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the principle of Rylands v. Fletche 'r (1868), L1. 3 H1.L.
was bound at its peril to keep it under control.

A case very like this in principle was Saunders v.
Toronto (1898-99), 29 O.R. 273, 26 A.R. 265.

The inere fact that supervision is cxercised does no
render the person who engages the service liable, where co:
men are engaged: Reedie v. London and North Western E~
(1849), 4 Ex. 244; Çuthbertson v. Parsons (185), 12 Ci
And, as a general rule,' when the work is of a Iawful el
would ordinarily be executed without injury to others, an
imposed upon the employer as a personal duty, directiou
the work to be done, flot amounting to directi.ons as-to f
to be doue, do not impose hiabîlity upon the employer,
negligeince of the contractor or bis servants: Steel v. South-
R.W. Co. (1855), 16 C.B. 550.

lieference also to DaUlntonlo -v. MeCormick (1913), 2ý
319; Waldock v%. Winfield, [19011 2 N.B. 596; Consolid atE
Glass Co. v. Caston (1899), 29 Can. S.C.R. 624; Fleutý
(1906), 13 O. 1.. 59; Bradd v. Whitney (1907), 14 O.L.
Dewar v. Tasker and Sons Liinited (1907), 23 Timeis L.
Jones v. Corporation of Liverpool (1885), 14 Q.B.D. 890;
v. Clyde Navigation Trustees (1898), 25 Ri. (Ct. of Ses
1021; and especially to McCartan. v. Belfast HarbourC
sioners, [1910] 2 I.11. 470, [19111 2 1.R. 143 (H1.L.)

The last meubionied case destroyed the only argument o
it appeared possible to hold the city corporation liable,
the joint participation of the servants of both defendaut
work-if the turning off and on of the water and the load
transfer of the apparatus could in any proper sense be regi
part of the operation. which was by no means free froni é

IL scemned clear to the learned Judge that the defenda
pany, and the defendant comipany offlx, was responsible
negligence--it was the negligence of their servants, who v
to be regarded as the servants of the city corporation.

The plaintiff coxni)an-v allezed that it was unable to le.


