
PRI,,E v. TOWN 0F BROCKI ILLE.

Lt iperhaps,, flot unlikeo 111, as o1,1f xuei.bers of ee-
lenIlt soiu whose position Ve a-,îskini g th(- Court to initer-

fereI eo~ideedin Zilliax v. Independont Ordor of Furest-
or . W. R. <331, 13 0. L. R1. 155, ai ic ] rr't- o v.

Court Douglas, 9J 0. W. R. 6?5.
l'ho applicaut should have noe osiu ti motion), buit,

a> thte miinieipaIitv should îlot hav i s\ttebylw i
questi1on, 1 give nu eusts against hlmil.

The by-law having been repeailed, there will bc no order
on this application.

TEE-TzEL, J. JULY 3RiD, 1907~.

TRIAI.

PRUIE v. TOWN 0F BIICKVILLE.

Nç~qligece-Ekdrcal Appieo-1njnry hi 1>er&m Using
Jlighay -MuniipalCoronUfion OeaiyEeti

Ligkit Plant under iStatuoirY Autlhorify--Žýpike on Fusi
clkargcd with .lcrct-"ireof IcsnIjrdl

Action to recover daiages for a *Iock anid eeebru
standby plaintifl by acdtlytucigan 11ir p

drvninto an electric ]iliht pole. beloing1îng to defenldantfs,
about f; feet froll) the greuind, mitIic spike waýjs lused tu
attacl a chaiiin for low(cring and raising ai larnp,

J. Deacon, Brockvilc, for plaintiff.

J. A. Ilutcheson., K. C., for defeiilintl.

TEE---TzEL, J. :-Atf the close )i' th, tr-ialI ersc (Ihe
view thiat 1 cold not, wpon. tho evdnefind defunldatis
guilty of any niegligenceu, and aiftcr fuirheri considerionpl
of theu evidence, 1 i1 illiuablu ta) (.anmi îîîy I 1îiiii Il iý
true tIat thlere waýs neaio fcoyeiec te ceu for

thie esc-ape of the electrie current down the pole and into
thie spike, but 1 amn unable te find that theuru was anyý defect
mi the insulation,' or other appa.ratus, or that flip plant andf
appliances were noît of the moszt modern and approv(edl type.


