
ýLL TEL. CO. v. OTTAWA ELEC. CO. & CITY 0F OTTAWA. 581

d being connected with theŽ electric companv's permianent or
tonary wiring system (overhead and strung on pols) a

nvenent point in the neighbourhood of the frozen pipe, iai14 the (
lier end, the movable wire, to the thawing apparalts. The
Iaehment was made to a primary wvire. The appliances rfrc
were used, and the company's mdcr, -with the helpers, weýrv

gaged in thawving service-pipes in a ety street, on the 1 111
arch, 1918. When the work of that day wxas completecýi, aUiouit

.M an attempt was made to detach the wire transitýiting
e current by pulling upon it. The wiîre broke, lea'vîng a li\( e wire,,
5 or 6 feet i Iength, hanging froin the primnary wirev.
~joint usèr of poles in the city by the pliniff conipany. and thie

îfendant eompany was seeured by an agreemient of the I Uîh
ýptember, 1909.

011 the 22nd August, 1918, Eugene Gourgon, an empIo)ý cu of
e plaintiff company, while acting ini the course of his, einploy' -
ent, came -in contact with the wire negligently left hhnîn y
c defendants, or one of them, and was instantly killed.

It was alleged that, by reason of the negligene of the dlefend-
it or one of them, and the consequent death of Gourgon, the
aintiff company had been eompelled to payCGourgon's depenitants
,,427.07, under the ormnsCompensation Act: anil iie
aintiff company claiined to Ue repaid that sum.

It was not in e-vidence that at any time any city officiai dûrevted
controlled, or attempted to diîrect or 'controt, the skilled nieni

rnished by the eleetrie company as to th~e manner of ervn
tt the m-ork. There *as nothiingz in the nature of the work or
rvices to be performed to occasion injury to anybody, if carried
it müwih reasonable care. Hlolliday v. National Telephione C'4,,
S991 2 Q.B. 392, 399 (C.A.), and Black v. ChristchurchFiac
o», [18941 A.C. 48 (P.C.), distingi4shed.

Aýs in British Columbia Electii R.W. C'o. Limited v. Loach,
916] 1 A.-C. 719, the defendant comipaLny started out to d o its work
ith defective equipment, buit, unlike the defendlants i that case,
td many subsequent opportuniities of avoiding the consequeneeuS
its previous niegligence, by the exercise of recaFonable care.
The plainitiff comrpany was niot ealled uplon to antioipate, or be

ýgilant in detecting the defendant opnysnegligenice-it wa
[stified in assuming reasonable care: IDaniel v. M-\etr-opolitani
.W. Co. (1871), L.R. 5 1-1. 45; Pollock on Torts, loth ('d., p).
)9. The defendant cormpany, on the othier hand, was not oly'N
L position more readily-to discover a defeet in the condition of
s o'wn lune, andl boundi to tie vigila.nt in li,,4speting it; but, i di

onto thi-, having b)rouglit a dangerous agency intoaeit,
pon fixedl property of whieh it was one of the uisers, it cameu unde(r


