——

English Cases. 353

EMPLOYER FOR NEGLIGENCE

Pr
INCIPAL

AND AGENT —CONTRACTOR—LIABILITY OF
y—DAMAGE—REMOTENESS.

OF coNTRacTOR - PUBLIC BODY—-BREACH OF DUT
inteiif:rt(ilakrr v. Idle District Council (1896), 1 Q. B. 335, is an
illy Str;ating case on a branch of the law of principal and agent,
Angus 6“§ the rule stated by Lord Blackburn in Dalton .
thing ’t ob I:ip. Cas. 829,. ViZ., Wh'ere a person causes SOmMe”
Cannot eqce ) one, the doing Of’ Vifl}lch casts. on him a duty,‘he
that dut¥ apefrom the respon51b.1ht).r attaching on him of seeing
In the Z }?erformed by delegating its performance to another.
tion, Wio?ient' case the defendants were a municipal corpora-
Ployed a ¢ 1aving power by statute to construct a Sewer, em-
of his ne ?_ntraCtO%‘ to do. tl}e work for them. In consequence
while mailgence in omitting to support certain gas mains
and the ing the necessary ex.ca\fation, the gas main broke,
the plain tggs escaped from it 1nt.o the house in which
Plosion to L > @ ?u,sb?nd and wife resided, and an ex-
the male 01 ,plﬂce’ lrlJurl.ng the female ‘plaintiﬁ‘ and damaging

oth the p amt.lf.f s furniture. 'The action was brought against
former Clafnunlclpal corporatlon. and the contractor. The
676 o imed to b.e free from liability, on the ground that
and theil; cno relation of master and servant between them
Tesult of a:l) ntractor, 'and that the explosion was not the direct
e Corporat}‘, Ord(?r given by them or.their servants, and that
right, | 10}’: dld.not owe any spec.xal duty to the plaintiffs.
corpofa,tio;; Wbo tried the action, dismissed it as against the
ighy, L]j ut the Cou.rt .of Appeal (Lindley, Smith and
groung t}.lat')’ reversed his judgment on this point, on the
SeWer to tak the corporation did owe a duty in making 2
Under ip Orde care not to break any gas pipes which they cut
Clegatin tﬁr to construct the sewer, and they could not by
reSPOnsibi . e performance of the work to another escape
by their 001 y for the breach of thatduty, although occasioned
ec aSentraCtorS' negligence. The rule of law applicable

321, by COc]X,aS also laid down in Bower v. Peale, 1 Q.B.D.
Work to be urn, C.J., as follows: “ A man who orders a
ings, inj executed, from which in the natural course of
Pecteq ¢, Jau?lous consequences to his neighbour must be ex-
Quenceg rise, unless means are adopted by which such conse-
may be prevented, is bound to see to the doing of



