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placing it on the bracket attached to a pole of the railway com..
pany, and subsequently the latter took down the pole and hung
the coil on the telephone company's post, where it was highly
charged with electricity froîn the railway company's wires, causing
injury ta a traveller, the telephone company was held liable for
negsigence in failing to anticipate the acts of the railway company.
The court say: - This responsibility is based on the principle that
if the defendant, instead of remnoving its wire, chose ta hang it
upon the electric pole where it had no right to be, it was bound to
look after it, and that, if the defendant had done sa, it would have
discovered the removal of the samne, and its candition, se that the
i ijury might have been avoided, and consequently that the comn-
pany must be taken ta have foreseen as likely ta happen or poszibly
to follow the consequences which resulted trom its omission ta re-
move the wire whe-ý it was disconrxected from the telephone."

A more complex situation arises where a heavily charged %vire
is maintained at a safe distance fromn passers-by, but it break-, and
falls, thereby coi-ning in contact with a traveiler. Wnere, under
these circumstances, a live electric light wvire was lving in an aile>',
and a fireman inadvertently touched it and wvas kiled, the electric
light company wvas heid liable, in not sufficientiy protecting fromn
injury persans who were lawfully in the alley. Sa wvhere the act ot
negligence charged is the insecure fastening of the wires, thiere is a
liabiiity imposed for injuries from fallen wires ; and a failure ta
inspect the lines wiiI be adequate proaf of such negligence.

Generally, the question is whether the electricai cornpany whose
wres have failen has used due diligence in removing them or in

rendering them harmlLýs, after it has received or shouid have re-
cevdnotice of their fall ; for it has been remarked that the owner

of the fallen wire cannot escape liability by keeping himnself in

sisted in its failure ta know the facts connccted with the breaking
of the wire. In other words the defendant might have been negli-
ge ntly ignorant. The defendant was bound ta exer-
cise due diligence ta receive information as ta the condition of its

wires, and its failure ta use proper diligence in this respect would

constitute negligence." In ail such cases the inquiry respecting
undue delay in repiacing tht wires is for the jury, and even the
fact that the owner had not a sufficient force to enable it ta repair


