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Jnjuries frorn Elecit ri y 1*11kg/z ways. 7î7

jmmediately, is flot conclusive against the elecirical company, but
mnust be passed upon by the jury in the light of ail other circum-
stances in the case ; as, for example, the prevalence of a violent
storm, the time of day or night when the wires felI, the number
whicb feil and their distance from each other. If, under ail the
facts in the case, the company has used the highest degree of care
and diligence practicable under the circumrstances, and in despite
thereof and soiely because of some latent and unknown defect flot
discoverable by reasonable examination, the wire breaks and faits,
there is no liability on the part of the owner of the wire."

A more difficult question is raised where there are twvo %vires
involved, one (barmless in itself' suspendcd near another whicb is
charged with a heavy current, the former breaking and falling upon
the latter, thus conveying its deadly current to the ground. Where
this occurs, the courts have vcry' generally beld the owner ot the
broken wire responsible. if the accident can be traced to bis neg-
lect. Thus, where the defendant's agents left the defendant's wvire
banging dlown over an electric ligbit wi re, and the plaintif %vas
injured by contact with the former, its owner was held liable."
And a telegraph company wvas be:d to answcr ixi damnages because
it ncghîgcntly allowed its %vires to rot, to the extent that they
readily broke and feli upon electric light wvires, causing injury to
travellers along the highway. In another case, a guy wire, used
by ar, electric lighit company, and wbicbi was entirely harmless,
broke and hung in contact with the fced %vire of an electric rail-
wav com pany. A traveller along the bigbway grasped the end of
the guyi %vire, as it hung over the sidewalk, and %vas kilied. The
electric light company %vas bield liable for bi., death. 1lfi an
action for injuries to the borses of the plaintiff comning in contact
wîth a small and weak telephione wvire which had beeni insecurciy
suspendied near a trolley wire, and wvbicb broke and fell ta the

highway, it was held the telephone companyý was hiable, for it bad
failed to secure its wvire properly, id it vas guiIty of furtber nec-
ligence in allowîng tbe wirc to remain haningi*i( in contact with the
trolley %vire, and threatcning injury to the public.

The twvo cases hast cited announice anotber and rnost important
doctrine, whicb is, tbat not only nia: the comipany be liable w bose
wire bias negligently been permittcd to fail, but an action lies
against tbe company across wbose \vire the linie of tbe otber bas
fallen, thougb the fall wvas in nowisc due to the carclessncss of the


