghbor to be.savage, but the latter suffers the dog to remai? ne
dos bitesses and takes no a}ctlve s'teps to drive him away or destroy him, an tre
fact of th some Per}?on while he is on the neighbor’s premises. Does the m'ene
L.R. 2. C.P ot the llgblhty for the injury? Swmith v. Great Eastern Railw® o8
. u’po;x t.ht (;’V?u p see,m to sh‘ow that it does not. In that case a stray vic
ously been o ‘che ;nf ane s bremises and bit the plaintiff. The dog had pren’s
cloth n the de endgnt s premises earlier in the day and had torna pers® 1d
T ;S;- and had been driven away but had come back again. And it was he 0
sa(; chf I:g:nts wereffn(?t liable, and it certainly seems going rather to© fa ?Ses
involves a remere S[;] oTng of another to keep a wild animal on one’s prer”, ile
actually on t}iponSl 1¥1ty, not only for the damages which it may occasion w ]
i cae ot br: irerlmses, but also fo.r any damages it may do off the prem 4
Denman, C ja is ‘C;OSG- Upon this point a passage in the judgment O = 4
was said indeon fn lthay v. Burdett 9 Q.B., 101, seems in point. He says’'
animal form ur her on the part of the defendant that the monkey, be.mg it
escaped and wetr’f’ t i: woulq not be answerable for injuries committed by 1t 1irlg
e S e da arge without any default on the part of the defendant, d}lr bis
Keen: pe fmd was at large, because at that time it would not b€ in i
eepl.ng nor under his control. . . . We are of the opinion that the defe?
ant,Flf he \vqul(;l kfiep it, was bound to keep it secure at all (.Ev.er'lts.”
the aioiza;}ll)l:irllt . fdlealt that thef Court considered the keeper respOnSib
was both the keg sa e}; ;Pt, t?ut in that case the defendant was the perse® = g
which it wae koot x 03 up cimal and the owner or occupier of the premis® 1y
whether a ersep g a}? the question whlc?h has arisen in Shaw v. McCrea?)
another is pto {;n(;v © permits a wild animal to be brought on his premis® g4
not arise and we eeme? - nesame the responsibilities of being its keeper’d b
one of the lear aii n'otj o course adj‘ufil.cated upon. The case was compa’” atef
upon one's ]ani]1e Jcll1 ﬁes o the.? Dl_vxslonal Court to the penning back © wthe
parallel appear ’tanb then suffering it to escape to the damage of others, bu (0"
prietor aPpuanst .to efmcomplete. If through the act of some adjoininé the
breaking (?f ity of water were lodged on a person’s land, and then .yi
lands to the dS - natfural bank or dam, the water spread over the adjolnore
nearly parallelamage' of the owners thereof, that would, it appears to us be ity
ey parallel and in such a case we do not think there would be any 12 1
injury on the part of him on whose land the water had originally 1048¢™
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